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Comment Set C1 – Saul Roe 
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Response to Comment Set C1: Saul Roe 
 
C1-1 Upon receipt of this comment, the project website was updated. Links to Data Requests 

2, 4, and 5 and the scoping comments were updated. 

C1-2 The comment regarding security plans and plans for major natural disasters are not 
related to environmental issues and are outside the scope of the Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR).   

The commenter’s concerns regarding the need for security plans and features and the 
examples given for Mesa Substation, as well as plans for a major natural disaster are 
noted and will be provided to the decision makers for their consideration prior to 
project approval.  
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Comment Set C2 – James Flournoy 1 

 
  

                                                             
1 The commenter provided links to several websites containing supplemental information. Some of these links were 

broken. Refer to Attachment 2 File 2 for copies of the supplemental information provided by the links that were 

not broken. 
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Response to Comment Set C2: James Flournoy 
 
C2-1 The Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) does not contain a geotechnical 

appendix. The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) does not require that an 
EIR include a geotechnical appendix. CEQA Guidelines section 15151 states that the 
“evaluation of the environmental effects of a proposed project need not be 
exhaustive....” CEQA Guidelines section 15064(f) requires that “[t]he decision as to 
whether a project may have one or more significant effects shall be based on 
substantial evidence in the record of the lead agency.” The analysis of geology and soils 
impacts is supported by substantial evidence, including analysis of potential for 
seismic ground shaking and characterization of soil stability. Additionally, Mitigation 
Measure (MM) GEO-1 requires a geotechnical investigation be conducted and a report 
be prepared for the proposed project. The investigation must assess the potential for 
liquefaction, landslides, lateral spreading, seismic ground shaking, and expansive soil 
in the project area. 

The commenter does not provide specific assertions or evidence as to why the analysis 
in the document is inadequate. The conclusions in the Draft EIR are supported by 
substantial evidence in the record, and no changes were made to the Draft EIR in 
response to this comment. 

C2-2 The commenter questions why the proposed project is not part of the Tehachapi 
Renewable Transmission Project (TRTP). The California Public Utilities Commission 
(CPUC) approved TRTP in 2009, and construction of that project is almost complete.  
The Mesa Substation project was proposed in 2015 and is a separate project, with 
independent utility from the TRTP.   

C2-3 It is assumed the commenter is referring to the period of buildings and structures in 
the context of seismic ground shaking. All components of the proposed project are 
identified in Draft EIR Chapter 2, “Project Description.” The commenter is requesting 
that the period of large structures and tanks be estimated. CEQA Guidelines section 
15151 states that the “evaluation of the environmental effects of a proposed project 
need not be exhaustive....” CEQA Guidelines section 15064(f) requires that “[t]he 
decision as to whether a project may have one or more significant effects shall be 
based on substantial evidence in the record of the lead agency.”  Impact GEO-2 
analyzes the potential impacts from strong seismic ground shaking, based on seismic 
activity and proximity to active and potentially active fault zones. The conclusions in 
the Draft EIR are supported by substantial evidence in the record, and would not 
change if the periods of specific proposed buildings and structures were identified in 
the Draft EIR. No changes were made to the Draft EIR in response to this comment. 

C2-4 The commenter asserts that the Whittier Fault system is usually underestimated and 
refers to the Draft SR 710 EIR when describing the location of the Whittier Fault and 
cites the “Beverly Blvd Bridge over Rio Hondo” and the “Montebello Hills EIR.”  The 
commenter also asserts that the earth shaking for Whittier “has not been recalculated 
using [the] new longer length” and that the EIR for the proposed project should use the 
method on the California Geological Survey (CGS) website. However, the comment 
does not specify the specific website link or method. The estimate of the Whittier 
Fault’s maximum moment magnitude earthquake is based on research conducted on 
behalf of CGS in 2003 and is considered credible. Refer to Master Response 1 regarding 
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information used to support the conclusions in the Draft EIR. 

The commenter states that the “Whittier-Elsinore” is known for branching and implies 
this needs to be considered in the Draft EIR. Nearly all faults are composed of multiple 
fault planes that branch, split, and rejoin, which is why references to faults are usually 
to fault zones. The existing analysis in Impact GEO-2 considers impacts from the 
Elsinore Fault Zone including branching in this zone because it concludes that the 
proposed project would be in a seismically active area in close proximity to active and 
potentially active fault zones. Refer to Master Response 1 regarding information used 
to support the conclusions in the Draft EIR. 

The commenter also provides numbers but does not state what the numbers represent. 
The CPUC believes they represent the maximum moment magnitude. An estimate of 
the maximum moment magnitude earthquake that may occur on the Whittier Fault and 
all active and potentially active faults in the immediate vicinity of the proposed project 
is provided in Table 4.5-3. The table also provides a description of the “approximate 
location” of the faults, and Figure 4.5-3 shows faults within an approximately 2.5-mile 
radius of project components.  This information came from the Probabilistic Seismic 
Hazard Analysis, which is a collaborative project between the United States Geological 
Survey and CGS and are part of the National Seismic Hazard Maps. While different 
models may give different predictions of future seismological potential, the Draft EIR 
utilized a credible national and state standard and has discretion as the Lead Agency to 
determine which method to use.     

The commenter also suggests that the “spectrum” for each “important” structure, 
tower and heavy non-structural objects of the proposed project must be calculated and 
that the data inputs must be “adjusted for location and severity.” However, the Draft 
EIR already considers related impacts. Impact GEO-1 and Impact GEO-2 consider all 
elements of the proposed project (when appropriate) based on that element’s location 
in relation to faults and the potential severity of groundshaking. Impact GEO-1 
addresses impacts at Staging Yard 6 and a portion of Telecommunication Route 3 
because those are the only proposed project component within an Alquist-Priolo Fault 
Zone or adjacent to other known faults. Impact GEO-2 assesses impacts from seismic 
groundshaking due to the project’s location in a seismically active area. Similarly, 
Impact GEO- 3 and Impact GEO-4, which address liquefaction and landslide impacts, 
also examine the impacts of the entire project. The commenter also states that the 
Montebello fault “may impact project[s] in [the] Montebello Project Area,” however it 
is unclear if the commenter is implying that the Draft EIR does not consider the 
Montebello fault. Regardless, the Draft EIR has been revised to consider this fault in 
Impact GEO-1.  

The commenter makes several statements regarding near fault effects, claims a variety 
of geotechnical details need to be calculated, liquefaction and landslide studies need to 
be completed, and research determining the geological characteristics of faults need to 
be done. Refer to Master Response 1 for a detailed response. 

C2-5  The commenter states that scientific research shows a “Monterey Park Fault,” guesses 
that it is a fault tip structure, and claims that the EIR needs to identify fault tips, 
investigate the supposed “Monterey Park Fault,” and conduct detailed geological 
studies of fault characteristics. The commenter states the “Puente Hills thrust” must be 
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considered and data from SCEC (presumably, Southern California Earthquake Center) 
simulation must be used. The commenter states the “Puente Hills/Whittier system” 
interaction must be investigated and discussed. Further, the commenter describes 
several methods of seismic hazard investigation and claims specific effects from 
earthquake scenarios and fault effects is required. Refer to Master Response 1 for a 
response to these suggestions.  Please also note, however, that “CEQA does not require 
a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study and experimentation 
recommended or demanded by commenters”  (CEQA Guidelines section 15204). 

Additionally, the commenter provides various technical information about methods for 
seismic analysis, including apparent excerpts and links to other documents. However, 
it is difficult to determine whether the commenter is quoting language from these 
sources or making suggestions about how the project should be analyzed in the 
Geology and Soils chapter of the Draft EIR. Also, much of the information provided by 
the commenter does not relate to the proposed project and it is unclear what the 
commenter wishes CPUC to do with this information. The commenter also suggests 
site-specific spectrums should be provided for each bridge, structure, tank, station, and 
aerial, but there are no bridges or tanks included in the proposed project. It is unclear 
what a station or an aerial is; therefore, no additional response can be provided.  
Please also note that Lead Agencies are not required to respond to general reference 
materials or comments that are not directly relevant to the project (Environmental 
Protection Information Center v. Dept. of Forestry & Fire Protection (2008) 44 Ca.4th 
459, 483, 487). 
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Comment Set C3 – Calvin Yoshitake 
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Response to Comment Set C3: Calvin Yoshitake 
 
C3-1 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines section 15105(a) requires 

that, in general, the minimum time for public review of a Draft EIR submitted to the 
State Clearinghouse for review by state agencies is 45 days. The California Public 
Utilities Commission (CPUC) initiated a 45-day comment period starting April 29, 2016 
and extending through June 13, 2016. The CPUC extended the comment period to 60 
days, and accepted written comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 
through June 27, 2016. All written comments must have been postmarked or received 
by fax or email no later than 5:00 p.m. on June 27, 2016. 

C3-2 See response to comment A6-2 regarding outreach to the City of Montebello.  
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Comment Set C4 – Marc Blodgett 
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Response to Comment Set C4: Marc Blodgett 
 
C4-1 California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines section 15105(a) requires that, in 

general, the minimum time for public review of a Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) submitted to the State Clearinghouse for review by state agencies is 45 days. The 
California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) initiated a 45-day comment period 
starting April 29, 2016 and extending through June 13, 2016. The CPUC extended the 
comment period to 60 days and accepted written comments on the Draft EIR through 
June 27, 2016. All written comments must have been postmarked or received by fax or 
email no later than 5:00 p.m. on June 27, 2016. 
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Comment Letter C5 – Samuel Villalobos 
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Response to Comment Set C5: Samuel Villalobos 
 
C5-1 As requested, the comment will be included in the Final EIR and the record of the 

project. Please note that the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) acted in 
good faith, and the noticing complied with the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) (See Gilroy Citizens for Responsible Planning v. City of Gilroy (2006) 140 
Cal.App.4th 911, 924 [“In connection with section 21092, ‘the legislature … affirmed 
the general principle that statutory requirements for public notice are fulfilled if the 
public agency makes a good faith effort to follow the procedures prescribed by law for 
giving notice.’”; citations omitted]). Specifically, CEQA requires that the Notice of 
Availability of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) include “[t]he date, time, and 
place of any scheduled public meetings or hearings to be held by the lead agency on the 
proposed project when known to the lead agency at the time of notice.” The CPUC’s 
confirmation for the meeting location stated that the room reserved was at Barnes 
Park Service Club House – Main Room, 350 S. McPherrin Ave., Monterey Park, CA 
91754. Therefore, as published in the Notice of Availability (NOA), the public meeting 
was noticed as being held at Barnes Park – Service Club House Main Room 350 S. 
McPherrin Ave., Monterey Park, CA 91754. Upon CPUC staff and consultant arrival to 
350 S. McPherrin Avenue, an employee directed the CPUC staff to Service Club of 
Barnes Park; the address of this building is 440 McPherrin Avenue. Signs were posted 
to direct attendees to this location, and the attendant at 350 S. McPherrin Avenue was 
notified of the change. This address change was out of the control of the CPUC, and 
CPUC was not made aware of this change until the day of the meeting. The address on 
the NOA was that provided by the facility. Sufficient efforts were made to redirect 
attendees to the meeting location. Furthermore, 19 people signed in to the public 
meeting.   
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Comment Set C6 – Samuel Villalobos  
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Response to Comment Set C6: Samuel Villalobos 
 
C6-1  The comment requests that an article related to electric and magnetic fields (EMFs) be 

entered into the record. As requested, the article the commenter submitted will be 
included in the record for consideration by the decision makers. Additionally, the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) discusses EMFs in Section 2.5.2 of the Project 
Description, “Electric and Magnetic Fields.”  For the reasons explained there, the 
California Public Utilities Commission does not consider EMFs as an issue to be 
addressed under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Thus, this comment 
does not raise an issue regarding the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR. CEQA 
Guidelines section 15088 requires that a Lead Agency respond to comments on 
environmental issues, and no additional response is required.  
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Comment Set C7 – Samuel Villalobos 
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Response to Comment Set C7: Samuel Villalobos 
 
C7-1 The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted and is included in the 

record for the decision makers. California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
Guidelines section 15088 requires that a Lead Agency respond to comments on 
environmental issues. The commenter is providing an opinion on the merit of the 
project and does not raise an issue with the adequacy of the environmental analysis in 
the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR); therefore, no additional response is 
required. 

C7-2 The commenter asserts that the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) “insists” 
the only site for the proposed project is an existing substation site in Monterey Park, 
which is near residents of Montebello, Monterey Park, and Montebello Hills. However, 
the CPUC considered other sites for the proposed project in Chapter 3, “Description of 
Alternatives,” including, (1) 500-kilovolt Substation adjacent to the existing Mesa 
Substation; (2) installation of additional reactive support at Barre Substation; (3) load 
shedding and reconductoring; and (4) connection to the Los Angeles Department of 
Water and Power System at Alamitos Substation.  

As explained in more detail in Chapter 3, all of these alternatives were rejected from 
further analysis because they are infeasible and/or do not meet most of the basic 
project objectives. Public agencies are not required to consider infeasible alternatives 
or alternatives that do not meet most of their basic project objectives (CEQA Guidelines 
section 15126.6(a)). Additionally, the commenter does not suggest an alternative site 
that would eliminate or substantially reduce significant adverse impacts (Id. at subd. 
(f)(2)(B) [“Only locations that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant 
effects of the project need be considered for inclusion in the EIR.”]). 

The commenter also expresses concern over physical and psychological health impacts 
on the residents of Monterey Park and Montebello from the proposed project. 
However, the Draft EIR already discusses the proposed project’s impact on human 
health in Section 4.2, “Air Quality” and Section 4.7, “Hazards and Hazardous Materials.”  
Impacts to human health are discussed under Impact AQ-4 (exposure of sensitive 
receptors to substantial pollutant concentration) and insofar as hazardous materials 
affect human health, are discussed under Impact HZ-2 (hazards due to foreseeable 
upset and accident conditions). Impact AQ-4 found that impacts from construction of 
the Mesa Substation would be significant and unavoidable, even after mitigation, 
because oxides of nitrogen emissions would exceed the localized significance 
threshold. Impact HZ-2 would be less than significant with mitigation for the 
construction phase of the proposed project. The commenter does not raise a specific 
issue with the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR as it pertains to 
human health; therefore, no additional response can be provided.   

The commenter also states that the proposed project would cause psychological health 
issues to nearby residents, but does not provide any evidence or support for this 
statement. Additionally, CEQA Guidelines section 15126.2 requires that “[a]n EIR . . . 
identify and focus on the significant environmental effects of the proposed project.” 
CEQA Guidelines section 15358 requires that effects analyzed under CEQA be related 
to a physical change. Impacts to psychological health of residents are not considered a 
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physical change in the environment and therefore are not considered in the Draft EIR. 

No changes were made to the Draft EIR as a result of this comment.  

C7-3 The comment provides an overview of the points raised in the letter. Thus, see 
responses to the remainder of comment letter C7. 

C7-4 The CPUC is the Lead Agency conducting environmental review under CEQA. The CPUC 
prepared the Draft EIR to comply with CEQA. As stated in Table 2-11, several federal 
permits may be required, and this project would be subject to National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) review by federal agencies issuing certain federal permits. As a 
California state agency, NEPA review is not the responsibility of the CPUC. 

C7-5 CEQA section 15087 outlines notification requirements to the public for publication of 
a Draft EIR. As described in section 15087(a), the Lead Agency must provide public 
notice of availability of a Draft EIR at the same time a notice of completion is sent to the 
Office of Planning and Research (OPR). Notice must be mailed to persons requesting 
such notice in writing and shall also be provided in at least one of the following ways: 

 Publication at least one time in a newspaper of general circulation in the area 
affected by the proposed project. If more than one area is affected, the notice 
shall be published in the newspaper of largest circulation from among the 
newspapers of general circulation in those areas. 

 Posting of notice by the public agency on and off the site in an area where the 
project is to be located. 

 Direct mailing to the owners and occupants of property contiguous to the 
parcel or parcels on which the project is located. 

The CPUC submitted the Notice of Completion to the OPR and the OPR received it on 
April 28, 2016. The CPUC also posted a notice in the Los Angeles Times on April 29, 
2016, as the newspaper of largest circulation from among newspapers of general 
circulation in the affected areas. The Notice of Availability (NOA) was distributed to 63 
State, regional, and local agencies and to more 4,770 members of the public, including 
property owners within 500 feet (not 200 feet) of the existing and proposed right-of-
way and substations and within 1,500 feet of the proposed disturbance areas 
associated with work at the Mesa Substation. Eight tribal representatives were also 
sent a copy of the NOA. Recipients on the project email list were emailed a copy of the 
NOA. The noticing conducted for the Draft EIR complied with and went beyond the 
noticing requirements outlined in CEQA. 

The CPUC held one scoping meeting for the proposed project on June 23, 2015 in 
Monterey Park. Four attendees signed into the scoping meeting. The level of 
attendance at the scoping meeting is not evidence that the analysis contained within 
the Draft EIR or the noticing for the Draft EIR is inadequate or that the CPUC 
inadequately noticed the meeting.  

Refer to response to comment C5-1 regarding the location of the public meeting held 
after release of the Draft EIR. 
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CEQA does not contain a requirement for noticing for an extension of the public review 
period of a Draft EIR. For the extension of the Draft EIR review period for the proposed 
project, the CPUC: 

 Sent a notice of extension to the OPR 

 Sent memos to the Monterey Park Library and Montebello Library requesting 
they keep hard copies of the Draft EIR available through the close of the 
extended public review period 

 Posted the extended review period to the project website 

The CPUC went beyond the noticing requirements under CEQA for the extension of the 
public review period. 

The commenter states that the Draft EIR “never recognized the regional implications of 
the project.” However, Chapter 4, “Environmental Analysis,” provides “a 
comprehensive analysis and assessment of environmental impacts and mitigation 
measures for the proposed project,” Chapter 6 “[i]dentifies and evaluates past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future projects within the cumulative study area that may 
be constructed or commence operation during the timeframe of activity associated 
with the proposed project.” Growth-inducing impacts of the proposed project are also 
identified and evaluated in Chapter 6. 

C7-6 Cumulative impacts to air quality are discussed in Section 6.1.2.3, “Air Quality,” and the 
scenarios used to analyze cumulative air quality impacts are set forth on page 6-12 of 
the Draft EIR.  As stated there, the cumulative scenario for criteria pollutant emissions 
includes all emissions sources in the South Coast Air Basin, while the cumulative 
scenario for toxic air contaminants (TAC) exposure includes projects within 280 
meters of the project site.   

An EIR must discuss cumulative impacts when they are significant and the project’s 
incremental contribution is “cumulatively considerable”  (CEQA Guidelines section 
15130(a)).  A project’s incremental contribution is cumulatively considerable if the 
incremental impacts of the project are significant “when viewed in connection with the 
effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable 
future projects”  (CEQA Guidelines section 15065(a)(3)). When the effects of past 
projects are reflected in existing environmental conditions, and are necessarily 
included in the cumulative impact analysis as a result, a separate analysis of the effects 
of past projects is not required  (City of Long Beach v. Los Angeles Unified Sch. Dist. 
(2009) 176 Cal.App.4th 889).”   

Please note that existing emissions from vehicle travel on State Route (SR)-60 were 
considered in the cumulative air quality analysis because the analysis of criteria 
pollutants was based on the project’s contribution to the basin-wide impact, which 
includes existing air pollution. In addition, because air pollution from the roadway is 
part of existing conditions, it was incorporated into the environmental setting/baseline 
for analysis of all of the project’s air quality impacts, including TACs.  

The Operating Industries, Inc. (OII) Landfill Superfund Site is accounted for, as 
appropriate, in the air quality cumulative scenarios. As noted in the Draft EIR, the 
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geographic extent for TAC impact analysis is the area where sensitive receptors are 
within 280 meters of the cumulative project and the substation site and where 
sensitive receptors are within 30 meters of the cumulative project and transmission 
and subtransmission lines. The Operating Industries, Inc. Landfill Superfund Site is not 
within the geographic scope for TAC cumulative analysis and was therefore not 
included in the cumulative scenario for TAC exposure.   

C7-7 Pages 4.7-10 and 4.7-11 describe existing hazardous conditions at the proposed 
project site. Landfill gases were historically released from the OII Landfill, but current 
mitigation at the landfill controls subsurface gas migration. Even though the 
commenter suggests that the site is “heavily impacted” by methane, existing methane 
exposure is not a known hazard at the proposed project site. 

As described under Impact HZ-2, the excavation activities during construction of the 
proposed project do have the potential to uncover landfill gas, which would result in a 
significant impact. Methane exposure impacts would be reduced to less than significant 
with Worker Environmental Awareness Training required by Mitigation Measure 
(MM) HZ-2.  

Note that CEQA requires that an EIR describe feasible measures that could minimize 
significant adverse impacts caused by the proposed project (see CEQA Guidelines 
sections 15126.4(a)(1) and 15358). Therefore, any existing conditions at the site are 
considered part of the environmental baseline and not an impact of the proposed 
project. Mitigation would not be required for an existing condition. 

C7-8 The commenter mentions the existing conditions of the site and states that it is 
characterized by industrial blight. The CPUC recognizes the commenter’s opinion, but 
responds that the Draft EIR considers the environmental impacts from the proposed 
project rather than the existing conditions of the site.  

Additionally, the Draft EIR analyzes the potential for the proposed project to 
substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings under Impact AE-1. Construction activities would result in a less than 
signification impact. Operation and maintenance activities of the Mesa Substation 
portion of the project, however, would result in significant impacts with mitigation. 
Specifically, the view east from Potrero Grande Drive at Atlas Avenue (KOP 1), the view 
southwest from Potrero Grande Drive at Saturn Street (KOP 3), and the view northeast 
from North Vail Avenue near Appian Way (KOP 7) would be substantially degraded, 
even with implementation of MM AES-2, MM AES-3, MM AES-4, and MM AES-5. The 
commenter asserts that the proposed project will “increase industrial blight” but does 
not provide any evidence to indicate that the analysis in the Draft EIR is flawed. 
Therefore, no additional response is required.  

C7-9 CEQA Guidelines section 15088 requires that a Lead Agency respond to comments on 
environmental issues. The commenter is offering an opinion that the proposed project 
demonstrates negligence and disregard for residents. The comment does not raise an 
environmental issue or an issue with the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Therefore, no 
additional response is required. 
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C7-10 Impact AE-1 analyzes whether the project would “substantially degrade the existing 
visual character of the site and its surroundings.” In order to reduce aesthetic impacts, 
several mitigation measures were included under the discussion and analysis of 
Impact AE-1. MM AES-3, “Landscape and Aesthetic Treatment along Potrero Grande 
Drive,” requires the applicant to “prepare a Landscape and Aesthetic Treatment Plan 
that will, at a minimum, provide vegetative screening and other aesthetic treatments 
along Potrero Grande Drive and in the vicinity of the new entry drive at the substation, 
and provide aesthetic treatment of the operations and test and maintenance buildings 
and their immediate surroundings.” MM AES-4, “Graffiti Deterrence,” also includes 
measures for the installation of vegetative screening, with the use of California native 
and/or drought tolerant vegetation to mitigate aesthetic impacts.  

C7-11 CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(a) requires identification of a reasonable range of 
alternatives to the proposed project that meet most of the basic project objectives, are 
potentially feasible, and avoid or substantially reduce a significant impact of the 
proposed project. The commenter’s suggestion of terminating operation of the existing 
Mesa Substation, relocating it to an industrial area in another location 0.5 to 1 mile 
away from residential uses, and Southern California Edison’s (SCE’s) potential 
donation of the existing substation site to the City of Monterey Park is noted and 
included for consideration by the decision makers. However, the commenter does not 
provide sufficient detail about the alternative (e.g., location, capacity, and 
interconnection to the grid) to evaluate whether the alternative would meet most of 
the basic project objectives, avoid or substantially reduce a significant impact of the 
proposed project, or be potentially feasible. Therefore, no additional response can be 
provided regarding the commenter’s suggestion of relocating the substation to an 
alternate location.  

C7-12 The CPUC has identified potential permitting and consultation requirements in Table 
2-11 of the EIR. The CPUC is unable to verify the commenter’s assertion that SCE must 
have a “property management plan and abide to care and good neighbor policies.” The 
CPUC is not aware of any property management plan nor care and good neighbor 
policies that apply to the proposed project area. Therefore, no additional response can 
be provided. 

C7-13 This comment does not raise any significant environmental issues regarding the Draft 
EIR or its analyses and conclusions. CEQA does not require an EIR to contain evidence 
or otherwise demonstrate that the project proponent has consulted with Caltrans 
about landscaping on a project site adjacent to state highways.  

Note that the Draft EIR describes aesthetic impacts to viewers on SR-60 during 
operation of the proposed project under Impact AE-1. KOP 6 represents a view from 
SR-60, traveling westbound. The Draft EIR concludes on page 4.1-42 that the proposed 
project would only slightly reduce the visual quality of the area, meaning that impacts 
related to the substation and transmission infrastructure would result in a less than 
significant impact and would not require mitigation. However, the Draft EIR also 
concludes that introduction of the 12-foot-high perimeter wall visible to those 
traveling on SR-60 would provide an attractive surface for people to spray graffiti. 
Graffiti on the SR-60-facing perimeter wall would result in a significant visual impact. 
MM AES-4 would require measures to screen views of the wall from SR-60, such as 
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installation of vegetative screening along the southeast side of the perimeter wall. 

C7-14 Cumulative impacts to noise are discussed in Section 6.1.2.10, “Noise and Vibration.” 
Projects considered in the cumulative noise analysis are set forth on page 6-26 of the 
Draft EIR.  The traffic noise on SR-60 referenced by the commenter is part of existing 
conditions, and therefore was incorporated into the environmental setting/baseline 
for analysis of noise impacts.  

An EIR must discuss cumulative impacts when they are significant and the project’s 
incremental contribution is “cumulatively considerable” (CEQA Guidelines 15130(a)). 
A project’s incremental contribution is cumulatively considerable if the incremental 
impacts of the project are significant “when viewed in connection with the effects of 
past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future 
projects” (CEQA Guidelines section 15065(a)(3)). When the effects of past projects are 
reflected in existing environmental conditions, and are necessarily included in the 
cumulative impact analysis as a result, a separate analysis of the effects of past projects 
is not required  (City of Long Beach v. Los Angeles Unified Sch. Dist. (2009) 176 
Cal.App.4th 889).   

C7-15 The comment alleges that the proposed project would exceed the noise levels 
permitted by the “City of Montebello Specific Plan.” The CPUC is not aware of such a 
plan containing noise levels applicable to the proposed project.  The City’s general plan 
and noise ordinance are discussed below. 

Draft EIR Impact NV-1, starting on page 4.10-18, evaluates whether noise from 
construction and operation of the proposed project would exceed levels established in 
local general plans or noise ordinances.  As described on page 4.10-10 of the Draft EIR, 
the City of Montebello General Plan does not have numeric thresholds, but instead puts 
forth qualitative noise-related goals. The City of Montebello noise ordinance is 
discussed on pages 4.10-19 and 4.10-20.  The Draft EIR concludes that construction 
noise associated with the proposed project would conflict with the City’s ordinance if 
construction occurs outside of allowed construction hours.  Impacts would be 
significant and unavoidable. 

The CPUC also reviewed the Montebello Hills Specific Plan for quantitative noise 
thresholds. However, the plan does not contain quantitative noise standards. 

C7-16 The commenter’s assertion about existing noise levels and existing noise sources is 
noted. The Draft EIR’s characterization of existing noise levels in the project area is 
based on a technical noise report (see Appendix J) prepared for the proposed project, 
including ambient noise measurements taken in the project area. As described on 
pages 4.10-3 and 4.10-4 of the Draft EIR, noise measurements were taken in the 
vicinity of the Mesa Substation, with two locations in Monterey Park, two locations in 
Montebello, and one location in the vicinity of the Goodrich Substation in Pasadena to 
determine existing background noise levels. The Draft EIR notes that the main sources 
of noise in the project area are highways and roadways as well as commercial and 
industrial activities and existing operation activities at the Mesa Substation site.  

The commenter’s contentions about the maintenance of existing infrastructure are 
noted but do not raise any significant environmental issues regarding the Draft EIR or 
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its analyses and conclusions. Therefore, no further response is required. 

C7-17 CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(a)(1) requires that an EIR outline mitigation for 
significant adverse impacts.  The EIR explains under Impact NV-4 that construction 
noise impacts at Staging Yards 1, 2, and 3 would be significant due to helicopter 
landing and takeoff activities. MM NV-4 would require locating landing and takeoff 
areas as far away as feasible from sensitive receptors; however, this measure would 
not reduce impacts to less than significant. The EIR therefore concludes that 
temporary noise impacts would be significant and unavoidable. The commenter has 
not identified additional measures that should be considered at these staging yards. 
Staging Yards 4, 5, 6, and 7 would not involve helicopter landing and take-off activities; 
however, intermittent heavy duty truck use and transportation of heavy duty on-road 
equipment in and out of these yards would cause temporary increases in ambient 
noise at the nearest sensitive receptors. The EIR has been revised to include an 
analysis of noise from use of staging yards 4, 5, 6, and 7, as shown below. The analysis 
concludes that impacts would not be significant, and that no mitigation would be 
required. 

Page 4.10-28:  

Staging yards 4, 5, 6 and 7 would not involve helicopter landing and take-off 
activities; however, intermittent heavy duty truck use and transportation of heavy 
duty on-road equipment in and out of these yards would cause temporary 
increases in ambient noise at the nearest sensitive receptors. Heavy duty trucks 
can emit maximum levels of 84 dBA maximum noise level at 50 feet per 
manufacturers specifications, and heavy duty trucks are commonly used about 40 
percent of the time during one hour (FHWA 2006). The nearest sensitive receptors 
to Staging Yards 4, 5, 6, and 7 are located 170 and 1,000 feet away, as shown in 
Table 4.10-20. Assuming the closest sensitive receptor (residences 170 feet from 
Staging Yard 4) as the worst case for analysis, the increase in the estimated hourly 
equivalent sound level would be less than the threshold of significance of a 10 dBA 
increase over existing noise levels. Therefore, temporary noise impacts at Staging 
Yards 4, 5, 6, and 7 would be less than significant, and no mitigation would be 
required. 

C7-18 Neither the City of Montebello General Plan nor the Monterey Park General Plan 
referenced by the commenter contain specific noise levels or numeric thresholds 
against which noise from project construction or operation can be measured.  The City 
of Monterey Park Municipal Code exempts activities in locations where regulation has 
been preempted by state law from the City of Monterey Park Municipal Code noise 
regulations in Chapter 9.53  (Draft EIR page 4.10-19.)  See response to comment C7-15 
for a discussion of Montebello’s noise ordinance. 
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C7-19  CEQA Guidelines section 15064(f) requires that “[t]he decision as to whether a project 
may have one or more significant effects shall be based on substantial evidence in the 
record of the lead agency.” The commenter states that the Draft EIR fails to identify 
potential impacts from fires to Monterey Park, Montebello, and Whittier Narrows 
Preservation caused by the increase in the substation footprint from 22 acres to 69 
acres.  

However, impacts from fires are discussed in Impact HZ-6 in the Draft EIR. The Draft 
EIR utilizes the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection’s (CAL FIRE’s) 
Fire Hazard Severity Zone geographical information system data to determine the risk 
of fire in and around the project area, as shown on Figure 4.7-3. As described in Section 
4.7.1.5, “Fire Hazards,” CAL FIRE uses the data to estimate the likelihood and physical 
behavior of a fire, and the data is based on a fire hazard model that considers the 
amount and types of natural vegetation that will burn during a wildfire, the 
topography, and typical weather conditions. Based on the data, the Main Project Area, 
which includes the Mesa Substation, is located in an urbanized area and not within an 
area designated as a Moderate, High, or Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone. The 
conclusion of the Draft EIR that fire impacts in the Main Project area would be less 
than significant during construction is supported by the project’s location outside of a 
CAL FIRE Very High Wildland Fire Hazard Severity Zone, by the fact that the proposed 
project would be consistent with Public Resources Code (PRC) Sections 4291 through 
4299 regarding vegetation management, and by the project’s construction in 
accordance with clearance specifications in General Order (G.O.) 95 and G.O. 165, 
which outline building and inspection requirements, respectively, for aboveground 
electric transmission and distribution facilities. The conclusion of the Draft EIR that 
fire impacts in the Main Project Area would be less than significant during operation is 
supported by the fact that the applicant would continue to comply with PRC Sections 
4291 through 4299 vegetation management requirements and G.O. 95 and G.O. 165 
clearance requirements. The commenter has not provided evidence that the analysis in 
the Draft EIR is inadequate; therefore, no revisions have been made to the Draft EIR. 

Furthermore, the effects of the fire mentioned by the commenter are not related to the 
proposed project or part of the environmental baseline for the impacts analysis. CEQA 
Guidelines section 15125(a) states that “An EIR must include a description of the 
physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the 
time the notice of preparation is published. . . . This environmental setting will 
normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a lead agency 
determines whether an impact is significant.”  The Notice of Preparation for the 
proposed project was issued on June 5, 2015. The fire referenced by the commenter 
began on August 16, 2015, and is thus not part of the environmental baseline. 

C7-20 See response to comment C7-7. 

C7-21 The commenter’s concerns regarding EMF are noted and included in the record for 
consideration by the decision makers. The CPUC’s policy regarding EMF is explained 
on pages 2-80 and 2-81 of the Draft EIR. 

The commenter also states that the Draft EIR failed to recognize or discuss that the 
proposed project will be situated near SR-60. However, this is not correct. Please see 
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Figure 2-1, which shows the proximity of the proposed project to SR-60. 

The commenter also states that the Draft EIR fails to adequately address health 
impacts caused by the proposed project. Please see response to comment C7-2. 

C7-22 CEQA Guidelines section 15064(f) requires that “[t]he decision as to whether a project 
may have one or more significant effects shall be based on substantial evidence in the 
record of the lead agency.” Habitat needs for coastal California gnatcatcher are 
discussed in Table 4.3-2. Coastal California gnatcatchers are present within the open 
area south of Mesa Substation. Although underwater springs are not known to occur 
within the proposed project area, potentially jurisdictional waters are known to cross 
through the area utilized by coastal California gnatcatchers, as mentioned by the 
commenter. As discussed on pages 4.8-19 and 4.8-20, the Draft EIR determined that 
the proposed project would not result in a significant impact from depletion of 
groundwater supplies or substantial interference with groundwater recharge such that 
there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater 
table level.  

Biological impacts on the coastal California gnatcatchers, and mitigation for significant 
impacts, are discussed on pages 4.3-39 and 4.3-40. The proposed project could directly 
impact this species by causing mortality from vehicular collision and nest failure or 
abandonment. Indirect impacts to this bird could occur from habitat modification and 
reduction. These impacts would be significant. The EIR requires implementation of 
several mitigation measures to reduce these impacts. MM BR-1 would require that pre-
construction surveys be conducted; MM BR-2 would require delineating work areas 
and establishing buffers to protect special-status species; MM BR-3 would require that 
all impacts to gnatcatcher habitat be restored or mitigated; MM BR-5 would require 
that workers be trained regarding sensitive biological resources; MM BR-9 would 
require monitoring by a qualified biologist; MM BR-11 would require that SCE prepare 
a Nesting Bird Management Plan prior to the start of construction; and MM AES-6 
would require that night lighting be oriented to reduce glare and interference with 
avian species’ nighttime behavior. With the implementation of mitigation measures the 
proposed project would not threaten the survival of the coastal California gnatcatcher.  

The commenter states the proposed project will cause the “demise and the survival of 
the Montebello California gnatcatcher.” The comment contains conflicting claims and a 
confusing reference to Montebello. There are three recognized subspecies of California 
gnatcatcher: P.c. californica; P.c. pontilis; and P.c margaritae. Only the californica 
subspecies (coastal California gnatcatcher) occurs in California; all three recognized 
subspecies occur in Baja California. The comment is assumed to mean that the 
commenter is concerned that the proposed project will threaten the survival of the 
coastal California gnatcatcher populations near Montebello. The Draft EIR concludes 
that with the implementation of these mitigation measures, impacts on the species 
would be less than significant; this conclusion is supported by substantial evidence and 
expert analysis, including input from the United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) (see page 4.3-4). Mitigation measures would restore habitat for coastal 
California gnatcatcher on site, or offsite within 1 mile, or if those options are not 
feasible, would require SCE to purchase credits and/or mitigation lands at a minimum 
ratio of 2.5:1 from an entity approved by CDFW and USFWS (these revisions to Option 
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3 appear on page 4.3-59). 

Please also see response to comment A1-3. 

C7-23 CEQA Guidelines section 15131 states that “[e]conomic or social information may be 
included in an EIR or may be presented in whatever form the agency desires.” 
Furthermore, sections 15131(a) and (b) explain that economic and social effects of a 
project are not to be treated as significant effects of a project but may be used to 
determine significance of a physical change caused by the project. The Draft EIR 
therefore does not need to discuss impacts on property values as there is no physical 
change associated with a change in property values.  

C7-24 The commenter submitted a similar comment during scoping for the Draft EIR, where 
he stated that there would be a potential to dry the Potrero Grande Arroyo. No record 
of the waterway could be found, so it was presumed the commenter was referring to 
the Rio Hondo, which traverses an area that was once the Rancho Potrero Grande. 
Similarly, the CPUC could find no record of a Potrero Grande Creek, and it is presumed 
the commenter is referring to the Rio Hondo. Surface water would not be utilized as 
part of the proposed project; there would be no drying of the Rio Hondo.  

C7-25 The CPUC is not aware of any federal law or regulation prohibiting the location of a 
substation within two miles of an airfield or heliport, as suggested by the commenter. 
At the state level, it is unclear what statute or regulation to which the commenter is 
referring . It is possible the commenter is referring to California Public Utilities Code 
(PUC) section 21655 or 21658. California Public Utilities Code section 21665 regulates 
the location of proposed state buildings or other enclosures within two miles of an 
airport runway or runway proposed by an airport master plan. This statute would not 
apply to the proposed project because the proposed facilities would be owned by SCE.  
Furthermore, the Draft EIR states that the project would not be located within 2 miles 
of a public or private airport.  

Note that California Public Utilities Code section 21658 would apply to the proposed 
project because it regulates structures constructed by public utilities. Section 21658 
reads: 

No public utility shall construct any pole, pole line, distribution or transmission 
tower, or tower line, or substation structure in the vicinity of the exterior boundary 
of an aircraft landing area of any airport open to public use, in a location with 
respect to the airport and at a height so as to constitute an obstruction to air 
navigation, as an obstruction is defined in accordance with Part 77 of the Federal 
Aviation Regulations, Federal Aviation Administration, or any corresponding rules 
or regulations of the Federal Aviation Administration, unless the Federal Aviation 
Administration has determined that the pole, line, tower, or structure does not 
constitute a hazard to air navigation. This section shall not apply to existing poles, 
lines, towers, or structures or to the repair, replacement, or reconstruction thereof 
if the original height is not materially exceeded and this section shall not apply 
unless just compensation shall have first been paid to the public utility by the 
owner of any airport for any property or property rights which would be taken or 
damaged hereby. 



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 274 FINAL EIR 

Note that this section of the Public Utilities Code does not contain a prohibition of 
utility infrastructure within a certain distance of an airport or aircraft landing area, but 
instead outlines consultation requirements with the Federal Aviation Administration 
(FAA) when certain structures trigger notification under Part 77 of the FAA 
Regulations. The Draft EIR discusses Part 77 of the FAA Regulations, which are 
referenced in Public Utilities Code section 21658, on page 4.14-11. As discussed under 
Impact TT-3, the applicant would notify and consult with the FAA if any structure 
would exceed 200 feet in height or exceed the imaginary surface extending from 
runways as described in 14 Code of Federal Regulations Part 77. However, only the 
Mesa Substation structures may exceed the 200-foot height that would trigger 
notification; no structures would exceed the imaginary surface of any airport. 
Structures over 200 feet tall could pose a significant air traffic hazard. MM TT-5 would 
require that SCE obtain a determination of no hazard from the FAA, which would 
reduce impacts to less than significant. Compliance with MM TT-5 would also satisfy 
the requirements of PUC section 21658. 

Additionally, there is no sheriff’s station at Third Street and Eastern Avenue in East Los 
Angeles; it is assumed the commenter is referring to the East Los Angeles Sheriff’s 
Station at 5019 East Third Street in East Los Angeles, adjacent to Belvedere Park Lake. 
The CPUC could not identify a heliport at this location through review of the Sheriff 
Station locations and aerial imagery.  Thus, no revisions to the Draft EIR are required.  

Impacts to air traffic patterns that could result in substantial safety risks are discussed 
under Impact TT-3. The Draft EIR concludes that helicopter use could have significant 
safety impacts if there are flights in close proximity to residences or congested areas. 
MM TT-2 (which in the Draft EIR was MM TT-4), requires that SCE obtain necessary 
FAA approvals for helicopter operation, which would include a Helicopter Lift Plan for 
operations within 1,500 feet of a congested area or residences. Impacts would be less 
than significant with mitigation. 
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Comment Set C8 – Henry Jew 
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Response to Comment Set C8: Henry Jew 
 
C8-1 The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted and will be considered 

by the decision makers prior to their final action on the project.  

The commenter’s concern about the health of people near the proposed project is also 
noted. Impacts to human health are discussed under Impact AQ-4 (exposure of 
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations) and insofar as hazardous 
materials affect human health, are discussed under Impact HZ-2 (hazard due to 
foreseeable upset and accident conditions), in the Draft EIR Section 4.2, “Air Quality” 
and 4.7, “Hazards and Hazardous Materials,” respectively. Impact AQ-4 is significant 
and unavoidable, even after mitigation. Impact HZ-2 would be less than significant 
with mitigation.  

The commenter also mentions a concern about the health of students at Schurr High 
School.  Chapters 4.2 and 4.7 of the Draft EIR specifically address impacts to Schurr 
High School.  Impact HZ-3 discusses impacts related to the handling of hazardous 
materials and wastes within 0.25 mile of an existing or proposed school.  This analysis 
included Schurr High School and found impacts would be less than significant (see 
Table 4.7-2).    

Additionally, Section 4.2 considered Schurr High School to be a sensitive receptor (see 
Table 4.2-4).  Impact AQ-4, which discusses impacts to sensitive receptors, found 
impacts related to oxides of nitrogen would be significant and unavoidable after 
implementing the only feasible mitigation measures available.   
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Comment Set C9 – Yvonne Watson 
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Response to Comment Set C9: Yvonne Watson 
 
C9-1 The commenter requests that the Montebello Fault be included in the Environmental 

Impact Report (EIR). The following addition was made to Draft EIR Table 4.5-3: 

Page 4.5-9: 

Elsinore Fault Zone 
(Whittier Section) 

4 miles southeast of the proposed Mesa 
Substation site area and 2 miles south of 
Telecommunications Route 3. 

6.8 

East Montebello Fault 950 feet north northeast of the east end of 
Telecommunications Route 1 and crossing 
Staging Yard 6. 

Not available 

Montebello Fault Approximately 2.5 miles below the surface 
next to a portion of Telecommunications 
Route 3. 

Not available 

Newport-Inglewood-
Rose Canyon Fault 
Zone (North Los 
Angeles Basin Section) 

7.9 miles southwest of the distribution 
street light source line conversion on 
Loveland Street project component in the 
South Area. 

7.1 

Raymond Fault 1.3 miles south southeast of the Goodrich 
Substation in the North Area. 

6.5 

  
Page 4.5-29: 

Activities proposed in Staging Yard 6 may include minor ground disturbance for 
site preparation (e.g., vegetation removal) but would not include trenching or 
grading at depth. No permanent structures (e.g., buildings or transmission poles) 
are proposed in staging yard areas and the staging yard would only be used during 
the construction phase for equipment storage and staging. Therefore, although this 
Staging Yard would be located within an A-P fault zone on the East Montebello 
Fault, there would be a less than significant impact associated with the risk of loss, 
injury or death from the potential rupture of the East Montebello fault. 
Additionally, construction of the portion of Telecommunications Route 3 near the 
Montebello Fault (a potentially active, but not an Alquist-Priolo Fault) would not 
include grading or trenching activities or new structures. Stringing would occur on 
existing poles and would result in a less than significant impact under this 
criterion. The Puente Hills Blind Thrust Fault plane (a fault without surface rupture 
characteristics) is presumed to be active in one study and located underneath all of 
the proposed project area and extend for 40 km across the northern LA Basin 
(Shaw et al 2002). Because this fault is a blind thrust fault, it does not have surficial 
characteristics and would not be expected to result in surface ruptures. 
Furthermore, activities at Staging Yard 6 or Telecommunications Route 3 would 
not exacerbate existing fault rupture conditions. 



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 280 FINAL EIR 

The Montebello Fault has not been mapped by the Unites States Geological Survey, and 
the California Geological Survey (CGS) has not undertaken specific investigation of this 
fault, nor is this fault located on the 2010 Fault Activity Map of California prepared by 
the CGS. The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) notes the reference to the 
Montebello Gas Storage facility CPUC documentation, as well as the quote from the 
email from Jerry Treiman of the CGS regarding the “potentially active” status of the 
Montebello Fault. However, identification of the Montebello Fault does not change the 
impact analysis conclusions in the Draft EIR.  Impacts associated with geological 
hazards, including fault ruptures and seismic ground shaking, are discussed under 
Impact GEO-1 and Impact GEO-2. The analysis for Impact GEO-1 determined that, 
although Staging Yard 6 lies within an Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone, the absence of 
trenching, grading at depth, and permanent structures would result in a less than 
significant impact associated with the risk of loss, injury, or death from a fault rupture. 
Construction of the portion of Telecommunications Route 3 near the Montebello Fault 
would not include grading or trenching activities or new structures. Stringing would 
occur on existing poles and would result in a less than significant impact under this 
criterion. The impact conclusion for Impact GEO-1 would remain the same after 
inclusion of the Montebello Fault.  Impact GEO-2’s analysis relies on the conclusion that 
the proposed project would be located in a seismically active area, in close proximity to 
active and potentially active fault zones, meaning it could experience moderate to high 
levels of seismic ground shaking. Identification of the Montebello Fault does not change 
this characterization of the area. The EIR analysis determined that, despite the 
proposed project being located within a seismically active area, impacts would be less 
than significant because structures would be designed according to California Building 
Code, CPUC General Order (G.O.) 95, and G.O. 128 standards, and recommendations 
from a site-specific geotechnical study required by Mitigation Measure (MM) GEO-1.  
The proposed project also would not exacerbate existing fault rupture conditions or 
other seismic conditions in the area.  The identification of the Montebello Fault does 
not change the Draft EIR’s analysis or conclusions regarding faults or seismic ground 
shaking. 

C9-2 The Draft EIR’s cumulative analysis included the Montebello Hills Specific Plan in the 
list of projects producing related or cumulative impacts (see Draft EIR Table 6-1). It 
was conservatively assumed that construction of the proposed project would take 
place concurrently with the construction of the Specific Plan; therefore, the cumulative 
effect of these two projects was considered in the Draft EIR. 

A review of the Montebello Hills Specific Plan Recirculated Draft EIR as well as Exhibit 
D of the Montebello Draft EIR’s Appendix O (“Drainage Report for Montebello Hills 
Development”) shows that a storm drain pipe would extend from the Montebello Hills 
Specific Plan area, perpendicular under Lincoln Avenue, toward Whittier Narrows 
Dam. The storm drain pipe would cross under the proposed project’s 
Telecommunications Route 3. The Montebello Draft EIR states that storm water drain 
construction would be implemented in phases corresponding with phased 
development of the project and that housing units would be built generally from west 
to east, coinciding with extension of water conveyance infrastructure. Home builders 
would build homes according to sales. The Montebello Draft EIR does not indicate 
when the storm drain pipe would be constructed, and the CPUC is not aware of any 
prospective construction schedule for the storm drain pipe. 
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An EIR's discussion of cumulative impacts must provide a summary of the cumulative 
environmental effects that are expected and a reasonable analysis of the cumulative 
impacts of the relevant projects (CEQA Guidelines section 15130(b)(4)-(5)).  The 
discussion need not provide detail as extensive as that required for effects attributable 
solely to the project (CEQA Guidelines § 15130(b)). When specific information on the 
impacts of potential future cumulative development is not available, an EIR is not 
required to speculate about the cumulative impacts that might occur (Preserve Wild 
Santee v. City of Santee (2012) 210 Cal.App.4th 260, 277). 

As indicated above, there is currently no information available regarding when the 
storm drain improvements referenced by the commenter would be constructed.  
However, in this area, construction of Telecommunications Route 3 would be limited to 
stringing line on existing poles and would occur for an extremely short period of time. 
Therefore, it is unclear at what point in the six-year construction period the drain pipe 
would be constructed perpendicular to Telecommunications Route 3 and whether that 
time would coincide with construction of Telecommunications Route 3. Furthermore, it 
is highly improbable that these two projects would coincide in this location. Thus, 
determining the cumulative impacts would require speculating that the construction 
schedule of the Montebello Hills Specific Plan storm drain pipe would occur at the 
same time as Telecommunications Route 3 at the same place along Lincoln Avenue. 
The Draft EIR is not required to speculate regarding potential impacts of those 
improvements in combination with impacts resulting from the proposed project (CEQA 
Guidelines § 15145).  No additional response is required. 

C9-3 The Monterey Park Market Place and the Montebello Hills Specific Plan were both 
included in the Draft EIR’s list of cumulative projects (see Table 6-1) and considered, as 
appropriate, in the cumulative impact analysis, i.e., where they would contribute to a 
cumulative effect in a particular resource area consistent with the requirements set 
forth in CEQA Guidelines section 15130.  

The commenter’s statements regarding the cumulative analysis in the Montebello 
Specific Plan Final EIR are noted, but require no further response in this document 
because they relate to analysis in a different EIR under the control of a different Lead 
Agency. 

C9-4 According to information from the Central Basin Municipal Water District (CBMWD), 
the recycled water pipeline identified by the commenter would be built on Montebello 
Boulevard from an existing pipeline at the intersection of Montebello Boulevard with 
West Lincoln Avenue (CBMWD 2016). A portion of the proposed pipeline would run 
contiguous with about 500 feet of the proposed project’s Telecommunication Route 2’s 
underground segment along Montebello Boulevard north of its intersection with West 
Lincoln Avenue.  In either case, the Draft EIR assumed that construction of the 
proposed project would occur concurrently with construction of the Montebello Hills 
Specific Plan, which is expected to begin in 2016 or 2017 and to last through 2022.  
Therefore, the construction impacts of the proposed project in combination with those 
of the Specific Plan were analyzed consistent with the requirements of CEQA 
Guidelines section 15130 (Discussion of Cumulative Impacts). 

However, an EIR’s discussion of cumulative impacts need not provide the same level of 
detail as is provided for project-specific effects (CEQA Guidelines section 15130(b)).  
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When specific information on the impacts of potential future cumulative development 
is not available, an EIR is not required to speculate about the cumulative impacts that 
might occur (Preserve Wild Santee v. City of Santee (2012) 210 Cal.App.4th 260, 277). 

Neither the Montebello Hills Specific Plan EIR nor the examined CBMWD documents 
indicate when the recycled water pipeline would be constructed, and the CPUC is not 
aware of any information regarding prospective construction schedule. Additionally, 
given the short amount of overlap of the two projects—approximately 500 linear 
feet—the chance of construction overlap would be very small. Thus, determining the 
cumulative impacts would require speculating that the construction schedule of the 
Montebello Hills Specific Plan recycled water pipeline would occur at the same time as 
Telecommunications Route 2 along Montebello Boulevard. The Draft EIR is not 
required to speculate regarding the potential impacts of this specific improvement in 
combination with impacts resulting from the proposed project (CEQA Guidelines 
section 15145). No additional response is required. 

C9-5 The Draft EIR identifies the locations of black walnut trees in Table 4.3-2 and in Figure 
5 of Appendix D. Impacts to black walnut are discussed on page 4.3-32. The Draft EIR 
concludes that impacts would be less than significant after implementation of 
Applicant Proposed Measure (APM)-BIO-01, APM-BIO-02, MM BR-1, MM BR-2, MM BR-
5, and MM BR-7. 

The fire referenced by the commenter took place in August 2015, and therefore its 
effects were not considered in the environmental baseline for the analysis of the 
proposed project’s impacts to biological resources. CEQA Guidelines section 15125(a) 
states that “An EIR must include a description of the physical environmental conditions 
in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is 
published. . . . This environmental setting will normally constitute the baseline physical 
conditions by which a lead agency determines whether an impact is significant.”  The 
Notice of Preparation for the proposed project was issued on June 5, 2015, prior to the 
fire.  

Nevertheless, the biological resources mitigation measures set forth above would 
ensure that impacts to California black walnut trees would be less than significant.  
Specifically, MM BR-1 (Pre-construction surveys) requires the applicant to retain a 
qualified biologist approved by the CPUC to conduct pre-construction surveys for 
sensitive biological resources, including the California Black Walnut.  Under this 
measure, the information gathered from these surveys shall be used to develop actions 
to minimize impacts on sensitive resources from project-related activities, including 
any necessary tree trimming.  MM BR-2 requires the applicant to delineate work 
boundaries to avoid impact to the black walnut. MM BR-5 requires workers to undergo 
training to understand how to identify species of concern, including black walnut, and 
what the project commitments are to avoid impact to the trees. MM BR-7 requires an 
arborist approved by the CPUC to conduct tree evaluation surveys and requires the 
applicant to plant replacement trees for those that cannot be avoided.  
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Comment Set C10 – Jordan Pinjuv, CAISO 
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Response to Comment Set C10: Jordan Pinjuv, CAISO 
 
C10-1 The California Independent System Operator’s (CAISO)’s statement that the proposed 

project is critical in the wake of the retirement of the San Onofre Nuclear Generating 
Station (SONGS) and generators that use Once-Through Cooling (OTC) is noted and 
included in the record for consideration by decision makers. 

Refer to Section 1.2.4, “Detailed Description of CPUC Project Objectives” for a 
discussion of the development of the CPUC’s objectives for the proposed project.  

C10-2 Refer to responses to comments C10-7 and C10-9. 

C10-3 Refer to responses to comments C10-11. 

C10-4 This comment provides a summary of the proposed project. The comment does not 
raise an issue with the analysis in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR); 
therefore, no further response is required.   

C10-5 The commenter’s agreement with the California Public Utilities Commission’s (CPUC’s) 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) project objectives identified in Section 
1.2.2.1, “CEQA Project Objectives” of the Draft EIR is noted and included in the record 
for consideration by the decision makers.  

C10-6 The comment summarizes the One-Transformer-Bank Substation Alternative and EIR 
conclusions regarding the One-Transformer-Bank Substation Alternative and the Two-
Transformer-Bank Substation Alternative. The comment does not raise an issue with 
the analysis in the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required.   

C10-7 Section 15124(b) of the CEQA Guidelines requires an EIR to state the objectives sought 
by the proposed project.  The statement of objectives should include the underlying 
purpose of the project, and it should be clearly written to guide the selection of 
alternatives to be evaluated in the EIR (Id.).   

As described in Draft EIR Section 1.2.4.1, “Project Objective 1,” the proposed project is 
intended to address reliability concerns that would occur after the retirement of 
approximately 4,250 megawatts of electric generation in the Western Los Angeles 
Basin, from generators that use OTC.  Although Southern California Edison (SCE) 
indicated in its Proponent’s Environmental Analysis that the proposed project would 
also address reliability concerns from SONGS retirement, it has since stated that the 
Mesa Substation Project would likely not be necessary to maintain reliability unless 
OTC units are also retired by the end of 2020.2 Based on these identified reliability 
concerns, the CPUC developed the following project objectives (CPUC CEQA Project 
Objectives 1 and 2): 

1. Address anticipated violations of the North American Electric Reliability 
Corporation (NERC) Standard TPL-001-04 (NERC 2015), Western Electricity 
Coordinating Council (WECC) Regional Business Practice TPL-001-WECC-
RBP-2 (WECC 2011), and CAISO Planning Standards that would occur upon 

                                                             
2 See SCE’s Response to Data request 5, Question 07.a. 
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retirement by December 31, 2020, of generators that use OTC. 

2. Avoid introduction of new violations of NERC, WECC, and CAISO standards. 

These objectives are based on data provided by SCE because SCE is the project 
applicant.  SCE initially provided the CPUC with power flow base cases used in its 2014 
annual reliability assessment to identify the thermal overloads intended to be 
addressed by the proposed project.  The specific set of reliability standard violations 
identified by SCE (which the proposed project would address) were provided by SCE in 
response to CPUC Data Request # 7 and are set forth in EIR Appendix B and referenced 
in EIR Section 1.2.4.1, “Project Objective 1.”  Both Project Objectives 1 and 2 are 
intended to address specific violations of reliability criteria identified by SCE that arise 
when evaluating existing grid reliability.  These are the violations that would be 
addressed by the proposed project. 

As described on page 1-4 of the EIR, CAISO recommended implementing the Mesa 
Substation Project in its 2013–2014 Transmission Plan3 as part of a group of projects 
to address loading concerns.  

The text of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows to clarify the data that were used 
to evaluate alternatives to the proposed project against Project Objective 1 and Project 
Objective 2: 

Page 1-7: 

Violation of Planning Criteria 

After OTC retirement, under peak load conditions, several violations of the 
previously described planning criteria would occur. SCE identified all contingencies 
resulting in violations that the Mesa Substation Project would address. The list of 
violations is provided in Appendix B; this list was generated based on SCE’s 
response to CPUC Data Request #7, as well as the CPUC’s analysis of power flow 
data provided by SCE. The power flow data are the data used for SCE’s 2014 annual 
reliability assessment.  

Page 1-7: 

Therefore, one of the CPUC-defined objectives of the proposed project is to avoid 
introduction of new violations of NERC, WECC, and CAISO reliability when using 
SCE’s 2014 annual reliability assessment power flow data. 

 

                                                             
3 The CAISO planning process occurs every year over a period of approximately one year. CAISO’s 2016–

2017 transmission planning process has already begun and is currently in Phase 2, “Conduct Technical 
Studies and Develop Comprehensive Plan” (CAISO 2016b). The reliability assessment Study Results for the 
2015–2016 transmission planning process using that planning year’s data (which were used by CAISO to 
prepare its comment letter) were not finalized until November 2015, while the Draft EIR was under 
preparation. The Final CAISO 2015–2016 Transmission Plan became available in March 2016, when the EIR 
was being produced for release on April 29, 2016 (CAISO 2016a).  
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Page 3-2: 

A transmission system model created in the PowerWorld Simulator was used to 
identify potential alternatives. The model was also used to test potential 
alternatives to determine if they would meet Objectives 1 and 2 (i.e., address all 
potential violations of reliability standards and whether they would avoid 
introduction of new violations of reliability standards). The transmission system 
model was created in the PowerWorld Simulator modelling program using the 
WECC transmission system database and data provided by Southern California 
Edison (SCE). Data provided by SCE are the power flow data used for SCE’s 2014 
annual reliability assessment. The model was set up to mimic how the transmission 
system would function following retirement of OTC units. 

While CAISO’s letter states its agreement with the project objectives identified in the 
Draft EIR, it asserts that the proposed project and alternatives should address all of the 
reliability concerns identified its 2015–2016 Transmission Study.  However, the 
proposed project was designed to address the specific violations set forth in Appendix 
B as described in detail above, and CEQA does not require that the project of 
alternatives be redesigned to address new or different concerns such as those 
identified by CAISO.    

CAISO further asserts that the One-Transformer-Bank Substation Alternative does not 
meet CPUC CEQA Project Objectives 1 and 2, but CAISO’s assertion is based on its use of 
a model that uses a different configuration of the One-Transformer-Bank Substation 
Alternative than does the CPUC model.  The CPUC’s configuration of the One-
Transformer-Bank Substation Alternative assumed that the transformer was 
connected to the right-hand bus, while the CAISO data show the new transformer 
connected to the left-hand bus.  Notably, each violation that occurs under the 
contingencies noted in CAISO’s Table 1 would be eliminated if the transformer is 
connected to the right-hand bus, as was done in the CPUC model, consistent with how 
SCE modeled the proposed project in power flow data provided to the CPUC. The 
contingency that results in thermal loading to near the Serrano–Villa Park No. 1 
Transmission Line emergency rating also results in a reduced thermal loading when 
the transformer is connected to the right-hand bus.  The transformer’s connection from 
right to left bus, or vice versa, may be accomplished by simply opening or closing the 
circuit breakers between the tower and the bus by flipping a switch. 

The CPUC’s decision-makers will consider CAISO’s comments regarding the One 
Transformer Substation Alternative when making their final decision on the proposed 
Project and the feasibility of alternatives.  

C10-8 This comment provides a summary of the Two-Transformer-Bank Substation 
Alternative. The comment does not raise an issue with the analysis in the Draft EIR; 
therefore, no further response is required.   

C10-9 Refer to response to comment C10-7 for clarification of the data used to develop 
project objectives and to screen alternatives.  CAISO also asserts that the Two-
Transformer-Bank Substation Alternative does not meet CPUC CEQA Project Objectives 
1 and 2 but, like the One-Transformer-Bank Substation Alternative, and as described in 
detail in response to comment C10-7, CAISO’s model uses a configuration of the Two-
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Transformer-Bank Substation Alternative that shows the new transformer connected 
to the left-hand bus. However, each violation that occurs under the contingencies noted 
in CAISO’s Table 2 is eliminated if the transformer is instead connected to the right-
hand bus, as was done in the CPUC model.   
 
The CPUC’s decision makers will consider CAISO’s comments regarding the Two 
Transformer Substation Alternative when making their final decision on the proposed 
project and the feasibility of alternatives. 

C10-10 CAISO’s agreement that the Gas-Insulated Substation Alternative meets the basic 
project objectives in the Draft EIR is noted and included in the record for the decision 
makers.  

C10-11 CAISO’s comment regarding scheduling concerns for the Gas-Insulated Substation 
Alternative is noted and included in the record for consideration by the decision 
makers. Refer to response to comment D1-43, which pertains to SCE’s comments 
regarding schedule for implementation of the Gas-Insulated Substation Alternative. 

C10-12 CAISO’s comment regarding potentially higher costs to install and maintain gas-
insulated switchgear equipment is noted and included in the record for consideration 
by the decision makers. The higher cost of a Gas Insulated Substation Alternative is 
noted on page 3-14 of the Draft EIR; however, as stated in the Draft EIR, there is no 
evidence at this time that the cost of the Gas-Insulated Substation Alternative would be 
so prohibitive as to render the Gas-Insulated Substation Alternative infeasible.  

C10-13 Refer to responses to comments C10-7 and C10-9. 

C10-14 Refer to response to comment C10-11. 
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Comment Set C11 – Yvonne Watson 
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Response to Comment Set C11: Yvonne Watson 
 
C11-1  The commenter suggests that the 2015 Montebello Hills/Lincoln fire be considered in 

the Draft Environmental Impact Report’s (EIR’s) evaluation of cumulative effects.  
Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), a cumulative impact is “an 
impact which is created as a result of the combination of the project evaluated in the 
EIR together with other projects causing related impacts” (CEQA Guidelines 15130(a)). 
A “project” is an action that has the potential to result in a direct physical change in the 
environment or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment 
and that is either (1) an activity undertaken by a public agency; (2) an activity 
undertaken by a person supported through public agency assistance; or (3) an activity 
involving a public agency issuance of a lease, permit, license, certificate, or other 
entitlement (CEQA Guidelines section 15378(a)). An accidental fire is not a project 
under CEQA and was therefore not included in the Draft EIR’s analysis of the 
cumulative impacts. This approach is consistent with CEQA. 

The fire was also not considered as part of the environmental baseline for the 
cumulative impacts analysis. Under CEQA, the baseline consists of the “physical 
environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the 
notice of preparation is published. . . . This environmental setting will normally 
constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a lead agency determines whether 
an impact is significant” (CEQA Guidelines 15125(a)). The Notice of Preparation for the 
proposed project was issued on June 5, 2015, and the fire referenced by the 
commenter began on August 16, 2015. For this reason, it was not included in the 
baseline. As described in response to comment A10-2, Mitigation Measure (MM) BR-3 
has been clarified to require that areas impacted by the proposed project be restored 
to their pre-fire habitat conditions (i.e., the baseline condition considered in the Draft 
EIR).  

C11-2 The Proponent’s Environmental Assessment (PEA) referenced by the commenter was 
written by Southern California Edison (SCE) and submitted to the California Public 
Utilities Commission (CPUC) as part of its application for a Permit to Construct the 
proposed project. This comment does not pertain to content in the CPUC’s EIR; SCE’s 
PEA is not subject to revision by the CPUC. The Draft EIR uses the term “Montebello 
Hills Specific Plan” as requested by the commenter.  

C11-3 As stated above, the PEA referenced by the commenter was written by SCE and 
submitted to the CPUC as part of SCE’s application for a Permit to Construct the 
proposed project.  While the CPUC may consider information submitted by SCE in its 
analysis of the proposed project, it is not required to incorporate SCE’s conclusions 
regarding the project’s potential impacts.  To clarify, however, the commenter is 
referencing the PEA’s identification of significant unavoidable impacts to air quality 
from projects that are the subject of other EIRs, namely, EIRs for the Monterey Park 
Market Place and the Montebello Hills Specific Plan.    

As required by CEQA, the CPUC has prepared a Draft EIR to identify and analyze the 
impacts of the proposed project, including project-specific and cumulative impacts to 
air quality. The Draft EIR analysis represents the CPUC’s independent evaluation of 
environmental impacts. Most relevant to this comment, the Draft EIR assessed whether 
the proposed project’s contribution to a significant air quality impact would be 
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cumulatively considerable (see Draft EIR Section 6.1.2.3, “Air Quality”). The Montebello 
Hills Specific Plan and the Monterey Park Market Place were both considered, as 
appropriate, in the air quality cumulative analysis. 

C11-4 

 

Under CEQA Guidelines section 15105(a), the minimum time period for public review 
of a Draft EIR submitted to the State Clearinghouse for review by state agencies is 45 
days. Consistent with this requirement, the CPUC initiated a 45-day comment period 
starting April 29, 2016, and ending June 13, 2016. The CPUC extended the comment 
period to 60 days and accepted written comments on the Draft EIR through June 27, 
2016. All written comments must have been postmarked or received by fax or email no 
later than 5:00 p.m. on June 27, 2016. 
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Comment Set C12 – Josh Havelka 
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Response to Comment Set C12: Josh Havelka 
 
C12-1  The commenter was added to the mailing list upon receipt of the request. 

 
 


