BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of the Application of SOUTHERN

)
CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY (U 338-E) )
for a Permit to Construct Electrical Substation )
)
)

Facilities With Voltages Above 50 kV:
Mesa 500 kV Substation Project

Application No.

PROPONENT’S ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

MESA 500 kV SUBSTATION PROJECT

VOLUME 4 of 4 (Part 1 of 2)

BETH GAYLORD
ANGELA WHATLEY

Attorneys for

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON
COMPANY

2244 Walnut Grove Avenue

Post Office Box 800

Rosemead, California 91770

Telephone:  (626) 302-3618
Facsimile: (626) 302-6736
E-mail: Angela.Whatley@sce.com



This page intentionally left blank.



Appendices (Volume 4)
(1 of 2)

Appendix A:
Appendix B:
Appendix C:
Appendix D:
Appendix E:
Appendix F:

CEQA Checklist

List of Preparers

Agency Consultation

Public Involvement

Air Quality Calculations*
Biological Resources Reports

! Due to the number of pages associated with this document, this appendix is provided on CD.

Proponent's Environmental Assessment
Mesa 500 kV Substation Project

March 2015
Page i



This page intentionally left blank.



APPENDIX A: CEQA CHECKLIST



This page intentionally left blank.



Appendix A

Appendix A

California Environmental Quality Act Checklist

1. Project Title
Mesa 500 kilovolt (kV) Substation Project (Proposed Project?)

2. Lead Agency Name and Address

California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC)
505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco, California (CA) 94102-3298

3. Contact Person and Phone Number

Susan Nelson, AIA

Southern California Edison Company (SCE)
Regulatory Policy & Affairs

8631 Rush Street, General Office 4 — G10J
Rosemead, CA 91770

4, Project Location

The Proposed Project is located in Los Angeles County, California, primarily in the City of
Monterey Park, with other main components located in the cities of Montebello, Rosemead,
South EI Monte, Commerce, Bell Gardens, and Pasadena, and in portions of unincorporated Los
Angeles County. Additional minor modifications would be required within several existing
substations, which are located in Arcadia, Commerce, ElI Monte, Industry, Irwindale, Long
Beach, Los Angeles, Monterey Park, Norwalk, Ontario, Palmdale, Pasadena, Pico Rivera,
Redondo Beach, Rosemead, San Gabriel, Temple, Torrance, Valencia, and the unincorporated
area East Los Angeles.

5. Project Sponsor’s Name and Address

SCE
2244 Walnut Grove Avenue
Rosemead, CA 91770

6. General Plan Designation

The CPUC has sole and exclusive State jurisdiction over the siting and design of the Proposed
Project. Pursuant to CPUC General Order (G.0O.) 131-D, Section XIV.B, “Local jurisdictions
acting pursuant to local authority are preempted from regulating electric power line projects,
distribution lines, substations, or electric facilities constructed by public utilities subject to the
CPUC’s jurisdiction. However, in locating such projects, the public utilities shall consult with

! The term “Proposed Project” is inclusive of all components of the Mesa 500 kV Substation Project. Where the
discussion in this appendix focuses on a particular component, that component is called out by its individual work
area (e.g., “telecommunications line reroute between Mesa and Harding substations”).
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local agencies regarding land use matters.” Consequently, public utilities are directed to consider
local regulations and consult with local agencies, but the county and cities’ regulations are not
applicable as the county and cities do not have jurisdiction over the Proposed Project.
Accordingly, a discussion of local land use regulations is provided for informational purposes

only

A summary of the planned land use designations of the Proposed Project is provided in Table
A-1: Planned Land Use Designations and Zoning by Proposed Project Component.

March 2015 Proponent's Environmental Assessment
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Table A-1: Planned Land Use Designations and Zoning by Proposed Project Component

Proposed Project Component Jurisdiction General Plan Land Use

Location Designation Zoning

Mesa Substation Study Area?

Mesa Substation is located south of Cities of Monterey City of Monterey Park: City of Monterey Park:
Potrero Grande Drive, west of Park and Montebello | «  Commercial = Commercial (Regional-

Greenwood Avenue, east of Markland = Public Facilities Specialty Center Planned

Drive, and north of State Route (SR-) Development Overlay Zone)
60. City of Montebello:
n Open Space Open Space

Office Professional

= Low Density Residential

City of Montebello:
= Residential Agricultural

2 The “Mesa Substation Study Area” represents the potential disturbance area associated with work at Mesa Substation and the associated transmission,
subtransmission, distribution, and telecommunications lines in adjacent rights-of-way (ROWSs).

Proponent's Environmental Assessment March 2015
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Proposed Project Component
Location

Jurisdiction

General Plan Land Use
Designation

Zoning

Telecommunications Line Reroute between Mesa and Harding Substations

The proposed telecommunications
reroute would exit Mesa Substation,
travel west on Potrero Grande Drive,
and continue in a southerly direction
on Markland Drive before crossing
SR-60 and continuing westerly on Via
Campo. The route would then head
southwesterly along an existing SCE
ROW and would continue in a
southerly direction along Wilcox
Avenue before heading east on
Lincoln Avenue and connecting to
existing facilities near Harding
Substation.

Cities of Monterey
Park and Montebello

City of Monterey Park:

Low Density Residential
Commercial
Open Space

City of Montebello:

Low Density Residential
Medium Density
Residential

High Density Residential
Commercial

Industrial

City of Monterey Park:

= Office Professional
= Low Density Residential

City of Montebello:

Low Density Residential
High Density Residential
Residential Agricultural
General Commercial
Office Professional

March 2015
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Proposed Project Component
Location

Jurisdiction

General Plan Land Use
Designation

Zoning

Telecommunications Lines from Transmission Towers M38-T5 and M40-T3 to Mesa Substation

The proposed telecommunications
route from Transmission Tower M38-
T5 to Mesa Substation would exit
Mesa Substation in a southeasterly
direction, cross SR-60, and continue
along Montebello Boulevard. The
route would then travel east along
Avenida De La Merced and continue
northeast along Lincoln Avenue
before heading southeast on Durfee
Avenue.

The proposed telecommunications
route from Transmission Tower M40-
T3 to Mesa Substation would exit
Mesa Substation, travel east on
Potrero Grande Drive, and continue
south along Hill Drive and San
Gabriel Boulevard, before
transitioning east to an existing SCE
fee-owned ROW, just south of
Darlington Avenue.

Unincorporated Los
Angeles County and
the cities of
Monterey Park,
Montebello,
Rosemead, and
South EI Monte

County of Los Angeles:

= Open Space
= Low Density Residential

City of Monterey Park:

= Commercial

= Low Density Residential

= Medium Density
Residential

= High Density Residential

City of Montebello:

= Low Density Residential
= Open Space

City of Rosemead:

= Commercial
= Public Facilities
= Low Density Residential

City of South El Monte:

=  Commercial
Manufacturing

County of Los Angeles:

Low Density Residential
Limited Multiple Residence
Residential Agriculture
Light Agriculture
Restricted Business
Neighborhood Business
Open Space

City of Monterey Park:

Commercial

Office Professional

Single Family Residential
Multiple Family Residential

City of Montebello:
= Single Family Residential

= Multiple Family Residential
= Residential Agricultural

= General Commercial

City of Rosemead:

»=  Medium Commercial
= Planned Development
= Single Family Residential

City of South EI Monte:
= Commercial Manufacturing

Proponent's Environmental Assessment
Mesa 500 kV Substation Project
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Proposed Project Component Jurisdiction General Plan Land Use

Location Designation Z2lilloly

Replacement of an Existing Lattice Steel Tower on the Goodrich-Laguna Bell 220 kV Transmission Line

The existing transmission tower is City of Commerce = Public Facility = Public Facility
located approximately 2.4 miles
southwest of Mesa Substation and
approximately 2.1 miles north of
Laguna Bell Substation, directly north
of the Corvette Street and Saybrook
Avenue intersection.

Street Light Source Line Conversion from Overhead to Underground within Loveland Street

The street light source line is located City of Bell Gardens Open Space/Parks = Light Agricultural

approximately 0.2 mile south of High Density Residential = Medium Density Residential
Laguna Bell Substation on Loveland
Street between Darwell Avenue and
Toler Avenue.

Temporary 220 kV Line Loop-In at Goodrich Substation

Goodrich Substation is located City of Pasadena East Pasadena Specific = Public, Semi-Public
approximately 7.2 miles north of Mesa Plan (encourages
Substation, and directly north of the industrial/office
Maple Street and East Foothill development with a
Boulevard intersection. limited amount of
supporting
retail/commercial
development)

Sources: County of Los Angeles General Plan (1980), County of Los Angeles Zoning Ordinance (1989), City of Monterey Park General Plan (2001), City of
Monterey Park Zoning Ordinance (2013), City of Montebello General Plan (1973), City of Montebello Zoning Ordinance (2014), City of Rosemead General Plan
(2010), City of Rosemead Zoning Ordinance (2014), City of South EI Monte General Plan (2000), City of South EI Monte Zoning Ordinance 2010), City of
Commerce 2020 General Plan (2008), City of Commerce Zoning Ordinance (2014), City of Bell Gardens General Plan (1995), City of Pasadena General Plan
(2004), and City of Pasadena Zoning Ordinance (2005).

March 2015 Proponent's Environmental Assessment
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7. Zoning

A summary of the zoning designations of the Proposed Project is provided in Table A-1: Planned
Land Use Designations and Zoning by Proposed Project Component.

8. Project Description
The Proposed Project includes the following components:

= Construction of the proposed Mesa Substation and demolition of the existing Mesa
Substation within the City of Monterey Park®

= Removal, relocation, modification, and/or construction of transmission, subtransmission,
distribution, and telecommunications structures within the cities of Monterey Park,
Montebello, Rosemead, South EI Monte, and Commerce, and in portions of
unincorporated Los Angeles County

= Conversion of an existing street light source line from overhead to underground between
three street lights on Loveland Street within the City of Bell Gardens

» Installation of a temporary 220 kV line loop-in at Goodrich Substation within the City of
Pasadena

= Minor internal modifications within the existing fenced perimeter of multiple existing
substations

0. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting

The Proposed Project is located in Los Angeles County and involves the expansion of an existing
substation and associated transmission, subtransmission, distribution, and telecommunications
work within the cities of Monterey Park and Montebello; other main components are located in
Rosemead, South EI Monte, Commerce, Bell Gardens, Pasadena, and unincorporated Los
Angeles County. This area of Los Angeles County is highly developed with a mix of dense
residential communities, commercial development, institutional development, and some open
space. Mesa Substation is an existing substation that has been in operation since 1950.
Surrounding land uses are described further in Section 3.1, Project Location in Chapter 3, Project
Description, and Section 4.10, Land Use and Planning of the Proponent’s Environmental
Assessment.

3 The 500/220/66/16 kV Mesa Substation would replace the existing 220/66/16 kV Mesa Substation and add a
500 kV switchrack. The proposed substation would be located at the existing Mesa Substation site, which is
approximately 86.2 acres, but would result in a footprint that is expanded from approximately 21.6 acres to
approximately 69.4 acres.

Proponent's Environmental Assessment March 2015
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ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by the Proposed Project,
involving at least one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the

checklist on the following pages.

[ ] Aesthetics [ ] Agriculture and <] Air Quality
Forestry Resources
[ ] Biological Resources [ ] Cultural Resources [ ] Geology/Soils
[ ] Greenhouse Gas Emissions [ | Hazards & Hazardous [ | Hydrology/Water
Materials Quality
[ ] Land Use/Planning [] Mineral Resources [] Noise
[ ] Population/Housing [ ] Public Services [ ] Recreation
[ ] Transportation/Traffic [ ] Utilities/Service X] Mandatory Findings of
Systems Significance
March 2015 Proponent's Environmental Assessment
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DETERMINATION (To be completed by the Lead Agency)
On the basis of this initial evaluation:

[ 1 Ifind that the proposed project Could Not have a significant effect on the environment,
and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

[1 1Ifind that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the
project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

[ 1 1Ifind that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and
an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

[1 1Ifind that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or
“potentially significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one
effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable
legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier
analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

[1 1Ifind that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed
adequately in an earlier ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT or NEGATIVE
DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or
mitigated pursuant to that earlier ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are
imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.

Signature Date
Title Agency
Proponent's Environmental Assessment March 2015
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

1.

A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are
adequately supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses
following each question. A “No Impact” answer is adequately supported if the referenced
information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one
involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer
should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general
standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a
project-specific screening analysis).

All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as
on-site, cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as
well as operational impacts.

Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then
the checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than
significant with mitigation, or less than significant. “Potentially Significant Impact” is
appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are
one or more “Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the determination is made, an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is required.

“Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies
where the incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially
Significant Impact” to a “Less Than Significant Impact.” The lead agency must describe
the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than
significant level (mitigation measures from earlier analyses may be cross-referenced as
discussed below).

Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) process, an affect has been adequately
analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. Section 15063 (c)(3)(D). In this case, a
brief discussion should identify the following:

a. Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.

b. Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were
within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to
applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by
mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.

c. Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less than Significant with Mitigation
Measures Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated
or refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific
conditions for the project.

March 2015 Proponent's Environmental Assessment
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6. Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information
sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a
previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference
to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.

7. Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used
or individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion.

8. Thisis only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats;
however, lead agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that are
relevant to a project’s environmental effects in whatever format is selected.

9. The explanation of each issue should identify:

a. the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and
b. the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significant

Proponent's Environmental Assessment March 2015
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A

CEQA ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

Please note: explanatory text that accompanies these checkbox findings is provided at the end of

this table.
Less Than
Potentially | Significant Less Than No
Issues: Significant With Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Incorporated
1. AESTHETICS: Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a
scenic vista? [ [ [ X
b) Substantially damage scenic resources,
including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings O O O X
within a state scenic highway?
¢) Substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of the site and its ] ] X ]
surroundings?
d) Create a new source of substantial light
or glare which would adversely affect ] ] X ]
day or nighttime views in the area?
March 2015 Proponent's Environmental Assessment
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Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than No
Issues: Significant With Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Incorporated

1. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY
RESOURCES: In determining whether
impacts to agricultural resources are
significant environmental effects, lead
agencies may refer to the California
Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site
Assessment Model (1997) prepared by
the California Dept. of Conservation as
an optional model to use in assessing
impacts on agriculture and farmland. In
determining whether impacts to forest
resources, including timberland, are
significant environmental effects, lead
agencies may refer to information
compiled by the California Department
of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding
the state’s inventory of forest land,
including the Forest and Range
Assessment Project and the Forest
Legacy Assessment project; and forest
carbon measurement methodology
provided in Forest Protocols adopted by
the California Air Resources Board.
Would the project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
importance (Farmland), as shown on the
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland ] ] ] =
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural use?

b) Conflict with existing zoning for
agricultural use, or a Williamson Act ] ] ] X
contract?

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or
cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined
in Public Resources Code section
12220(g)), timberland (as defined by
Public Resources Code section 4526), or O O O X
timberland zoned Timberland
Production (as defined by Government

Code section 51104(g))?
d) Resultin the loss of forest land or
conversion of forest land to non-forest ] ] ] X
use?
Proponent's Environmental Assessment March 2015
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Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than No
Issues: Significant With Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Incorporated

e) Involve other changes in the existing
environment which, due to their location
or nature, could result in conversion of [ [ [ ¢
Farmland, to nonagricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest
use?

1. AIR QUALITY: Where available, the
significance criteria established by the
applicable air quality management or air
pollution control district may be relied
upon to make the following
determinations. Would the project:

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation
of the applicable air quality plan? O O O X

b) Violate any air quality standard or
contribute substantially to an existing or X ] ] ]
projected air quality violation?

c) Resultinacumulatively considerable
net increase of any criteria pollutant for
which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal or
state ambient air quality standard [ [ X [
(including releasing emissions which
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors)?

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations? X O O O

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a
substantial number of people? O O 2 O

v. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES: Would
the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either
directly or through habitat modifications,
on any species identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special status species in
local or regional plans, policies, or O O 2 O
regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Game or U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service?

March 2015 Proponent's Environmental Assessment
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Issues:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

b)

Have a substantial adverse effect on any
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional
plans, policies, regulations or by the
California Department of Fish and Game
or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

[

c)

Have a substantial adverse effect on
federally protected wetlands as defined
by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
(including, but not limited to, marsh,
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological
interruption, or other means?

d)

Interfere substantially with the
movement of any native resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species or with
established native resident or migratory
wildlife corridors, or impede the use of
native wildlife nursery sites?

Conflict with any local policies or
ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as a tree preservation
policy or ordinance?

Conflict with the provisions of an
adopted Habitat Conservation Plan,
Natural Community Conservation Plan,
or other approved local, regional, or state
habitat conservation plan?

CULTURAL RESOURCES: Would
the project:

Cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of a historical resource
as defined in § 15064.5?

b)

Cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of an archaeological
resource pursuant to §15064.5?

c)

Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or
unique geologic feature?

d)

Disturb any human remains, including
those interred outside of formal
cemeteries?

Proponent's Environmental Assessment
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Issues:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

VI.

GEOLOGY AND SOILS: Would the
project:

Expose people or structures to potential
substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving:

Rupture of a known earthquake fault,
as delineated on the most recent
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zoning Map issued by the State
Geologist for the area or based on
other substantial evidence of a known
fault? Refer to Division of Mines and
Geology Special Publication 42.

i)

Strong seismic ground shaking?

i)

Seismic-related ground failure,
including liquefaction?

iv) Landslides?

b)

Result in substantial soil erosion or the
loss of topsoil?

O g O |4

O g O |4
X Xl X K
O g O |4

c)

Be located on a geologic unit or soil that
is unstable, or that would become
unstable as a result of the project, and
potentially result in on- or off-site
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction or collapse?

[

[
X
[

d)

Be located on expansive soil, as defined
in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building
Code (1994), creating substantial risks to
life or property?

Have soils incapable of adequately
supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative waste water disposal systems
where sewers are not available for the
disposal of waste water?

VILI.

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS:
Would the project:

a)

Generate greenhouse gas emissions,
either directly or indirectly, that may
have a significant impact on the
environment?

March 2015
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Issues:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy
or regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse
gases?

[

[

[

VIII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS

MATERIALS: Would the project:

a) Create a significant hazard to the public
or the environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials?

b) Create a significant hazard to the public
or the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident
conditions involving the release of
hazardous materials into the
environment?

¢) Emit hazardous emissions or handle
hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within
one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school?

d) Be located on a site which is included on
a list of hazardous materials sites
compiled pursuant to Government Code
Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it
create a significant hazard to the public
or the environment?

e) For a project located within an airport
land use plan or, where such a plan has
not been adopted, within two miles of a
public airport or public use airport,
would the project result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working in
the project area?

f) For a project within the vicinity of a
private airstrip, would the project result in
a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area?

g) Impair implementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation
plan?

Proponent's Environmental Assessment
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Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than No
Issues: Significant With Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Incorporated

h) Expose people or structures to a significant
risk of loss, injury or death involving
wildland fires, including where wildlands ] ] ] X
are adjacent to urbanized areas or where
residences are intermixed with wildlands?

IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER
QUALITY: Would the project:

a) Violate any water quality standards or
waste discharge requirements? [ [ X [

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies
or interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that there would be a net
deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of
the local groundwater table level (e.g., the ] ] X ]
production rate of pre-existing nearby
wells would drop to a level which would
not support existing land uses or planned
uses for which permits have been granted)?

¢) Substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, in a manner which would [ [ X [
result in a substantial erosion or siltation
on- or off-site?

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, or substantially increase ] ] X ]
the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner which would result in flooding on-
or off-site?

e) Create or contribute runoff water which
would exceed the capacity of existing or
planned stormwater drainage systems or ] ] = ]
provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff?

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water
quality? [ [ X [

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood
hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood

Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate ] ] ] X
Map or other flood hazard delineation
map?
March 2015 Proponent's Environmental Assessment
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Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than No
Issues: Significant With Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Incorporated
h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area
structures which would impede or redirect ] ] X ]

flood flows?

i) Expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving flooding, including flooding as [ [ X [
a result of the failure of a levee or dam?

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or
mudflow? [ [ X [

X. LAND USE AND PLANNING: Would
the project:

a) Physically divide an established
community? O O O X

b) Conflict with any applicable land use
plan, policy, or regulation of an agency
with jurisdiction over the project
(including, but not limited to the general
plan, specific plan, local coastal program, O O O X
or zoning ordinance) adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?

¢) Conflict with any applicable habitat
conservation plan or natural community ] ] ] =
conservation plan?

XI. MINERAL RESOURCES: Would the
project:

a) Result in the loss of availability of a
known mineral resource that would be of
value to the region and the residents of [ [ [ X
the state?

b) Result in the loss of availability of a
locally-important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local general O O O X
plan, specific plan or other land use plan?

XII. NOISE: Would the project result in:

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of
noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or ] ] X ]
noise ordinance, or applicable standards
of other agencies?

Proponent's Environmental Assessment March 2015
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Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than No
Issues: Significant With Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Incorporated

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of
excessive groundborne vibration or ] ] R ]
groundborne noise levels?

¢) A substantial permanent increase in
ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without the [ [ X [
project?

d) A substantial temporary or periodic
increase in ambient noise levels in the
project vicinity above levels existing O O 4 O
without the project?

e) For a project located within an airport
land use plan or, where such a plan has
not been adopted, within two miles of a
public airport or public use airport, would ] ] ] X
the project expose people residing or
working in the project area to excessive
noise levels?

f) For a project within the vicinity of a
private airstrip, would the project expose
people residing or working in the project [ [ [ i
area to excessive noise levels?

XI1.  POPULATION AND HOUSING:
Would the project:

a) Induce substantial population growth in
an area, either directly (for example, by
proposing new homes and businesses) or ] ] ] X
indirectly (for example, through extension
of roads or other infrastructure)?

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing
housing, necessitating the construction of ] ] ] X
replacement housing elsewhere?

c) Displace substantial numbers of people,
necessitating the construction of ] ] ] X
replacement housing elsewhere?
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Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than No
Issues: Significant With Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Incorporated
XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES: Would the project
result in substantial adverse physical
impacts associated with the provision of
new or physically altered governmental
facilities, need for new or physically
altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in
order to maintain acceptable service
ratios, response times or other
performance objectives for any of the
public services:
a) Fire Protection? ] ] X ]
b) Police Protection? ] ] X ]
¢) Schools? ] ] ] X
d) Parks? ] ] ] X
g) Other Public Facilities? ] ] ] X
XV. RECREATION:
a) Would the project increase the use of
existing neighborhood and regional parks
or other recreational facilities such that ] ] X ]

substantial physical deterioration of the
facility would occur or be accelerated?

b) Does the project include recreational
facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities which ] ] = ]
might have an adverse physical effect on
the environment?

XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC:
Would the project:

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance
or policy establishing measures of
effectiveness for the performance of the
circulation system, taking into account all
modes of transportation including mass
transit and non-motorized travel and ] ] X ]
relevant components of the circulation
system, including by not limited to
intersections, streets, highways and
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and
mass transit?
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Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than No
Issues: Significant With Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Incorporated

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion
management program, including, but not
limited to level of service standards and
travel demand measures, or other standards ] ] X ]
established by the county congestion
management agency for designated roads
or highways?

¢) Resultin a change in air traffic patterns,
including either an increase in traffic levels
or a change in location that results in O O 2 O
substantial safety risks?

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible O O I O
uses (e.g. farm equipment)?

e) Result in inadequate emergency access? ] ] X ]

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or
programs regarding public transit, bicycle,
or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise ] ] = ]
decrease the performance or safety of such
facilities?

XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE
SYSTEMS: Would the project:

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements
of the applicable Regional Water Quality ] ] ] X
Control Board?

b) Require or result in the construction of
new water or wastewater treatment
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, ] ] X ]
the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

¢) Require or result in the construction of
new stormwater drainage facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the ] ] X ]
construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to
serve the project from existing entitlements
and resources, or are new or expanded [ [ X [
entitlements needed?
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Issues:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

e) Result in a determination by the
wastewater treatment provider which
serves or may serve the project that it has
adequate capacity to serve the project’s
projected demand in addition to the
provider’s existing commitments?

[

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient
permitted capacity to accommodate the
project’s solid waste disposal needs?

g) Comply with federal, state, and local
statutes and regulations related to solid
waste?

XVIIl. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF
SIGNIFICANCE:

a) Does the project have the potential to
degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below self-sustaining
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or
animal community, reduce the number or
restrict the range of a rare or endangered
plant or animal or eliminate important
examples of the major periods of
California history or prehistory?

b) Does the project have impacts that are
individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (“Cumulatively
considerable” means that the incremental
effects of a project are considerable when
viewed in connection with the effects of
past projects, the effects of other current
projects, and the effects of probable future
projects)?

¢) Does the project have environmental
effects which will cause substantial
adverse effects on human beings, either
directly or indirectly?
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Sources and Explanation of Answers

This section contains a brief explanation for answers provided in the CEQA environmental
checklist form.

Aesthetics

As discussed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, construction of the Proposed Project would have no
impact on scenic vistas or scenic resources of a State Scenic Highway. In addition, construction
of the Proposed Project would not substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not
limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a State Scenic Highway. While
construction of the Proposed Project could degrade the existing visual character and quality of
the Proposed Project area due to the visibility of construction-related equipment, work crews,
and staging yards, construction activities are expected to last approximately 55 months.
Therefore, construction impacts to the visual character and quality of the Proposed Project area
would be temporary and less than significant.

Proposed Project construction would require the removal of some mature landscaping along
Potrero Grande Drive and elsewhere around the Mesa Substation site, and effects of this
vegetation removal could be noticeable. However, because the Proposed Project includes
installing new landscaping at Mesa Substation, these effects would be short-term in nature, and
long-term effects would be reduced once the new landscaping matures. In addition, some tree
trimming along the telecommunications routes may be required, particularly in the area between
Via Campo and Wilcox Avenue; however, the effects of the trimming would be minor and
temporary. As a result, the potential visual effects associated with vegetation removal would be
less than significant.

Construction of the Proposed Project would generally occur during daytime hours; however,
some construction activities may be required at night. Construction activities conducted at night
would require the use of floodlights, which have the potential to illuminate properties and
adjacent streets in the vicinity of construction areas. However, lighting would be directed on site
and away from potentially sensitive receptors during construction. Therefore, the Proposed
Project changes to nighttime lighting conditions during construction would be short-term and
incremental, and as a result, any impacts from construction lighting would be less than
significant.

Operation and Maintenance (O&M) of the Proposed Project would occur as needed and could
include various activities, such as repairing conductors, washing or replacing insulators,
repairing or replacing other hardware components, replacing poles and towers, tree trimming,
brush and weed control, and access road maintenance. O&M would also include routine
inspections and emergency repair, which would require the use of vehicles and equipment. SCE
inspects the subtransmission overhead facilities in a manner consistent with CPUC G.O. 165,
which requires that ground observation occurs at least once per year, but inspections usually
occur more frequently based on system reliability. O&M would have no impact on scenic vistas,
scenic resources of a State Scenic Highway, or the visual character or quality of the Proposed
Project area. In addition, O&M would not substantially damage scenic resources, including, but
not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a State Scenic Highway.
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O&M activities are typically short-term in nature and do not alter the visual environment.
Therefore, no impacts to a scenic vista, scenic resources, or the visual character of the Proposed
Project area would result from O&M activities associated with the Proposed Project.

As discussed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, the Proposed Project involves construction of the
proposed 500/220/66/16 kV Mesa Substation and demolition of the existing 220/66/16 kV Mesa
Substation. The Proposed Project also includes removal, relocation, modification, and/or
construction of transmission, subtransmission, distribution, and telecommunications structures.
Utility structures and other tall, vertical elements (e.g., the existing Mesa Substation and several
existing transmission and subtransmission corridors) are established landscape features that make
up the existing visual setting within the vicinity of Mesa Substation. These visual conditions
constitute the baseline for evaluating the Proposed Project’s potential aesthetic impact. The
physical changes would be most noticeable in close-range views from Potrero Grande Drive,
which borders the Mesa Substation site on the north. Views that are brief in duration would also
be available from SR-60. Limited views of the Proposed Project would be available from the
residential areas situated to the southwest and northwest, as well as from some places within the
business park located directly north of Potrero Grande Drive.

A set of seven visual simulations were prepared to illustrate the Proposed Project’s anticipated
appearance, as seen from key observation points (KOPs). Table 4.1-1: Summary of Simulation
Views in Section 4.1, Aesthetics describes the location of each KOP, the visual changes
depicted, and the potential visual effects. As demonstrated in the visual simulations and as
discussed in detail in the following paragraphs, Proposed Project-related changes would be
visible to the public in varying degrees. However, with the introduction of new street trees and
the presence of existing utility structures (e.g., substation facilities, transmission towers, and
overhead conductors), these changes would represent an incremental visual effect that would not
substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and surrounding area.
Therefore, impacts to visual resources as a result of the Proposed Project are considered to be
less than significant.

Following construction of the Proposed Project, lighting would be provided at the substation to
ensure adequate illumination levels for O&M activities. Fixtures would illuminate interior
roadways, parking areas, and walkways within the substation. However, where possible, lighting
would be directed downward to avoid spillover onto adjacent properties. In addition, the
Proposed Project includes the installation of non-specular transmission and subtransmission
conductor and dulled, galvanized steel lattice steel towers and tubular steel poles. Non-specular
conductor and structures comprised of galvanized steel reduce reflectivity. Therefore, O&M
associated with the Proposed Project would not result in a new source of substantial light or glare
when compared to the existing substation, and impacts would be less than significant.

Agriculture and Forestry Resources

The Proposed Project would not be located on, nor would it span any land designated as Prime
Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, Unique Farmland, Farmland of Local Importance,
land under a Williamson Act contract, or forest land, timberland, or timberland production zones.
In addition, the Proposed Project would not involve changes to the existing environment that

Proponent's Environmental Assessment March 2015
Mesa 500 kV Substation Project Page A-25



Appendix A

would have the potential to convert farmland or forest land to a non-agricultural or non-forest
use. Therefore, no impacts would result from construction or O&M of the Proposed Project.

Air Quality

The Proposed Project’s construction emissions are not expected to substantially contribute to the
regional emissions and would not conflict with the growth projections in the air quality
management plan (AQMP). Therefore, the Proposed Project would not conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the AQMP, and there would be no impact.

As presented in Section 4.3, Air Quality, uncontrolled emissions during construction of the
Proposed Project would exceed the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s
(SCAQMD?’s) standards for particulate matter (PM) less than 10 microns (PMu1o), nitrogen oxides
(NOx), carbon monoxide (CO), and volatile organic compounds (VOCs). To reduce emissions to
the maximum extent feasible, SCE would implement applicant-proposed measure (APM-) AIR-
01 and APM-AIR-02. With the implementation of these measures, PMz1o and VOC emissions
would be reduced to levels below the SCAQMD thresholds. However, NOx and CO emissions
would continue to exceed SCAQMD thresholds even with the implementation of these APMs.
As a result, air quality impacts would be significant and unavoidable.

As described in Section 4.3.1, Environmental Setting, the Proposed Project site is currently listed
as nonattainment for the California Ambient Air Quality Standards for ozone (O3), PM1o, and
PMz2s. The Proposed Project area is also classified as nonattainment for the National Ambient
Air Quality Standards for O3 and PM2s. However, SCE would implement APM-AIR-01 and
APM-AIR-02 to reduce these emissions below applicable SCAQMD thresholds. Therefore,
impacts would be less than significant.

Due to the nature of the Proposed Project, odor impacts are unlikely. No significant sources of
these pollutants would exist during construction. Diesel emissions constitute a potential source of
Proposed Project-related odor; however, these emissions would be temporary in nature, would
disperse quickly, and would be limited by the relatively small number of vehicles on site.
Therefore, construction would not create objectionable odors that would affect a substantial
number of people, and the impact would be less than significant.

As described previously, O&M of the Proposed Project and surrounding facilities would
continue to be conducted at the same frequency and intensity as they are for the existing facilities
in the Proposed Project area. As a result, there would be no increase in emissions due to O&M
activities, and there would be no impact.

Biological Resources

As discussed in Section 4.4, Biological Resources, potential impacts of the Proposed Project
would predominantly be associated with construction activities, such as grading, noise from
equipment, vegetation removal, and movement of equipment and Proposed Project materials.
Four sensitive plant and nine sensitive wildlife species occur or have a moderate potential to
occur within the Proposed Project. In addition, approximately 3.8 acres of critical habitat for the
coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica) occur within the Proposed
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Project area. While no direct take of individual birds is anticipated, direct permanent impacts to
approximately 14.21 acres of coastal California gnatcatcher nesting and foraging habitat are
anticipated due to the construction of the Proposed Project. Temporary impacts of up to
approximately 12.09 acres of coastal California gnatcatcher nesting and foraging habitat and up
to approximately 1.69 acres of critical habitat are anticipated due to the construction of the
Proposed Project. Temporary impacts would occur primarily along one of the proposed
telecommunications line routes, which traverses through designated critical habitat for this
species. Indirect temporary impacts to other nesting birds could also occur do to disruption of
habitat during construction. However, with the implementation of a Worker Environmental
Awareness Training Program and Proposed Project-specific APMs, such as APM-BI10-03, APM-
BI10-04, APM-BIO-05, and APM-BIO-06, which require biological monitoring, pre-construction
surveys, and buffers around active nests, impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant
level.

Riparian habitat and two additional sensitive vegetation communities occur within the Proposed
Project area and could be impacted during construction. SCE would avoid these sensitive
communities, as described in APM-BI0O-02. In places where riparian vegetation cannot be
avoided, authorizations from appropriate agencies would be obtained, as described in APM-BIO-
08. Agency authorizations would include compensatory mitigation for permanent impacts. With
the implementation of the previously described APMs, impacts to sensitive and riparian
vegetation communities would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.

Construction of the Proposed Project would result in both permanent and temporary impacts to
waters under the jurisdiction of the United States (U.S.) Army Corps of Engineers (USACE),
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and/or California Department of Fish and
Wildlife (CDFW). However, only ephemeral, non-wetland waters would be impacted. SCE
would obtain necessary authorizations and would mitigate for permanent impacts to all
jurisdictional water resources, as required and described in APM-BI0O-08. With the
implementation of this APM, impacts to jurisdictional water features would be reduced to a less-
than-significant level.

The Proposed Project involves construction activities within an existing transmission corridor
and existing substation. Because the construction area is already highly disturbed, it does not
have potential to be used as a wildlife migration corridor and no impacts to wildlife mitigation
corridors are anticipated. A portion of the Proposed Project occurs within an area designated as a
Significant Ecological Area by the County of Los Angeles; however, construction would occur
within an existing transmission corridor, and APM-B10-02 would be implemented, which
requires flagging and avoidance of native vegetation. Should the removal of oak trees be
unavoidable within the City of Pasadena or the unincorporated portions of the County of Los
Angeles, a Revegetation Plan would be prepared that incorporates the mitigation requirements of
the City of Pasadena and/or the County of Los Angeles, as applicable. With the implementation
of APM-BIO-02 and adherence to applicable permit requirements, impacts to biological
resources would be less than significant. In addition, the Proposed Project would not occur
within an area with Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) or Natural Community Conservation Plan
(NCCP) coverage. No conflicts with an HCP or NCCP would occur as a result of the Proposed
Project, and there would be no impact.
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Following construction of the Proposed Project, O&M activities associated with the substation
and transmission, subtransmission, distribution, and telecommunications lines would continue in
the same manner as the existing facilities. Minimal dust or air pollutants would be expected
during O&M of the substations and transmission corridors. Some increase in ambient noise
would be associated with the operation of Mesa Substation. However, SCE has proposed APM-
NOI-01 to reduce ambient noise associated with transformers to acceptable levels. As a result,
impacts associated with O&M would be less than significant.

Maintenance of structures within the transmission ROW could involve minor clearing of
vegetation and grading in previously disturbed areas. During these activities, waterbodies and
riparian vegetation would be protected to the extent practical. Therefore, O&M impacts to
sensitive vegetation communities and riparian habitat would be less than significant.

Potential impacts to wetlands and waters—as a result of spilling hazardous materials into
wetlands or other waters—would be avoided and minimized through the recertification and
implementation of the Proposed Project’s Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure Plan
(SPCC), which is required by Title 40, Part 112 of the Code of Federal Regulations. Storm water
design features (e.g., the proposed retention basin and other best management practices [BMPs])
would control runoff during O&M, which would avoid impacts to on-site drainages. If it is
necessary to conduct any work within a channel or to remove riparian vegetation, the work
would require approval from the USACE and CDFW, as well as adherence to any permit
conditions associated with those approvals. Therefore, O&M impacts to jurisdictional wetlands
and waters would be less than significant.

The Proposed Project area currently has a low potential for use as a wildlife migration corridor
and would operate in a similar manner as it currently operates. Therefore, no impacts would
result from O&M. No conflicts with an HCP or NCCP would occur as a result of O&M, and
there would be no impact.

Cultural Resources

As discussed in Section 4.5, Cultural Resources, a total of 14 historical resources were identified
in the vicinity of the Proposed Project. Nine of these resources are substations at which minor
modifications are proposed inside and outside of the buildings within the substations’ existing
fenced perimeters. The proposed modifications do not involve material or physical changes that
would alter historic elements that contribute or may contribute to the eligibility of the
substations. Therefore, proposed minor modifications at these substations would not result in an
adverse impact or effect to a historic property or cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of any historical resource. Thus, no impact would occur.

The remaining five historical resources are located along the proposed telecommunications line
from telecommunications tower M38-T5 to Mesa Substation. The overhead telecommunications
line in the proximity of these resources would be installed along existing overhead facilities and
would require minimal ground disturbance (if any) within a previously disturbed area. Therefore,
installation of the overhead telecommunications line would not result in an adverse impact or
effect to a historic property or cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of any
historical resource. As a result, no impact would occur.
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Records search data and a cultural resources inventory determined that there are no known
archaeological resources present in the Proposed Project area; therefore, there would be no
impact from construction or O&M activities. In addition, records searches and a cultural
resources inventory revealed that no human remains are present in the Proposed Project area.
However, the Proposed Project’s eastern work area at Mesa Substation is adjacent to the
Resurrection Cemetery. Although the Proposed Project area does not contain any known, formal
cemetery or burial features, there is a potential for encountering human remains, including
Native American human remains. Any unanticipated impacts to human remains during
construction would be reduced to a less-than-significant level through the implementation of the
Worker Environmental Awareness Plan (WEAP), which would provide sensitivity training to
workers and establish procedures for stopping work and notifying SCE’s cultural resource staff
and construction supervisors in the event that human remains are detected. Therefore, impacts
would be less than significant.

Based on an analysis of data from a paleontological review and U.S. Geological Survey (USGS)
maps, there are mapped geological units of moderate to high paleontological sensitivity in the
vicinity of the Proposed Project. In addition, one non-significant fossil locality was observed in
the vicinity of the proposed telecommunications line from transmission tower M38-T5 to Mesa
Substation. However, impacts to potential unique paleontological resources or unique geologic
features resulting from construction of the Proposed Project would be reduced to a less-than-
significant level through the implementation of APM-CUL-01, which requires the preparation
and implementation of a Paleontological Resources Management Plan.

O&M at the nine substations that are proposed to be modified does not include material or
physical changes that would alter historic elements that contribute or may contribute to the
eligibility of the substations. O&M in the vicinity of the remaining historical resources along the
proposed telecommunications line from transmission tower M38-T5 to Mesa Substation would
involve minimal ground disturbance (if any) within previously disturbed areas. Therefore, O&M
activities would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical
resource, and there would be no impact.

Ground disturbance during O&M activities could occur in previously disturbed or potentially
undisturbed areas that have been previously surveyed. However, these O&M activities are
typically short-term in nature and, because of previous disturbance, have a low potential to
impact human remains or archaeological or paleontological resources, if any are present. If
human remains are discovered during O&M of the Proposed Project, work would stop, BMPs
would be implemented, and the remains would be treated in accordance with Section 15064.5(d)
and (e) of the CEQA Environmental Guidelines, policies, and procedures. BMPs and the
implementation of a WEAP would also ensure the protection of potentially significant
paleontological resources. Therefore, potential impacts to human remains or paleontological
resources resulting from O&M activities would be less than significant.

Geology and Soils

The Proposed Project site is located within two mapped Alquist-Priolo fault zones and exists
within USGS-designated liquefaction and landslide areas. However, construction activities
would be conducted where substations and associated transmission, subtransmission, and
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distribution lines currently exist, and in areas where soils have been previously modified and
engineered to support structures. Because the Proposed Project is located within Alquist-Priolo
fault zones, SCE would prepare a geotechnical investigation and implement the Institute of
Electrical and Electronics Engineers 693 Recommended Practices for Seismic Design of
Substations (which has specific requirements to mitigate substation equipment damage). The
final Proposed Project design would also take into account site-specific soil conditions, such as
water table depth, evidence of faulting, liquefaction potential, physical properties of subsurface
soils, soil resistivity, and slope stability. Therefore, impacts to people or structures resulting from
liquefaction, landslides, unstable soils, or seismic activity would be less than significant.

Because the Proposed Project would disturb more than 1 acre during grading, a Proposed
Project-specific Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) would be prepared that
identifies BMPs to be implemented during construction. Information based on the soil type,
slope, and other on-site characteristics would be used to develop appropriate BMPs to ensure that
erosion and sedimentation would be controlled during construction of the Proposed Project. In
addition, soil exposure to erosion would be temporary and would be sufficiently stabilized
following the completion of construction. As a result, impacts would be less than significant.

As described in Section 4.6.1.2, Soils in Section 4.6, Geology and Soils, the six soil types
identified near the surface of the Proposed Project area have low expansion potential and are not
anticipated to have enough shrink/swell potential to result in large expansions. In addition, site-
specific grading plans would be established prior to the initiation of construction at the proposed
Mesa Substation site. Therefore, risks associated with expansive soils would be less than
significant.

Because construction and O&M of the Proposed Project would not involve the installation of a
septic tank or alternative wastewater disposal system, no impact would occur.

O&M activities for the Proposed Project would be similar to those currently conducted for the
substation, as well as the transmission, subtransmission, distribution, and telecommunications
lines. In addition, O&M of the Proposed Project components would not typically involve
ground-disturbing activities. As previously discussed, the Proposed Project would be engineered
to withstand strong ground movement and moderate ground deformation. In addition, the
implementation of BMPs, a WEAP, and the SWPPP would minimize erosion, control
sedimentation, and ensure that people or structures would not be exposed to hazards associated
with strong seismic ground shaking. As a result, O&M impacts would be less than significant.

O&M activities are not anticipated to result in new expansive soil conditions. Any new soils
imported for O&M activities would meet the requirements of Table 18-1-B of the Unified
Building Code. In addition, the Proposed Project is not anticipated to increase the probability of
slope movement, subsidence, or collapse. Therefore, O&M would not result in unstable soil
conditions or create a substantial risk to life or property due to soil expansion or shrinkage. As a
result, there would be no impact.
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The main source of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions associated with the Proposed Project
would be fossil fuel combustion during construction. During O&M, one of the main sources of
GHG emissions would be fugitive emissions from equipment containing sulfur hexafluoride
(SFs) gas at the proposed Mesa Substation. Additional sources of GHG emissions would be
fossil fuel combustion during periodic maintenance and repair activities, as well as vehicle
emissions associated with employee travel to and from the site during O&M. However, as shown
in Table 4.7-3: Greenhouse Gas Operation and Maintenance Emissions in Section 4.7,
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the amortized construction emissions and increase in fugitive SFes
emissions would result in approximately 2,030.8 metric tons of CO2e (MTCO2¢) annually. This
level would not exceed the SCAQMD significance threshold of 10,000 MTCOze emissions
annually for industrial sources. Therefore, impacts resulting from GHG emissions would be less
than significant.

Construction of the Proposed Project would not conflict with the policies, plans, and regulations
that have been established to reduce GHG emissions. As previously described, the Proposed
Project emissions are less than the SCAQMD interim GHG thresholds and, therefore, would not
conflict with any State targets for GHG emission reductions. Therefore, construction and O&M
activities associated with the Proposed Project would be consistent with applicable GHG
regulations, and no impact would occur.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Construction and O&M of the Proposed Project would not result in significant impacts
associated with hazards and hazardous materials. The Proposed Project would require the use of
hazardous materials (e.g., fuels, lubricants, and solvents) during construction and O&M. In
addition, 15 schools are located within 0.25 mile of the Proposed Project. However, the
transport, use, and disposal of hazardous materials during construction and O&M would be
conducted in accordance with applicable regulatory requirements. Site-specific BMPs provided
in the SWPPP(s) and implementation of the WEAP and Hazardous Materials Business
Plan/Hazardous Materials Management Plan would reduce potential impacts from hazardous
material incidents to a less-than-significant level.

As presented in Table 4.8-1: Hazardous Sites Within 1 Mile of the Proposed Project in Section
4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, several contaminated sites are located within 1 mile of
the Proposed Project. Based on the relative distance of these sites to the Proposed Project,
available topographic data, groundwater levels, and a review of applicable historical
documentation, and contaminated soil and/or groundwater are not anticipated to be encountered
during construction or O&M. However, in the event that contaminated soils are encountered
during excavation activities, the soils would be segregated and soil samples would be collected
and analyzed to determine appropriate disposal or treatment options, in accordance with the Soil
Management Plan. Based on the results of the analysis, SCE would decide whether to remove the
contaminated soil or modify the design of the Proposed Project to avoid the contaminated soil.
Therefore, impacts from uncovering unknown hazardous materials would be less than
significant.
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The Proposed Project site is not located within 2 miles of a public or private airport. However,
the Proposed Project structures would have a maximum height of approximately 200 feet.
Therefore, SCE would file Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) notifications for Proposed
Project structures, as required, and consider potential recommendations issued by the FAA. As a
result, construction and O&M associated with the Proposed Project would not result in a safety
hazard for people in the Proposed Project vicinity and potential impacts would be less than
significant. The closest private airstrip to the Proposed Project is approximately 15 miles
southwest of the Proposed Project. Therefore, construction and O&M would not result in a safety
hazard, and no impacts would occur.

Temporary road or lane closures would be necessary during some construction activities to
provide safe conditions for the public and workers within public areas and roadways. In addition,
some roads may be temporarily limited to one-way traffic at times, and one-way traffic controls
would be implemented as required. However, SCE would obtain the required encroachment
permits from the local jurisdictions and implement traffic control measures accordingly. In
addition, SCE would coordinate with local authorities, including emergency responders,
regarding appropriate procedures. Therefore, emergency access would not be directly impacted
during construction. As a result, any potential impacts during construction would be less than
significant.

The Proposed Project is not located in a wildland fire hazard area. Consistent with CPUC G.O.
95 and other applicable federal and State laws, SCE would maintain an area of cleared brush
around the equipment, minimizing the potential threat for exposing people to fire. Therefore,
construction and O&M associated with the Proposed Project would not expose people or
structures to potential wildland fires, and no impact would occur.

O&M of the Proposed Project would occur in a manner similar to current activities at the
substations and would not affect emergency plans or known evacuation routes. If O&M activities
do require road closures, SCE personnel would coordinate emergency routes with local
responders, as is currently implemented for events associated with existing O&M activities.
Therefore, O&M of the Proposed Project would not affect traffic congestion levels, and no
impact would occur.

Hydrology and Water Quality

As presented in Section 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, the Proposed Project would not cross
or span any 303(d)-listed waterbodies. However, construction of the Proposed Project would
result in ground-disturbing activities that would expose soil to erosion and subsequent
sedimentation. In addition, hazardous materials used during construction (e.g., diesel fuel,
hydraulic fluid, oils, grease, and concrete) have the potential to be transported by storm water
runoff and threaten aquatic life. With the implementation of the Proposed Project-specific BMPs
provided in the SWPPP and the adherence to the Construction General Permit, the Proposed
Project is not expected to violate water quality standards or waste discharge requirements.
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

With the implementation of the SWPPP, the Proposed Project would have a less-than-significant
impact on groundwater supplies, groundwater recharge, drainage patterns, erosion, siltation, the
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risk of flooding, and the failure of a levee or dam. In addition, no housing would be constructed
as part of the Proposed Project; therefore, no impacts to housing would occur as a result of
flooding.

According to the Federal Emergency Management Area Flood Hazard Boundary Maps, several
proposed structures are located within a 100-year flood hazard area. However, these structures
would replace existing structures and would be designed to withstand potential impacts due to
flooding. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not cause substantial changes in flood flows,
and a less-than-significant impact would occur. Furthermore, construction and O&M of the
Proposed Project would not cause or be impacted by inundation due to a seiche, tsunami, or
mudflow, and a less-than-significant impact would occur.

Based on the implementation of an SPCC Plan and applicable BMPs, O&M activities associated
with the Proposed Project would result in a less-than-significant impact to hydrology and water
quality.

Land Use and Planning

Construction and O&M of the Proposed Project would not create new physical barriers or
physically divide an established community, nor would it conflict with applicable plans, policies,
or regulations of an agency with jurisdiction over the Proposed Project. Therefore, no land use
impacts would occur.

Mineral Resources

As discussed in Section 4.11, Mineral Resources, two active mining and/or mineral plant sites
are located within 5 miles of the Proposed Project; however, mining operations associated with
these facilities would not be affected due to their respective distances from the Proposed Project.
Only one past producer—McCaslin Materials Company Pit—is in the Proposed Project area and
is specifically within the existing ROW for the transmission and subtransmission lines. Should
future extraction from this previous production area be desired, such activities would be
precluded in the ROW. In addition, no active mines, mineral plants, producers, or prospects are
located within the immediate vicinity of the Proposed Project. Therefore, no impact to mineral
resources would occur as a result of construction and O&M activities. In addition, no locally
important mineral resource recovery sites are delineated in any local general plan, specific plan,
or other land use plan governing the Proposed Project area. Construction and O&M activities
associated with the Proposed Project would not result in the loss of known mineral resources, nor
would they result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan. Therefore, no impact
would occur.

Noise

Construction of the Proposed Project would require the temporary use of various types of noise-
generating construction equipment. Construction activities would typically be limited to the
hours specified in the local municipal codes adopted by the cities of Monterey Park, Montebello,
Rosemead, South EI Monte, Commerce, Bell Gardens, and Pasadena, as well as the County of
Los Angeles. In the event that construction activities are anticipated on days or hours outside of
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what is specified by the local ordinances (for example, if existing lines must be taken out of
service for the work to be performed safely and the line outage must be taken at night for system
reliability reasons, or if construction needs require continuous work), SCE would provide five-
day advance notification to the CPUC, the local jurisdiction, and residents within 300 feet of the
anticipated work. This advance notification would include a general description of the work to be
performed, the location, and hours of construction anticipated. In addition, all construction traffic
would be diverted away from residences, schools, and recreational facilities to the maximum
extent feasible.

As discussed in Section 4.12, Noise, construction of the Proposed Project components in
unincorporated Los Angeles County may result in the exposure of persons to, or generation of,
noise levels in excess of standards established in the Los Angeles County Municipal Code.
However, these are construction activities associated with installation of a telecommunications
lines mostly on existing poles; these activities move very quickly and are very short in duration
at each site, and would typically be within the Los Angeles County Municipal Code time limits
for construction. In addition, SCE would confer with the County of Los Angeles, when
necessary, to discuss the Proposed Project and address the potential for noise exceedances along
the telecommunications routes. Construction of the Proposed Project would be temporary, lasting
approximately 55 months, and would not cause a permanent increase in ambient noise levels in
the Proposed Project vicinity above levels existing without the Proposed Project. As a result, the
associated impacts are anticipated to be less than significant.

Construction activities can generate varying degrees of groundborne vibration and noise levels,
depending on the construction procedures and the construction equipment used. Construction
activities would occur adjacent to residential property lines in some locations along the
telecommunications line reroute; however, ground-disturbing activities in these areas would be
minimal and, in most cases, more than 25 feet from any occupied structures. Due to the short-
term nature of this work and the limited construction activities, persons would not be exposed to
excessive groundborne vibration. As a result, impacts would be less than significant.

The primary source of operating noise at the proposed Mesa Substation would be the on-site
transformers. As described in Section 4.12, Noise, the resulting sound levels of the proposed
transformers were calculated and evaluated against local nighttime noise standards. The
Proposed Project would exceed the City of Monterey Park’s 50 A-weighted decibels (dBA)
nighttime noise standard for residential land uses by 3 dBA at the property line of residences
along Holly Oak Drive. To reduce the potential noise from the transformers to 50 dBA or lower,
SCE would implement APM-NOI-01, which requires a design solution for the transformers to
reduce noise levels to less than 50 dBA in residential areas in the City of Monterey Park.
Therefore, the noise impacts from operation of the transformers at Mesa Substation would be
less than significant. O&M activities associated with the Proposed Project would consist of
routine maintenance activities and emergency repairs and are similar to current practices. O&M
activities would not exceed applicable noise thresholds or increase temporary or permanent
ambient noise levels, groundborne noise, or groundborne vibration. As a result, there would be
no impact.
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Population and Housing

Construction and O&M of the Proposed Project would have no impact on population and
housing. The Proposed Project would not include building new homes or businesses, or any
increase in infrastructure in a manner that would lead to substantial population growth in the
area. As described in Section 4.13, Population and Housing, SCE anticipates as many as 150 to
200 construction personnel would be working at any given time, and some of these crew
members would likely be local residents commuting from the surrounding areas. If the need for
temporary accommaodations arises, adequate lodging options would be available in the nearby
cities of Monterey Park, Montebello, Rosemead, South EI Monte, Commerce, Bell Gardens, and
Pasadena. Therefore, no permanent or long-term population growth in the area would occur due
to construction of the Proposed Project, and there would be no impact. In addition, the Proposed
Project would not result in the displacement of housing units or the displacement of people. As a
result, no impacts would result from construction of the Proposed Project.

Following construction of the Proposed Project, no permanent jobs are expected to be created in
the vicinity of the Proposed Project. When in operation, Mesa Substation would be staffed by
approximately 47 O&M personnel. SCE anticipates that all routine O&M needs can be met by
existing staff, and that no new personnel would be brought to the area in association with the
Proposed Project. Therefore, O&M activities associated with the Proposed Project would not
lead to substantial population growth or displace substantial numbers of people or existing
housing. As a result, O&M of the Proposed Project would have no impact on population and
housing.

Public Services

Construction of the Proposed Project would be temporary and short-term in nature and would not
affect the provision of existing emergency services or require the provision of public services
beyond existing capabilities. As a result, impacts to fire and police protective services and other
emergency services would be less than significant. Proposed Project construction activities
would not require the expansion of, or result in an adverse impact to schools and other types of
public facilities, including parks, hospitals, and libraries. Construction of the Proposed Project
would not create a significant new workforce that would result in a new or increased demand for
school services or other existing public services. Therefore, no impacts would occur.

O&M would be conducted in a manner similar to the existing facilities in the area and would not
require additional full-time personnel. Therefore, O&M activities would not cause an increase in
the use of existing public services nor would they result in a need for new or physically altered
schools, hospitals, fire, law enforcement, or other services. As a result, O&M activities would
not impact public services.

Recreation

Construction and O&M of the Proposed Project would not include recreational facilities or
require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities. As previously discussed, SCE
anticipates that a maximum of 150 to 200 crew members would be required at any given time
during the approximately 55 months of Proposed Project construction. Crew members would
likely commute from the Los Angeles County area and are not anticipated to relocate to the area.
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The minor increase in the daily worker population would be temporary and would not put
additional demand on existing recreational facilities. In addition, the Proposed Project is being
built to meet the electrical needs of the area and would not induce population growth in the area
either directly or indirectly. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not promote new growth or
development that would increase the use of existing recreational facilities or cause the physical
deterioration of these facilities. As a result, impacts would be less than significant.

The telecommunications line from transmission tower M38-T5 to Mesa Substation is proposed to
be installed within the Whittier Narrows Natural Area near the eastern terminus of the line. The
installation of overhead telecommunications line would occur in the vicinity of trails within the
natural area, and the potential temporary closure of these trails could increase the use of
surrounding recreational facilities. However, any resulting increase in the use of nearby parks
would be brief and temporary, and would have a negligible effect on the condition of nearby
parks. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not increase the use of existing recreational
facilities or cause the physical deterioration of recreational amenities. As a result, potential
impacts would be less than significant.

As described in Section 4.13, Population and Housing, the O&M associated with the Proposed
Project would not create a need for additional housing or long-term population immigration. In
addition, the Proposed Project would accommodate existing and planned growth within the SCE
service area and would not alter the location, distribution, density, or growth rate of the
population. Therefore, O&M would not increase park and recreational facility usage, and no
impact would occur.

Transportation and Traffic

Construction and temporary lane closures associated with the Proposed Project may
intermittently disrupt traffic on local streets, highways (e.g., SR-60, Interstate [I-] 5, I-710, and I-
210), Class 11 and Class 111 Bike Routes, pedestrian sidewalks, and trails. However, because
these closures would be temporary, short in duration, and coordinated with local agencies
through the permitting process, potential impacts to transportation and traffic would be less than
significant. In addition, an analysis of the number of truck trips and personal vehicle trips
required for the Proposed Project revealed that traffic would not increase enough to affect the
applicable Congestion Management Programs (CMPs) or the Level of Service on roadways
utilized during construction of the Proposed Project. As a result, potential impacts would be less
than significant.

As discussed in Section 4.16, Transportation and Traffic, SCE would file FAA notifications for
Proposed Project structures as required. As a result, the Proposed Project would not result in
impacts that are related to a change in air traffic patterns that would cause substantial safety
risks. Thus, the impact would be less than significant. In addition, the Proposed Project would
not substantially increase hazards due to a design feature or potentially disrupt emergency
access. SCE would coordinate with the local agencies and/or the California Department of
Transportation, and would employ traffic control measures described within required
encroachment permits and the Work Area Traffic Control Handbook. Therefore, any potential
impacts would be less than significant.
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As previously described, O&M activities for the Proposed Project would be similar to those
currently performed by SCE for the existing Mesa Substation. Vehicle trips associated with
O&M activities would not change from existing O&M and would generate negligible vehicle
trips on local and regional roadways. Therefore, O&M activities would not conflict with traffic
plans or CMPs, increase transportation-related design hazards, or restrict emergency access in
the Proposed Project vicinity. As a result, no impact would occur. As with construction, O&M of
the Proposed Project would not result in an increase in air traffic nor would it include design
features that would impact air traffic patterns. SCE would continue to inspect the transmission
and subtransmission overhead facilities in a manner consistent with CPUC G.O. 165, which
requires at least an annual inspection via ground and/or aerial (helicopter) observation. For aerial
inspections, SCE would consult with the FAA regarding helicopter flight plans that would take
place. Therefore, the impact would be less than significant.

Utilities and Service Systems

Construction of the Proposed Project would not require the construction or expansion of existing
utilities and service systems; therefore, impacts on utilities and service systems would be less
than significant. Construction of the Proposed Project would comply with the wastewater
requirements of the Los Angeles RWQCB, as well as federal, State, and local statutes related to
solid waste. In addition, the Proposed Project would not result in an increase in the existing
population and would neither create nor increase the demand on the existing wastewater systems
in the area. As a result, no impacts associated with wastewater requirements, solid waste
regulations, or the production of the excess wastewater would occur.

As described in Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, due to the Proposed Project’s
proximity to the Operating Industries, Inc. Landfill, there is a potential to encounter
contaminated groundwater during excavation activities. However, if groundwater is encountered,
dewatering would be conducted in compliance with the Statewide General Waste Discharge
Requirements for Discharges to Land with a Low Threat to Water Quality. Water quality testing
would be performed to characterize the constituents of the water. If the levels are under the
specific Basin Plan thresholds, dewatered groundwater could be utilized for dust control. If the
Basin Plan thresholds cannot be met, the groundwater would be shipped to a licensed off-site
facility for treatment and disposal; therefore, no impact would occur.

It is anticipated that approximately 64,000 gallons of water per day would be used during
construction of the Proposed Project, and approximately 143,000 gallons of water per day would
be used during grading activities. Water would be obtained from municipal water sources,
primarily the City of Monterey Park. SCE would confirm with the water service purveyor that
adequate water is available for the Proposed Project prior to construction. In addition, SCE
would employ the use of water-conserving features, such as soil binders along the ROW access
roads and substation driveways. Reclaimed water would also be used for the Proposed Project, if
feasible. No additional water facilities would be required as a result of the Proposed Project;
therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

As discussed in Section 4.17, Utilities and Service Systems, construction of the Proposed Project
would require the relocation of an existing Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
(MWD) 72-inch waterline. The line would be relocated to the west of its existing configuration

Proponent's Environmental Assessment March 2015
Mesa 500 kV Substation Project Page A-37



Appendix A

and replaced with an 84-inch waterline. SCE would coordinate with the MWD prior to
construction to ensure that water service is not disrupted. It is anticipated that relocation of the
waterline would take approximately six months. During that time, the existing line would remain
in service while the new alignment is constructed, and service would not be interrupted until the
tie-in of the new line on the north and south ends is ready. To ensure that service is not
interrupted during the tie-in period, the MWD would utilize other resources while this line is
temporarily out of service. The line would return to service after the tie-ins are complete.
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

Construction-related activities would result in deviations to the existing drainage patterns on site
and would have the potential to temporarily contribute additional water runoff to storm water
drainage systems. During site grading, ephemeral drainages would be altered to accommodate
the proposed substation layout, resulting in approximately 1.65 acres of temporary impacts and
approximately 3.30 acres of permanent impacts to jurisdictional drainages and riparian habitat.
More detailed information on impacts to drainage features is also provided in Section 4.4,
Biological Resources and Section 4.9, Hydrology and Water Resources. A drainage plan would
be developed as part of the final grading design to account for flows that are interrupted by the
substation on the upstream side, as well as to address runoff from within the substation limits.
Implementation of the drainage plan would limit impacts to existing drainage patterns
downstream of the substation by ensuring that runoff does not alter swales and other drainage
features outside of the substation limits. Water would be discharged as part of the construction
and dust suppression activities. However, impacts from the use of this water would be addressed
through the implementation of the SWPPP, BMPs, and National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System requirements. As a result, impacts would be less than significant.

As previously described, O&M activities for the Proposed Project would be similar to those
currently performed by SCE. In addition, O&M activities would not directly induce growth or
create a need for the expansion or construction of new wastewater treatment, storm water
drainage, sanitary landfill, or other utility and service systems facilities. Therefore, no O&M
impacts associated with solid waste regulations, landfill disposal, or existing drainage facilities
would occur. O&M impacts to wastewater treatment requirements, existing wastewater treatment
facilities, and water supplies would be less than significant.

Mandatory Findings of Significance

As presented in Chapter 4, Environmental Impacts Assessment Summary, construction and
O&M of the Proposed Project would not significantly degrade the quality of the environment. As
discussed in Section 4.4, Biological Resources, construction of the Proposed Project would
require the removal of some special-status species’ habitat, including the permanent removal of
nesting and foraging habitat for the federally listed coastal California gnatcatcher. However,
these impacts would be minimized and mitigated through the implementation of the proposed
APMs described previously. In addition, the Proposed Project would not substantially reduce the
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, would not cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below
self-sustaining levels, would not threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, and would
not reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal. Therefore,
impacts would be less than significant.
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As discussed in Section 4.5, Cultural Resources, construction of the Proposed Project may affect
paleontological resources due to the location of the Proposed Project in an area of moderate to
high paleontological sensitivity. However, as previously described, APM-CUL-01, which
requires the preparation and implementation of a Paleontological Resources Management Plan,
would be implemented. Furthermore, the Proposed Project would not eliminate important
examples of any major periods of California history or prehistory. As a result, impacts would be
less than significant.

As discussed in Section 4.18, Cumulative Analysis, the Proposed Project could have
cumulatively considerable air quality impacts during construction. There is no feasible mitigation
to reduce cumulative impacts to air quality from the projects considered in the cumulative impact
analysis. Additional cumulative effects associated with the construction and O&M of the
Proposed Project would result in either no impact or less-than-significant impacts.

As discussed in Chapter 2, Project Purpose and Need and Objectives, SCE has specifically
designed the Proposed Project to respond to reliability needs of the ENA. The Proposed Project
would reduce the electrical load demands on the existing systems, which would in turn increase
the safety and reliability of the systems. In addition, while the Proposed Project would result in
potentially significant impacts to air quality due to the exposure of sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations during construction as described in Section 4.3, Air Quality,
this impact would be temporary in nature, localized, and would not cause long-term substantial
adverse effects on human beings. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not be expected to
substantially alter the physical environment in a way that results in substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or indirectly, as described further in Section 5.3, Growth-Inducing
Impacts in Chapter 5, Detailed Discussion of Significant Impacts.
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List of Preparers

Southern California Edison

Aaron E Shearin, Telecommunications Engineer 3, President of Region 10 Utilities
Telecommunication Council; Bachelor of Science (B.S.) Electrical Engineering; Master of
Science (M.S.) Computer Information Systems; more than 18 years in the telecommunications
industry working with service providers and utilities

Amanda Cannon, Archaeologist; Master of Arts (M.A.) Social Science, Humboldt State
University; B.S. Anthropology, University of California, Davis; B.S. Environmental Resource
Sciences, University of California, Davis; Register of Professional Archaeologists; over 15 years
of experience in cultural resources management

Audry Williams, Senior Archaeologist, Register of Professional Archaeologists (RPA), M.A. and
B.A. Anthropology, California State University, Bakersfield; over 15 years of experience in
cultural resources management

Bernardo Ochoa, Planner 3 for Transmission Design Management; B.S. Civil Engineering,
California State University, Los Angeles; 14 years of experience in transmission-related fields

Brandon Besch, Manager, Substation Construction and Maintenance (SC&M); B.S. Electrical
Engineering, University of California, Los Angeles; Licensed Professional Engineer

Brian J. Bielfelt, Terrestrial Biologist; M.S. Wildlife Management and Science, Texas A&M
University — Kingsville; B.S. Biological Sciences, Florida State University; 10 years of
experience in avian ecology, invasion biology, habitat restoration and planning, and botany

Brian Powell, Transmission Engineer; B.S. Civil Engineering, California State Polytechnic
University, Pomona

Christopher Lopez, Distribution Field Engineering; B.S. Electrical Engineering, California State
University, Los Angeles

Cornelis Overweg, Professional Engineer, LEED® Accredited Professional, Institute of Noise
Control Engineering, Board Certified, Senior Noise Specialist; Licensed Professional Engineer,
State of California; B.S. Mechanical Engineering, U.T.S. Hendrick de Keyser; M.S. Mechanical
Engineering (Ing.), H.T.S. Amsterdam; more than 30 years of experience in environmental noise
control, acoustical engineering, architectural acoustics, hearing conservation, and complex noise
impact/mitigation studies.

Daniel Donaldson, Project Sponsor; B.S. Electrical and Computer Engineering, California
Baptist University
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Erick Silva, Planner 2, Edison Carrier Solutions, Outside Plant Construction; more than 17 years
of experience in the construction and maintenance of outside plant telecommunications networks
for California utilities

Garry Chinn, Project Sponsor; M.S. Electrical Engineering, University of Southern California;
B.S. Electrical Engineering, California State University, Sacramento; Licensed Professional
Engineer, State of California

Jason Carson, Transmission Licensing & Execution Project Manager; Bachelor of Arts (B.A.)
California State University, Fullerton; Certificate in Project Management, California State
Polytechnic University, Pomona; nine years of development and compliance experience

Jason Pendleton, Project Manager; 16 years of experience in project management of construction
projects, including substations, electrical distribution backbones, and large-scale complex public
works projects

Jonathan Samson, Substation Engineer; B.S. Electrical Engineering, University of California,
Irvine; Licensed Professional Engineer, State of California

Jonathan Yuen, Project Sponsor; B.S. Electrical Engineering, California Polytechnic State
University, San Luis Obispo

Joseph Johnson, Senior Project Analyst; B.S. History, California State University, Northridge

Leslie Manderscheid, Regulatory Assurance Specialist; Master’s in City and Regional Planning
(MCRP), California State University, Fresno; B.S. Business Administration, University of
Redlands; 25 years in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)/National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) planning/directing and regulatory assurance oversight

Louie Mercurio, Civil Engineer; B.S. Civil Engineering; Licensed Professional Engineer; 14
years of experience in land development, National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
compliance, public utilities coordination, and transportation engineering design

Paul McCabe, Project Sponsor; B.S. Electrical Engineering, San Diego State University; M.S.
Electrical Engineering, University of Southern California; Licensed Professional Engineer, State
of California

Paul Yamazaki, Senior Biologist; B.S. Environmental Studies-Biology, University of Southern
California; 16 years of experience conducting or managing biological studies in support of
CEQA/NEPA review of linear projects

Rey Gonzales, Environmental Coordinator, MPA - California State University, Northridge, BS -
Urban and Regional Planning, California State Polytechnic University, Pomona, over 15 years of
experience in urban land development, and over 5 years of experience in utility
siting/development and environmental project management

Richard Haywood, Senior Regulatory Specialist; B.S. Environmental Science; 18 years of
experience in wetlands science and regulatory permitting
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Roger Schultz, Senior Project Manager; B.S. Business, University of La Verne

Ruben Mazzei, Engineer-in-Training (EIT) #137568, Project Engineer for Civil Engineering
Group Transmission & Distribution; B.S. Civil Engineering, California State Polytechnic
University, Pomona; Associates of Arts and Associates of Science, Citrus College; Poly-
Technical Vocational Degree in Construction Management

Ryan A. Castillo, Hazardous Waste Specialist; B.S. Environmental Health, California State
University, Fresno; M.S. Environmental Health, California State University, Northridge

Selya Arce, SC&M Senior Project Manager; B.S. Electronics and Communication Engineering;
Licensed Professional Engineer; 20 years of experience in engineering design, project
management, and construction

Scott Lacy, Project Engineer; B.S. Electrical Engineering, University of Redlands

Steven Alford, Manager of Licensing & Execution Management, Transmission Project Delivery;
B.S. Organizational Management, University of La Verne; Certificate in Project Management,
University of California, Irvine; Certificate in Construction Management, University of
California, Los Angeles; over 34 years of experience in the electrical utility industry areas of
project management, design, construction, operations, maintenance, and property management of
electrical transmission, distribution, and generation facilities and systems

Tammy Yamasaki, Air Quality Specialist; B.S. Environmental Science, University of California,
Riverside; eight years of experience in air quality, including air quality analyses, health risk
analyses, and CEQA/NEPA project management and compliance

Tim White, Project Manager — Corporate Real Estate; B.S. Electrical Engineering, Purdue
University

Vincent Allen, Technical Specialist/Scientist; 35 years of experience in electrical distribution
systems as lineman/splicer, Planner and Technical Specialist; provides technical analysis and
recommendations, after considering various alternatives, which typically have a major impact at
the corporate and/or department level

Insignia Environmental

Anne Marie McGraw, President; M.S. Engineering, California Polytechnic State University, San
Luis Obispo; MCRP, California Polytechnic State University, San Luis Obispo; B.S.
Environmental Policy Analysis and Planning, University of California, Davis (Provided
Proponent’s Environmental Assessment (PEA) project management and quality
assurance/quality control [QA/QC])

Bradley Jacobsen, Geographic Information Systems (GIS) Specialist; B.A. Geography, Sonoma
State University (Provided GIS analysis and prepared graphics)

Erika Carrillo, Senior Planner; M.S. Environmental Management, University of San Francisco;
B.A. International Relations, Boston University; B.S. Journalism, Boston University (Prepared
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Section 4.4 Cultural Resources, Section 4.9 Hydrology and Water Quality, Section 4.11 Mineral
Resources, and Section 4.12 Noise)

Fred Bauermeister, Director, American Institute of Certified Planners (AICP); MCRP,
University of California, Berkeley; B.S. Environmental Policy, University of Tulsa (Prepared
Section 4.6 Geology and Soils and provided QA/QC)

Isabelle de Geofroy, Senior Biologist; M.A. Conservation Biology, San Francisco State
University; B.S. Biology, Tufts University, Medford (Prepared Section 4.4 Biological Resources
and provided QA/QC)

Kristen Marschall, Editor; B.S. Journalism, California Polytechnic State University, San Luis
Obispo (Provided QA/QC)

Natalie Noyes, Lead Planner, AICP; Master’s in City Planning, San Diego State University; B.A.
Political Science/International Relations, University of California, San Diego (Prepared Section
4.2 Agriculture and Forestry Resources, Section 4.8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Section
4.10 Land Use and Planning, Section 4.13 Population and Housing, Section 4.14 Public Services,
Section 4.15 Recreation, Section 4.16 Transportation and Traffic, Section 4.17 Utilities and
Service Systems, and Section 4.18 Cumulative Analysis)

Robert Curley, Director; Master of Business Administration (MBA), Santa Clara University;
B.S. Mechanical Engineering, University of California, Santa Barbara (Prepared Emissions
Calculations, Section 4.3 Air Quality, and Section 4.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions)

Sheryl Creer, Associate Biologist; M.S. Ecology, Evolution and Conservation Biology, San
Francisco State University; B.S. Biology, San Francisco State University (Prepared Section 4.4
Biological Resources)

Stephanie Hansen, Senior Environmental Planner, AICP; Master’s in Urban Planning, University
of Washington; B.A. English, Vassar College (Provided PEA project management and QA/QC)

Acentech, Inc.
Ray Nugent, Professional Engineer; MBA, California Lutheran University; B.S. Engineering
Science (Prepared Noise Technical Report)

ASM Affiliates, Inc.

Brian Williams, Lead Archaeologist, RPA; M.A. Maritime Archaeology, Flinders University;
B.A. Anthropology, University of California, San Diego (Prepared Cultural Resources Technical
Report)

Shannon Davis, Lead Architectural Historian, Register of Professional Historians (RPH); M.A.
Historic Preservation, George Washington University; B.A. American History, University of
Southern California (Prepared Cultural Resources Technical Report)
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Environmental Vision

Marsha Gale, Managing Principal; MCRP; Master’s in Landscape Architecture; bachelor’s
degree in Landscape Architecture (Prepared visual simulations and Section 4.1 Aesthetics)

Paleo Solutions, Inc.

Geraldine L. Aron, Paleontological Principal Investigator/Program Director; M.S. Geological
Sciences, California State University, Long Beach; B.S. Geologic Sciences, California State
University, Long Beach (Prepared Paleontological Resource Survey Report)

Courtney Richards, Paleontologist; M.S. Biological Sciences, Marshall University (Prepared
Paleontological Resource Survey Report)

Rocks Biological Consulting

Jim Rocks, Senior Biologist; M.S. Biological Sciences, Southern Illinois University (Prepared
Habitat Assessment)

Lee Ripma, Senior Biologist; M.S. Evolutionary Biology, San Diego State University (Prepared
Habitat Assessment)

Urban Preservation and Planning, LLC

Alisyn Stuebner Cochran, Architectural Historian, Master’s in Historic Preservation, University
of Maryland, B.A. History with Minor in Public History and French, Marquette University
(Prepared Historic Infrastructure Analysis)

Christina Chiang, Architectural Historian, M.A. Architectural History, University of Virginia,
B.S. Microbiology, Immunology and Molecular Genetics with honors in Architectural History,
University of California, Los Angeles (Prepared Historic Infrastructure Analysis)

Katie DeBiase, Architectural Historian, Master’s in Historic Preservation, University of
Kentucky, B.A. History and Social Sciences, California State University, Northridge (Prepared
Historic Infrastructure Analysis)

Wendy L. Tinsley Becker, RPH, AICP, Principal Planner/Historian, Master’s in City Planning,
San Diego State University, B.A. History, San Diego State University (Prepared Historic
Infrastructure Analysis)
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Appendix C

Appendix C

Agency Consultation

County of Los Angeles

In January 2015, Southern California Edison Company (SCE) met with office of County
Supervisor Hilda Solis (Teresa Villegas, Legislative Deputy) and the Los Angeles County
Department of Public Works (Bill Winters, Deputy Director) about the Proposed Project. County
representatives did not raise any concerns about the Proposed Project.

City of Monterey Park

On October 19, 2014, SCE met with City of Monterey Park staff (the City Manager, Public
Works Director, and Assistant City Engineer) to provide an overview of the Proposed Project.
City staff had questions regarding impacts to traffic and existing roads, the regulatory review
process, and property acquisitions needed for the project. SCE also shared plans on how SCE
would inform the community about the Proposed Project. SCE and city staff also discussed the
proposed Monterey Park Market Place shopping center development adjacent to the Mesa
Substation site.

On December 11, 2014, SCE met with the Monterey Park Assistant City Engineer and others for
a technical review of details on preliminary project grading plans. The City’s primary concerns
were the location of the proposed primary entrance driveway in proximity to Greenwood
Avenue, the proposed relocation of two existing cell towers to the corner of Greenwood Avenue
and Potrero Grande Drive, and the need to coordinate efforts with the approvals and
development of the Monterey Park Market Place development. SCE will continue to meet
regularly with the City to address its concerns.

City of Montebello

SCE briefed City of Montebello Mayor Jack Hadjinian about the Proposed Project on January
14, 2015. The Mayor asked that city residents be informed about the Proposed Project, was
encouraged to learn that an open house was scheduled, and that SCE would be reaching out to
residents about this opportunity to become aware of the Proposed Project.

SCE met with City of Montebello Planning and Community Development Director Alex
Hamilton on January 29, 2015. The necessary acquisition of city permits was discussed;
however, no concerns were raised.

City of Rosemead

SCE briefed the City of Rosemead at the February 10, 2015 Rosemead City Council meeting
about the work planned in their community related to the Proposed Project. The acquisition of
necessary city permits was discussed; however, no concerns were raised.

Proponent's Environmental Assessment March 2015
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City of South EI Monte

SCE briefed the City of South EI Monte at the February 10, 2015 South ElI Monte City Council
meeting about the work planned in their community related to the Proposed Project. The
necessary acquisition of city permits was discussed; however, no concerns were raised.

City of Commerce

SCE briefed the City of Commerce Public Works Department (Director Maryam Babaki) on
February 11, 2015, about the work planned in the city related to the Proposed Project. The city
asked about the California Environmental Quality Act process and lead agency authority and
requested close coordination during construction with major businesses near the work location.

City of Bell Gardens

SCE briefed Bell Gardens Assistant City Manager John Oropeza on February 4, 2015, about the
planned conversion of a segment of street light source line from overhead to underground in the
city as part of the Proposed Project. The city raised no concerns about this element of the
Proposed Project.

City of Pasadena

SCE briefed the City of Pasadena’s City Manager and Public Works Director on February 2,
2015, about Proposed Project plans to provide a temporary feed to the city's Goodrich Substation
if needed during construction. The city has no concerns about the Proposed Project as long as
proper notifications about the work are made to the city and the surrounding neighborhood.

United States Army Corps of Engineers

SCE project managers, biological staff, and biologists from Insignia Environmental met with a
biologist from the United States (U.S.) Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) on July 9, 2014 on
the Proposed Project site to review site conditions and identify jurisdictional Waters of the U.S.

Metropolitan Water District

The Proposed Project requires the relocation of a Metropolitan Water District (MWD) waterline,
which currently travels through the Proposed Project property to the west of the existing Mesa
Substation. SCE staff has begun the necessary coordination with MWD to incorporate plans to
move the waterline to cross the property further to the west to avoid the proposed Mesa
Substation footprint.

Environmental Protection Agency

The Proposed Project site is located to the north of a former landfill site operated by Operating
Industries Inc. (Ol1). Due to contaminated groundwater in the vicinity of the landfill, several
groundwater monitoring stations are located on the substation expansion areas. SCE has begun
coordination with Oll to prepare for the development of a Well Management Plan, which will
address designation and management processes for Oll facilities and equipment to ensure the
proper treatment of the wells during construction. SCE met with Oll in December 2014 to
develop a process to designate and manage Oll monitoring wells in an around Mesa Substation.
SCE will work with Ol and interested stakeholders to complete a Well Management Plan by the

March 2015 Proponent's Environmental Assessment
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end of March 2015. The Well Management Plan will be finalized and submitted to the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in early April 2015, with the intent of obtaining U.S.
EPA feedback and approval by July 1, 2015. Subject to U.S. EPA approval, Oll will implement
appropriate elements of the Well Management Plan in collaboration with SCE by year-end 2015.

Tribes

Coordination with Native American groups and individuals regarding cultural resources of
Native American importance in or near the Proposed Project began in January 2015. As of
January 29, 2015, responses were received from Chairman Andrew Salas of the Gabrielefio Band
of Mission Indians/Kizh (Kit'c) Nation and Tribal Administrator John Tommy Rosas of the
Tongva Ancestral Territorial Tribal Nation. Please see Appendix H for tribal consultation
correspondence.
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Anticipated Project Schedule

March 2015: SCE will file project application with California Public Utilities Commission
(CPUC).

March 2016: CPUC decision is expected.
April 2016: SCE begins construction.

December 2020: Construction completed.

The Approval Process

¢ The proposed project falls within the jurisdiction of the California Public Utilities
Commission (CPUC), which is the state regulatory agency that sets electricity rates and
issues permits for the construction of certain electric facilities.

SCE will submit an application to the CPUC requesting approval to construct the
project. SCE's application will include a Proponent’s Environmental Assessment (PEA)
that will evaluate the environmental impacts of the proposed project.

The CPUC will review the application in accordance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) and will either approve the project as filed, approve the project with
modifications, or deny the application. Project review and approvals may be needed
from other agencies.

SCE will inform and update area residents, landowners, government officials and other
parties about the project prior to submitting an application to the CPUC and throughout
the project.

Open House

SCE is hosting an open house to share information about the Mesa Substation
Project. The public is invited to learn more about the project, ask questions
and provide comments. Project staff will present an overview of the project

at the start of the open house. Following the presentation, project staff will be

available at stations presenting different topics on the project.

Thursday, February 5, 2015
6:00 pm — 8:00 pm
SCE Montebello Service Center
1000 E. Potrero Grande Drive
Monterey Park, CA, 91754

C/0 Public Involvement & Education

2244 \Walnut Grove Avenue
GO 1 Quad 4C 472D
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Project Overview

Nearly 14 million Californians count on Southern California Edison (SCE) for electricity 24 hours a day,
seven days a week, and we're committed to delivering it reliably and safely. SCE is proposing the Mesa
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Substation Project to ensure that the electric grid will continue to serve the needs of its customers in o '
the region. Upgrading the existing Mesa Substation and connecting existing transmission lines to the N y : Status o ) ’
substation will address future reliability concerns related to the projected retirement of older coastal Existing N L S Proposed Telecommunications nis'fortaﬂon For more information about
power plants and the previous retirement of the San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station (SONGS), Mesa Substation / L L ik.. - Eiiﬁ%’;f’“s““g I H::\:’V:: the project, please visit
without requiring new transmission lines or substations. Proposed 7 'r:- L= — - exsing Overhead —— Streets on.sce.com/mesa.
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comments about the project,
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public affairs representative:
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Project Description

The Mesa Substation Project will primarily consist of the following elements:
2

¢ Mesa Substation — the existing Mesa 220 kilovolt (kV) substation in Monterey Park will be upgraded @ |—————==_ L= —
to a 500 kV substation. The existing substation sits on 22 acres of an 84-acre parcel ownedby SCE [ T 727/ N = 7’:\7

~

A\

2

For Montebello and
Monterey Park:

and the proposed project will use about 70 acres. The parcel is bounded by Potrero Grande Drive on Area of proposed \ Marissa Castro-Salvati
the north, Greenwood Avenue on the east, Markland Avenue on the west, and U.S. Highway 60 on transmission, subtransmission and i DURFEE !
distribution system upgrades ! i\ =y SCE Region Manager
the south. ! — INY V4 \\
I . . 4 JF S 4 : Marissa.Castro@sce.com
¢ Within and adjacent to the Mesa Substation: / = %
ent _ _ WHITTIER  / or 323-720-5213
— 500 kV transmission — removing one and relocating two overhead structures ’\ P
\ 4 For unincorporated

— 220 kV transmission — replacing approximately ten overhead structures NENTTEEENG) Al
— 66 kV subtransmission — removing approximately 65 existing overhead structures and installing J =" Los Angeles County:
approximately 25 new overhead structures, 26,600 linear feet of underground duct and 15 A ~ RICOIRIVERS David Ford
underground vaults g = <o,,Q SCE Region Manager
. i . j o 4 EVER, A, . .
— 16 kV distribution — constructing new underground ducts to connect with existing underground g v % JS"‘**S\',%':};;’;‘;?,'S'°“ David.A.Ford@sce.com
facilities and installing new station light and power supplies & P’Zggiﬁiﬁfﬂ?&f” k MONTEBELLO (& ~ | underground line or 323-720-5290
\ <
— Water line —relocating an existing Metropolitan Water District water line that runs through the Goodrich-Laguna Bell o ‘s, / .
middle of the proposed Mesa Substation further west on the site and increasing the 72-inch tower re,/p'aceme"t & b‘ ,93'
diameter line to 84 inches in diameter / & A About SOUthern
FOOTHILL & / 13 » . . .
* Work required in other locations: L /7 Existing overhead \‘ Proposed C d | |f0 nia Ed 1ISON
— Temporary electric supply — installing one tubular steel pole and replacing two spans of wire at z PRSRDEND S to be removed underground An Edison International
2 q q q d . < QO o
the Goodrich Substation (I-210 freeway and E. Foothill Blvd. in Pasadena) to temporarily provide a ¢ 2 .
second line of 220 kV service to the City of Pasadena during a required outage on an existing line 5 ] HSTLELLIEE i3 (NY.SE'E.IX) c_ompz.any, Southern
. . COLORADO ‘ % California Edison is one of the
serving the City nation’s largest electric utilities,
— 220 kV upgrades at existing substations — replacing or upgrading various 220 kV equipment in the serving a population of nearly 14
Laguna Bell Substation in the City of Commerce and in the Lighthipe Substation in the City of ) ) . R | ] million via 4.9 million customer
Long Beach and inside existing equipment buildings at 11 other satellite substations - g:de:chm:ng cznversmn — converting an existing overhead streetlight line to underground along Loveland St. between Darwell Ave. and Toler Ave. in the accounts in a 50,000-square-
ity of Bell Gardens . : o
— 66 kV upgrades at existing substations — upgrading various 66kV equipment inside existing . mile service area within C_entr.al,
equipment buildings at 16 satellite substations - Telecommumcatlt?ns'. . - ' ' : =N . Coastal and Southern California.
~ rerouting an existing fiber optic line to clear the Mesa Substation construction area, predominantly on existing poles or in existing underground ducts
— Tower replacement — replacing an existing tower with a taller lattice steel tower within the . . - = . . al ———
~ installing two new telecommunications lines into Mesa Substation, predominantly on existing poles or in existing underground ducts

SCE right-of-way north of Corvette St. hetween Tubeway Ave. and Saybrook Ave. in the
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