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Overview of CEQA Scoping
Process

1.1 Introduction

On September 30, 2015, San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E) and Southern
California Gas Company (SoCalGas) (the applicants) requested a Certificate of Public
Convenience and Necessity (CPCN) (Application No. A.15-09-013) from the
California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) to construct, operate, and maintain
the proposed Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project - New Natural Gas Line 3602
and De-rating Line 1600 (PSRP, or the proposed project). The PSRP includes a new
natural gas pipeline (Line 3602) and supporting facilities, as well as de-rating, or
lowering the pressure of, the existing Line 1600 and converting it from transmission
to distribution use.

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the CPUC is
serving as the lead agency for the environmental review process and is preparing an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to evaluate the proposed project’s potential
impacts on the environment. The EIR will describe the nature and extent of the
environmental impacts of the proposed project and will determine whether those
impacts could be avoided, eliminated, compensated for, or reduced to less than
significant levels. The EIR will also identify and analyze alternatives to the proposed
project that could reduce, eliminate, or avoid one or more of the proposed project’s
significant impacts and mitigation measures for significant adverse impacts.

To help determine the scope of the impacts that will be assessed under CEQA, the
CPUC solicited input from the potential responsible and trustee agencies under
CEQA, interested parties, and members of the public on environmental impacts,
mitigation measures, and any other potential concerns associated with the proposed
project. On May 9, 2017, the CPUC formally began this public participation process
(also known as “scoping”) by issuing a Notice of Preparation (NOP) for a draft
environmental analysis. The NOP was circulated for a public review and comment
period beginning on May 9, 2017, and ending on June 12, 2017.

1.2 Purpose of Scoping Process

Public participation is a fundamental part of the CEQA environmental review
process. Scoping is the process used to gather comments and input from interested
members of the public; local, state, and federal agencies; and project applicants
early in the environmental review process. The comments and other information
provided during the scoping process will help the CPUC determine the scope, focus,
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1 Overview of CEQA Scoping Process

and content of the EIR and identify the range of alternatives, environmental effects,
and mitigation measures to analyze in the EIR.

The scoping process does not seek to resolve differences of opinion on the proposed
project, nor does it anticipate an ultimate decision. Rather, the process augments the
development of a comprehensive EIR, which provides decision-makers with the
information and analysis they need to thoroughly review SDG&E and SoCalGas’s
application.

1.3 Scoping Summary Report Organization

This Scoping Summary Report describes the CPUC’s CEQA scoping process and
includes the following sections:

e Section 1.0, Introduction - Introduces the applicants and their proposed
project and explains the CPUC’s environmental review and public scoping
process.

e Section 2.0, Overview of the Proposed Project - Summarizes the applicant’s
stated purpose(s) and the components of the proposed project.

e Section 3.0, Summary of Scoping Activities - Summarizes the scoping
activities that the CPUC conducted for the proposed project.

e Section 4.0, Summary of Scoping Comments - Identifies comment submittal
methods, summarizes the number of comments received, and provides a
high-level overview of scoping comments received by topic or resource area.

The following attachments are included in the Scoping Summary Report:

e Attachment A, Notice of Preparation - Copy of the NOP submitted to the
California State Clearinghouse on May 9, 2017.

e Attachment B, Legal Notice - CopYey of the legal notice placed in
newspapers in the project area.

e Attachment C, Postcard Mailer - Copy of the postcard mailed to stakeholders
in the project area.

e Attachment D, Electronic Mail Notification - Copy of the electronic mail sent
to stakeholders.

e Attachment E, Public Scoping Meeting Materials - Copies of materials
provided to stakeholders during the public scoping meetings.

e Attachment F, Scoping Comments Received - Copies of all comments
received during the public scoping period.
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Overview of the Proposed Project

2.1 Background

The applicants state that the proposed project is needed to advance three
fundamental objectives for the integrated SDG&E and SoCalGas natural gas
transmission system in San Diego County:

1. Implement pipeline safety requirements for existing Line 1600, thereby
enabling the applicants to comply with their CPUC-approved Pipeline Safety
Enhancement Plan and modernize the system with state-of-the-art
materials;

2. Improve system reliability and resiliency by minimizing dependence on a
single pipeline; and

3. Enhance operational flexibility to manage stress conditions by increasing
system capacity.

The PSRP would address these objectives by replacing the transmission capacity of
the existing Line 1600 with a new 36-inch-diameter gas transmission pipeline, Line
3602.

2.2 Project Description

To meet the stated project purposes described in Section 2.1, the applicants propose
to construct, operate, and maintain the new San Diego Natural Gas Pipeline (Line
3602) and supporting facilities, as well as de-rate, or lower the pressure of, the
existing Line 1600 and complete the modifications required to convert existing Line
1600 from a transmission pipeline to a distribution pipeline. The proposed project
facilities are described below and illustrated on Figure 2-1.

Construct and Operate New Natural Gas Line 3602

Line 3602 would consist of a new, approximately 47-mile-long, 36-inch-diameter
natural gas transmission pipeline that would carry natural gas from SDG&E’s
existing Rainbow Metering Station in Rainbow, California, to a tie-in with SDG&E'’s
existing system within U.S. Marine Corps Air Station Miramar in San Diego,
California. The new pipeline would also necessitate supporting facilities, which
would require approximately 2 acres of land. The following facilities in support of
Line 3602 are proposed:

e Construction of the Rainbow Pressure-Limiting Station;
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2 Overview of the Proposed Project

e (Construction of 10 main line valves;

e Construction of three cross-tie facilities for existing Line 1600, Line
1601, and Line 2010; and

e Construction or installation of minor operations support facilities,
including pipeline inspection launching and receiving equipment
(pig launcher and receiver), a cathodic protection system, and a fiber
optic intrusion and leak detection system.

De-rate Existing Line 1600

SDG&E’s Line 1600 is an existing approximately 50-mile-long natural gas
transmission pipeline constructed in 1949 that begins at the existing Rainbow
Metering Station and terminates in Mission Valley, San Diego. The applicants
propose to de-rate, or lower the pressure of, approximately 45 miles of existing Line
1600 to convert it from a transmission pipeline to a distribution line. This
conversion would require system modifications at various locations along existing
Line 1600, including:

o Removal of eight existing regulator stations that would not be
replaced;

e Removal of two existing regulator stations that would be replaced
with check valves;

e Removal of one existing regulator station that would be replaced
with a new regulator station;

e Construction of three new regulator stations and connection
pipelines;

e Construction of the Mira Mesa Pipeline Extension (0.88-mile-long, 8-
inch-diameter pipe) to maintain the high-pressure distribution
system for the community of Mira Mesa;

e Line 49-31B Replacement - In-place replacement of an existing 0.70-
mile-long segment of 4-inch-diameter pipe along Line 49-31B with a
6-inch-diameter pipe to maintain service to the Mira Mesa high-
pressure distribution system; and

e Line 49-31C Prelay Segment Replacement - Installation of 1.08 miles
of 8-inch-diameter pipe in a segment in Pomerado Road.
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2 Overview of the Proposed Project

2.3 Project Location

The proposed project would be located in San Diego County, California, and cross
the cities of Escondido, San Diego, and Poway; unincorporated communities in San
Diego County; and federal land (Marine Corps Air Station Miramar) (see Figure 2-1,
Project Overview). Approximately 87 percent (approximately 41 miles) of the
proposed pipeline would be installed in urban areas within existing roadways and
road shoulders; the majority of the new pipeline would generally follow the
alignments of U.S. Route 395, Interstate 15, and Pomerado Road. The remaining 6
miles would be installed cross-country on federal and privately owned land.

2.4 Project Construction and Operations

Construction of the proposed project would begin in the third quarter of 2019 and
would take approximately 15 to 21 months to complete. To account for construction
of the modifications associated with the de-rating of existing Line 1600, an
additional two to three months would be required.

2.5 Project Alternatives

The EIR will evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives to the PSRP that could
achieve all or most of the objectives of the proposed project, while avoiding or
reducing one or more of its significant environmental impacts. Alternatives will
include a “no project” alternative. In addition to the applicants’ proposed route for
Line 3602, the CPUC anticipates evaluating the following route alternatives in the
EIR:

e No Project Alternative (i.e., test and repair existing Line 1600);
e Rainbow to Santee Non-Miramar Alternative;
e Kearny Villa Road Alternative; and

e Spring Canyon Firebreak Alternative.

In the Proponent’s Environmental Assessment (which was part of the applicants’
CPCN application), SDG&E and SoCalGas evaluated a variety of project alternatives,
including not constructing a new pipeline, constructing alternate sized pipe,
constructing a new pipeline in other areas, multiple alternative routes, and minor
route variations. As part of the environmental review process for the proposed
project, the CPUC will re-evaluate the alternatives developed by SDG&E and
SoCalGas and determine whether to carry them forward for further analysis in the
EIR. The CPUC may develop additional alternatives for consideration and analysis
based on input received during the scoping period or in response to potentially
significant environmental impacts identified during development of the EIR.
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Summary of Scoping Activities

This section summarizes the scoping activities that the CPUC conducted for the
proposed project.

3.1 Notification Activities

3.1.1 Notice of Preparation

The CPUC circulated the NOP for the proposed project on May 9, 2017, opening a
35-day comment period on the scope and content of the EIR and announcing six
public scoping meetings. The comment period ended at 12 p.m. on June 12, 2017.

The NOP was sent to the State Clearinghouse (SCH No. 2017051031) and
responsible and trustee agencies, including representatives of federal, state,
regional, and local agencies; planning groups; and institutions. The availability of the
NOP on the CPUC website (which included a link to download the document) was
mentioned in the legal notice (see Section 3.1.2), postcard mailer (see Section 3.1.3)
and electronic mail (see Section 3.1.4). The NOP is provided in Attachment A.

3.1.2 Legal Notice

A legal notice was published once in each of the newspapers listed in Table 3-1 to
notify the public of the intent to prepare an EIR and to hold public scoping meetings.
These newspapers were selected based on coverage and circulation to reach as
many of the members of the public as possible near the project area and public
scoping meeting locations. The legal notices were published to coincide with the
filing of the NOP on May 9, 2017. The legal notice is provided in Attachment B.

Table 3-1 Legal Notice Publication Summary
Publication Approximate
Newspaper Days Coverage Circulation Dates Published
The San Diego . All of San Diego
Union-Tribune Daily County 250,678 May 9, 2017
Poway News Weekly - Poway, Rancho
Chieftain Thursdays Bernardo 14,902 May 11, 2017
Rancho Bernardo | Weekly - Poway, Rancho
News Journal Thursdays Bernardo 16,731 May 11, 2017
Fallbrook,
Weekly - Bonsall, De Luz,
Village News Y Rainbow, Camp 6,000 May 11, 2017
Thursdays
Pendleton, Pala,
Pauma
Valley Road Weekly - Valley Center,
Runner Thursdays Pauma Valley 4,000 May 11, 2017
3-1 July 2017



3 Summary of Scoping Activities

Table 3-1 Legal Notice Publication Summary
Publication Approximate
Newspaper Days Coverage Circulation Dates Published
Escondido, San
Marcos,
Weekly - Oceanside, .
The Paper Carlsbad, Vista, Up to 20,000 May 11, 2017
Thursdays
Lake San Marcos,
San Elijjo Hills,
Rancho Bernardo
. . San Ysidro to
El Latino (@ Weekly - Fridays Oceanside 60,000 May 12,2017
. San Ysidro to
La Presna (@) Weekly - Fridays Oceanside 41,000 May 12,2017

Note:

(a) El Latino is a Spanish language newspaper, while La Prensa is a Spanish/English language newspaper,
approximately 40 percent in English and 60 percent in Spanish; for these two publications, the legal notice was
published in Spanish. Both newspapers have a wide area of distribution that includes all or portions of the project

area.

3.1.3 Postcard Mailer

A postcard mailer was sent to all stakeholders identified in the CPUC’s project

mailing list to notify recipients about the public scoping meetings and comment
period. A total of 48,633 postcards were mailed on May 9, 2017. The postcard is
provided in Attachment C.

3.1.4 Electronic Mail Notification

The postcard mailer was also emailed in a letter to stakeholders in the CPUC’s
project mailing list with email addresses. A total of 397 emails were electronically
mailed on May 9, 2017. The Electronic Mail Notification is provided in Attachment D.

3.1.5 CPUC Project Website

The CPUC maintains a website for the proposed project (http://sandiegopipeline-
psrp.com). The website contains project background pertaining to the applicants’
CPCN application; the CPUC’s environmental review process; project description,
and location; a list of documents submitted to the CPUC with links to the PDF copies
of the file; and a link to join the CPUC project mailing list.

During the public scoping period, the website included a link to submit a public
scoping comment through the website (see Section 4.1). The website address was
included in the NOP (Section 3.1.1), legal notice (Section 3.1.2), postcard mailer
(Section 3.1.3), Electronic Mail Notification (Section 3.1.4), and project-specific
materials provided during the public scoping meetings (Section 3.2).

The CPUC website was updated before, during, and after the public scoping period
as summarized in Table 3-2.

3-2
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3 Summary of Scoping Activities

Table 3-2 CPUC Project Website Updates Associated with the Public Scoping

Period
Date Summary of CPUC Project Website Update
May 4, 2017 Revisions generally announced the upcoming scoping period to occur in May
2017.
May 9, 2017 Revisions announced the opening and duration of the public scoping period;

summarized the methods for submitting a comment during the public
scoping period; activated the electronic scoping comment form on the
website; provided a link to download the NOP; and added a more detailed
project overview map to the website.

May 23,2017 Revisions added a detailed alternatives map; detailed street maps for
proposed Line 3602, existing Line 1600, and alternatives; and Fact Sheets 1,
2, and 3 to the website.

June 2,2017 Revisions provided a link to download the PowerPoint presentation given by
the CPUC during the public scoping meetings to the website.
June 13,2017 Revisions added a new SDG&E existing gas transmission system map;

announced the closing of the public scoping period; and deactivated the
electronic scoping comment form on the website.

3.1.6 Project Voicemail and Electronic Mail

The CPUC maintains a project voicemail (1-844-312-4776) and an email address
(SDgaspipeline@ene.com). The voicemail and email served as additional
communication methods to answer questions during the public scoping period. The
email address also served as a comment submittal method during the public scoping
period (see Section 4.1).

3.1.7 Document Repositories

Fourteen information repositories were established at libraries in the project area
to make project information readily available to stakeholders (especially to those
who did not have Internet access) (see Table 3-3). The locations of the information
repositories were published in the NOP. Two additional information repositories,
not initially noted in the NOP, were established during the public scoping period
based on a request by a municipality (see Table 3-3).

Copies of the NOP (see Section 3.1.1) and the fact sheets provided at the public
scoping meetings (see Table 3-5) were placed in the information repositories during

the public scoping period.

Table 3-3 Project Document Repositories

Repository Address

Temecula Public Library 30600 Pauba Road
Temecula, CA 92592

Fallbrook Public Library 124 S. Mission Road
Fallbrook, CA 92028

Valley Center Branch Library 29200 Cole Grade Road
Valley Center, CA 92082

Vista Branch Library 700 Eucalyptus Ave.
Vista, CA 92084

San Marcos Branch Library 2 Civic Center Drive
San Marcos, CA 92069

Escondido Public Library 239 S. Kalmia St.
Escondido, CA 92025
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Table 3-3 Project Document Repositories

Repository Address
Rancho Bernardo Branch Library 17110 Bernardo Center Drive
San Diego, CA 92128
4S Ranch Branch Library 10433 Reserve Drive
San Diego, CA 92127
Carmel Mountain Ranch Branch 12095 World Trade Drive
Library San Diego, CA 92128
Rancho Penasquitos Branch 13330 Salmon River Road
Library San Diego, CA 92129
Poway Branch Library 13137 Poway Road
Poway, CA 92064
Mira Mesa Branch Library 8405 New Salem St.
San Diego, CA 92126
Scripps Miramar Ranch Branch 10301 Scripps Lake Drive
Library San Diego, CA 92131
Tierrasanta Branch Library 4985 La Cuenta Drive
San Diego, CA 92124
Santee Branch Library(® 9225 Carlton Hills Blvd. #17
Santee, CA 92071
City of Santee Department of 10601 Magnolia Ave.
Development Services(@) Santee, CA 92071
Note:

(a) Information repository location requested by the City of Santee after
publication of the Notice of Publication.

3.2 Public Scoping Meetings

During the public scoping period, the CPUC held six public scoping meetings (see
Table 3-4). These meetings were conducted in an open-house format, with a break
for a CPUC presentation 30 minutes after the start of each meeting. The open-house
format allowed attendees to speak with the subject matter experts one on one or in
small groups to obtain information about the environmental review process and
development of the EIR, and since it was self-guided, attendees could go directly to
the topics that most interested them. This format also allowed attendees to arrive at
any time within the meeting hours and to stay as long as they felt necessary.

Stakeholders were not required to sign in to the public scoping meetings; however,
the sign-in sheet contained a join the CPUC’s project mailing list check-box option.
Completed sign-in sheets were used to determine the number of attendees for each
meeting (see Table 3-4) and individuals to be added to the CPUC'’s project-specific
mailing list (if they requested this).

Project-specific materials were provided to stakeholders during the public scoping
meetings. The distributed public scoping meeting materials are summarized in
Table 3-5 and provided in Attachment E.

Stakeholders could submit comment(s) during the public scoping meetings by
submitting a handwritten comment and placing it in one of the comment boxes
provided at the meeting and/or providing a verbal comment to a court reporter in
attendance at each meeting. Additional commenting methods, outside of methods
used during the public scoping meetings, were described in the NOP, the legal
notice, the postcard mailer, the Electronic Mail Notification, the CPUC website (see
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Sections 3.1.1 through 3.1.5), the comment card (see Attachment E), and Fact Sheet
3 (see Attachment E), and are further described in Section 4.1.

Table 3-4 Public Scoping Meetings and Attendance

Number of
City Date Location Time(®) Attendees(b)
Fallbrook May 23, 2017 2001 0ld Highway 395 o o
Fallbrook, CA 92028 ~¢ pm.
Park Avenue 2-4pm. 29

Community Center,
Escondido | May 24,2017 | Auditorium

210 E. Park Ave. 6-8 p.m. 21
Escondido, CA 92025

Alliant International

University San Diego 2-4p.m. 52
San Diego May 25,2017 | Campus, Green Hall
10455 Pomerado Road | g_g p.m. 26

San Diego, CA 92131

Notes:

(a) A presentation was given by the CPUC at each public scoping meeting at 2:30 p.m. and 6:30 p.m.

(b) Meeting attendees were encouraged, but not required, to sign in to the public scoping meetings. The
number of attendees reflects the stakeholders who chose to sign in (i.e., outside of CPUC personnel
and/or their subconsultants who staffed the meetings).

Table 3-5 Public Scoping Meeting Materials

Public Scoping Meeting Material Format Provided
General Room Layout Hardcopy
Comment Card Hardcopy

Hardcopy; also provided on CPUC website (see
Section 3.1.5) and at information repositories
(see Section 3.1.7)

Hardcopy; also provided on CPUC website (see
Fact Sheet #2: CPUC Application Review Process | Section 3.1.5) and at information repositories
(see Section 3.1.7)

Hardcopy; also provided on CPUC website (see
Section 3.1.5) and at information repositories
(see Section 3.1.7)

Electronic presentation conducted by the CPUC
CPUC Presentation at each public scoping meeting; also provided on
CPUC website (see Section 3.1.5)

Fact Sheet #1: Project Overview and Proposed
Project Alternatives

Fact Sheet #3: Public Scoping and Public
Involvement

3.3 Interagency Coordination

The CPUC has coordinated and continues to coordinate with numerous federal,
state, and local agencies throughout their environmental review of the proposed
project. This coordination included completion and distribution of the NOP to
responsible and trustee agencies; federal, state, regional, and local agencies;
planning groups; and institutions (CEQA guidelines 15082; Notice of Preparation
and Determination of the Scope of EIR).

Additionally, the CPUC met with numerous agencies based on a specific agency

request: to help the CPUC expedite consultation; to determine the scope and content
of the environmental information that the agency may require for its review and/or
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approval of the proposed project; and to help the CPUC determine the scope, focus,
and content of the EIR and identify the range of alternatives, environmental effects,
and mitigation measures to analyze in the EIR (CEQA Guideline 15082(a), Meetings).
The CPUC’s interagency coordination occurred both before and during the public
scoping period (see Table 3-6) and will continue through the completion of the EIR
(CEQA Guidelines 15083; Early Public Consultation).

Agencies, tribes, and other organizations that provided comments during the
scoping period are summarized in Section 4.2.

Table 3-6 Summary of Interagency Coordination Held before and during the Public
Scoping Period

Agency Meeting Date(s)
Federal
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service e December 14, 2016
e May 10,2017
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers e February 22,2017
e  May 25,2017
Naval Facilities Engineering Command Southwest, Marine e February 21, 2017
Corps
U.S. Marine Corps - Marine Corps Air Station Miramar e  October 24,2016
e December 14,2016
e January 12,2017
e February 21, 2017
e  February 22,2017
e May 25,2017
State
California Department of Fish and Wildlife e  December 14,2016
e May 10,2017
California Department of Transportation e  October 24,2016
Local
City of San Diego e  October 24,2016
e  February 22,2017
San Diego Unified School District e January 18,2017

3.4 Tribal Coordination

The CPUC is responsible for conducting Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52) Consultation with
California Native American tribes. AB 52 provides for requirements under CEQA to
ensure that tribes, public agencies, and project proponents have the information
necessary to identify potential impacts to tribal cultural resources. AB 52 applies to
projects for which the public notice of environmental review was issued on or after
July 1, 2015.

The CPUC provided a formal invitation to consult under AB 52 to four tribes: the
Pechanga Band of Luiseno Indians, the Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria, the
San Luis Rey Band of Mission Indians, and the Torres Martinez Desert Cahuilla
Indians. These tribes had previously requested the CPUC to notify them of either all
CPUC projects or those within their geographic area of interest. Only the Pechanga
Band of Luiseno Indians and the San Luis Rey Band of Mission Indians responded in
the affirmative to consult with the CPUC under AB 52.
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The CPUC also sent invitations to consult with 19 other tribes based on
correspondence with the Native American Heritage Commission, which assisted in
the identification of tribes with a potential interest in the proposed project based on
geographic location. As AB 52 is a relatively new requirement, the CPUC allowed
other tribes to respond in the affirmative to consult under this assembly bill. Among
the tribes responding in the affirmative were the lipay Nation of Santa Ysabel, the
Jamul Indian Village, the Pala Band of Mission Indians, the Rincon Band of Mission
Indians, the Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians, and the Sycuan Band of the Kumeyaay
Nation. The Viejas Band of Kumeyaay Indians requested only that a monitor be
present for ground-disturbing activities.

The following tribes either did not respond or responded that consultation was not
necessary: Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians, Barona Group of the Capitan
Grande, Campo Band of Mission Indians, Ewiiaapaayp Tribal Office, Inaja Band of
Mission Indians, Kwaaymii Laguna Band of Mission Indians, La Jolla Band of Luiseno
Indians, La Posta Band of Mission Indians, Manzanita Band of Kumeyaay Nation,
Mesa Grande Band of Mission Indians, Pauma Band of Luiseno Indians, and San
Pasqual Band of Mission Indians.

Information was provided to all of the tribes regardless of their AB-52 Consultation
response to inform them of the public scoping meetings and the public scoping
period. A letter from the CPUC was sent to all of the tribes on April 17, 2017. The
letter informed the tribes of the upcoming public scoping meetings, along with
project updates. Emails were sent to representatives of all but one of the tribes on
May 18, 2017, and May 22, 2017, as an additional reminder of the public scoping
meeting times and dates and the methods for submitting public scoping comments.
One letter was mailed to the Kwaaymii Laguna Band of Mission Indians, as an email
address was not available.
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Summary of Scoping Comments

4.1 Comment Submittal Methods and Number of
Comments Received

During the public scoping period, interested parties were able to submit comments
using the following methods:

Online at the CPUC’s PSRP website at http://sandiegopipeline-psrp.com;

Via email at SDgaspipeline@ene.com;

Via U.S. mail to:
Robert Peterson
California Public Utilities Commission
RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project
c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.
505 Sansome Street, Suite 300
San Francisco, CA 94111

Providing a verbal statement to a court reporter at a public scoping
meeting; and/or

Handing in a written comment at a public scoping meeting.

Stakeholders submitted 496 comment documents to the CPUC during the public
scoping period using these submittal methods (see Table 4-1). The scoping
comment documents received during the public scoping period are included in
Attachment F.

Table 4-1 Submittal Methods for Public Scoping Comment Documents Received

Comment Submittal Method Number of Comments
Received / Percentage
Online 160 / 32%
Email 244 / 49%
U.S. Mail 44 /9%
Verbal Statement to a Court Reporter 11 /2%
Written Comment at Public Scoping Meeting 37/ 7%
Total Number of Comment Document Received 496/99@)
Note:

(a) Percentage totals 99% due to rounding.
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4.2 Federal, State, Regional, and Local Agencies

Providing Comments

As stated in Section 4.1, 496 comment documents were submitted to the CPUC
during the public scoping period in response to the NOP. A total of 410 (83 percent)
of the 496 comment documents were received from individuals, while the
remaining 86 (17 percent) were received from individuals commenting on behalf of
or representing an organization or constituents (see Attachment F). These 86
comment documents were submitted on behalf of agencies; school districts; tribes;
chambers of commerce; federal and state elected officials; nongovernmental
organizations; and businesses, business organizations, or business associations. The
specific affiliation or organization for each of these comment documents is

summarized in Table 4-2.

Table 4-2  Affiliation of Commenters Submitting Comments on Behalf of an Organization or

Constituents

Affiliation / Organization

Additional Information

State Agencies

California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW)

Joint letter from Goodan Ranch Policy Committee,
which is made up of representatives from the
following four entities: CDFW (Tim Dillingham), City
of Poway (Councilmember Barry Leonard), City of
Santee (Councilmember Stephen Houlahan), and
County of San Diego (Supervisor Dianne Jacob)

California Department of Transportation,
District 11

Regional /Local Agencies

Bonsall Community Sponsor Group

City of Escondido, City Manager’s Office

Sam Abed, Mayor

City of Escondido

Sam Abed, Mayor

City of Poway

Joint letter from Goodan Ranch Policy Committee
which is made up of representatives from the
following four entities: CDFW (Tim Dillingham), City
of Poway (Councilmember Barry Leonard), City of
Santee (Councilmember Stephen Houlahan), and
County of San Diego (Supervisor Dianne Jacob)

City of Poway

Steve Vaus, Mayor

City of San Diego

Steve Sherman, Council Member, Seventh District

City of Santee

Joint letter from Goodan Ranch Policy Committee,
which is made up of representatives from the
following four entities: CDFW (Tim Dillingham), City
of Poway (Councilmember Barry Leonard), City of
Santee (Councilmember Stephen Houlahan), and
County of San Diego (Supervisor Dianne Jacob)

City of Santee

Marlene Best, City Manager

City of Santee

Melanie Kush, Development Services Director.
Included Resolution Number 066-2017 from the City
Council of the City of Santee

City of Santee

Stephen Houlahan, Councilman
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Table 4-2 Affiliation of Commenters Submitting Comments on Behalf of an Organization or

Constituents

Affiliation / Organization

Additional Information

City of Santee, Department of Development Services

County of San Diego

Joint letter from Goodan Ranch Policy Committee
which is made up of representatives from the
following four entities: CDFW (Tim Dillingham), City
of Poway (Councilmember Barry Leonard), City of
Santee (Councilmember Stephen Houlahan), and
County of San Diego (Supervisor Dianne Jacob)

County of San Diego, Planning and Development Services

Mira Mesa Town Council

North County Fire Protection District

Padre Dam Municipal Water District

Port of San Diego

Rainbow Municipal Water District

Rancho Bernardo Community Planning Board

San Diego North Economic Development Council

San Dieguito River Park Joint Power Authority

Scripps Ranch Planning Group

School Districts

Santee School District

Kristin Baranski, Superintendent

Santee School District

Joint letter from Elana Levens-Craig, President;
Dianne El-Hajj, Vice President; Ken Fox, Clerk; Dustin
Burns, Member; Barbara L. Ryan, Member; and
Kristin Baranski, Superintendent

Tribes

Pauma Band of Luiseno Indians

Chris Devers, Cultural Liaison

Chamber of Commerces (COC)

Carlsbad COC

Chula Vista COC

Escondido COC

Mira Mesa COC

Otay Mesa COC

Oceanside COC

National City COC

San Diego Regional COC

Federal and State Elected Officials

California Legislature; 76th District

Colonel Rocky ]J. Chavez, Assembly Member

Congress of the United States

Joint letter from Congressman Juan Vargas, Scott
Peters, Duncan Hunter, and Darrell Issa and
Congresswoman Susan Davis
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Table 4-2 Affiliation of Commenters Submitting Comments on Behalf of an Organization or
Constituents

Affiliation / Organization Additional Information

Non-Governmental Organizations

California Chaparral Institute, Center for Biological Joint letter from Van K. Collinsworth

Diversity, and Preserve Wild Santee (Geographer/Director, Preserve Wild Santee and
Coordinator, California Chaparral Institute, Vernal
Pool Conservation Program), John Buse, Senior Staff
Attorney, Center for Biological Diversity, and Richard
W. Halsey, Director, California Chaparral Institute

California Native Plant Society

Cleveland National Forest Foundation

Climate Action Campaign

Conservation Biology Institute

Endangered Habitats League

San Diego Audubon Society

San Diego Military Advisory Council

Sierra Club

Businesses/Business Organizations/Business
Associations

Atlas Hotels

Biocom

Bioenergy Association of California

California Natural Gas Vehicle Coalition

California Restaurant Association-San Diego County Chapter

Cohn Restaurant Group

Council for Supplier Diversity

Donovan’s Steak & Chop House

Downtown San Diego Partnership

Eat.Sleep.Drink

Evans Hotels

Food & Beverage Association of San Diego County

General Dynamics NASSCO

] Power Group / Orange Grove Energy

Local Union 465, International Brotherhood of Electrical
Workers

Manchester Grant Hyatt San Diego

NAES Corporation Orange Grove Energy Facility

San Diego City Fire Fighters, Local 145, LA.F.F.

San Diego Fire Rescue Foundation

San Diego County’s Building Trades Unions
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Table 4-2 Affiliation of Commenters Submitting Comments on Behalf of an Organization or
Constituents

Affiliation / Organization Additional Information

Sempra Utilities (SDG&E/SoCalGas) Included:

e  Transmittal Letter and Attachment A: Scoping
Comments of SDG&E and SoCalGas on the NOP
of an EIR for the PSRP (and Exhibits A-D and F)

»  Exhibit A: Prepared Direct Testimony of
Jani Kukits on behalf of SDG&E and
SoCalGas (March 21, 2016)

»  Exhibit B: Cost Effectiveness Analysis for
the Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project,
SDG&E and SoCalGas (Application A.15-09-
013, Volume III; March 2016)

»  Exhibit C: Rebuttal Testimony of SDG&E
and SoCalGas (June 12, 2017)

»  Exhibit D: Updated Prepared Direct
Testimony of S. Ali Yari on behalf of SDG&E
and SoCalGas (updated February 21, 2017)

»  Exhibit F: SDG&E and SoCalGas Line 1600
Hydrotest Study and Cost Estimate (March
21,2016)

e  Attachment C to the Supplemental Testimony of

SDG&E and SoCalGas- Review of Risk Factors for

Line 1600 (February 2017)

e  Scoping Comments of SDG&E and SoCalGas on
the NOP of an EIR for the PSRP (and Exhibits A-
D and F)
» Exhibit A, B, C, D: see above
»  Exhibit E: Review of Risk Factors for Line
1600 (February 20, 2017)

San Diego Lodging Industry Association

San Diego Hotel-Motel Association

San Diego Port Tenants Association

San Diego Regional Economic Development Council

South County Economic Development Council

Southern California Pipe Trades, District Council 16

Waterfront Bar & Grill

Wheeler & Seul Oral Surgery

World Trade Center San Diego

4.3 Summary of Comments by Topic/Resource Area

The 496 comment documents submitted to the CPUC were reviewed to identify
substantive individual comments within each document. Each substantive comment
was further reviewed and assigned to a specific topic or resource area so that they
could be considered by subject matter experts during the CPUC’s environmental
analysis and preparation of the EIR.

A high level summary of the issues and concerns expressed in individual comments
pertaining to the human environment and natural resources is provided in Sections

4-5 July 2017



4 Summary of Scoping Comments

4.3.1 through 4.3.15. The comment documents also contained comments pertaining
to the CEQA process; the proposed project description, objectives, and alternatives;
cumulative and growth inducing impacts; and the administrative law judge
proceeding.

4.3.1 Aesthetics

Visual impact of aboveground components, such as mainline valves or
regulator stations, on community character.

Visual impact of temporary facilities, such as staging areas/laydown yards;
and of roadway anomalies, such as manholes and other pavement
anomalies.

Mitigation measures, such as decorative walls and landscaping (screening),
to minimize impacts on community character and aesthetics.

4.3.2 Agriculture and Forestry Resources

Agricultural resources in the project area and impacts to these resources as
a result of the proposed project.

4.3.3 Air Quality

Air quality impacts associated with increased traffic in the project area
during construction and operation of the proposed project.

Release of hazardous air pollutants from the proposed project construction
and operation in the proximity of sensitive receptors (e.g., schools).

Effect of increased air pollutants, such as ozone, resulting from elevated
temperatures in urban environments.

4.3.4 Biological Resources

Direct impacts on threatened, endangered, and special status species.

Degradation and/or destruction of habitat, causing indirect impacts on local
wildlife and plant species, including willowy monardella (Monardella
viminea), especially in Mission Trails Regional Park, Goodan Ranch,
Sycamore Canyon Park, and other Multiple Species Conservation Program
(MSCP) or preserve lands.

Impacts on riparian and wetland communities—in particular, the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service National Wetlands Inventory habitat along Encino Drive
in Escondido.

Impacts on Carroll Creek, a federally designated wetland south of Pomerado
Road in Scripps Ranch.

Incorporation of the San Diego MSCP policies that are intended to protect
vegetation communities, county-listed species, and additional areas of
conservation concern through the utilization of habitat and conservation
planning strategies.
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4.3.5 Paleontological, Cultural, and Tribal Cultural Resources

Analysis of paleontological, archaeological, and built environment resources
in the project area and impacts to these resources as a result of the proposed
project. Areas of sensitivity identified included parklands owned and
managed by the County of San Diego, areas within the city of Rancho
Bernardo, the area between Bear Valley Parkway and Highland Valley Road,
and the areas where the proposed project would cross Highway 395 and
Highway 80. In addition, the County of San Diego requested that its
Guidelines for Determining Significance be used to determine impacts on
paleontological and cultural resources within the county’s jurisdiction.

Tribal cultural resources, indigenous burials, and sacred lands in the project
area and impacts to these resources as a result of the proposed project.
Concerns were also expressed that the local tribes should be actively
engaged during the identification process.

Effect of the proposed project on paleontological and cultural resources
along and within trails, parks, and public lands. Areas specifically identified
included the San Dieguito River Park’s Focused Planning Area, the Mule Hill
Historic Trail, the Coast to Crest Trail, and parklands owned and managed by
the County of San Diego. In addition, in order to limit impacts on cultural
resources, the County of San Diego requested that the proposed project
follow existing access roads.

The County of San Diego requested that archaeological and Native American
monitoring be performed during any ground-disturbing activity within
County-owned and -managed parklands and in or around Old Highway 395
and Old Highway 80. The County also requested that a historic preservation
treatment plan be completed before any work takes place within any
archaeological site on lands owned or managed by the County.

Impacts of the Rainbow to Santee non-Miramar Alternative on significant
paleontological, cultural, and historical resources; historic landscapes;
cultural resources trails; and Kumeyaay sites. Specifically, the County of San
Diego identified the Sycamore Canyon Goodan Ranch Preserve as sensitive,
with the potential to impact cultural resources.

4.3.6 Geology, Soils, and Mineral Resources

The ability of the proposed infrastructure to withstand earthquakes;

The proposed project’s proximity to fault lines and impact zones, and
resulting susceptibility for infrastructure to be impacted by earthquakes.

Impact of the proposed project on soil compaction and erosion.

Geotechnical investigation to evaluate lateral spreading and liquefaction.

4.3.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Comparison of additional greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions that would result
from the proposed project with the amount of natural gas that is transmitted
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and distributed under existing conditions (i.e., comparison of pipeline and
no pipeline scenarios).

Impact of additional GHG emissions from vehicles due to lane restrictions
during construction of the proposed project.

Potential increase of natural gas and other fossil fuel production and exports
resulting from the proposed project implementation.

Potential GHG emissions downstream from the proposed project, including:
(1) the potential export of additional quantities of gas to Mexico; (2) the
incremental GHG emissions that could result from liquefaction and transport
of liquefied natural gas; and the environmental effects of combusting
liquefied natural gas in end-use markets.

Conflict with state and local Climate Action Plans and other plans adopted
for renewable energy integration and GHG emission reduction.

GHG emissions and climate impacts associated with natural gas leaks,
venting, and accidental releases.
Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Pipeline Safety — The safety of a high pressure natural gas transmission
pipeline in light of recent incidents involving natural gas pipelines.

Increased Fire Hazard - The proposed project includes new pipeline being
constructed in a high fire hazard area with a history of large wildfires.

Evacuation Route - The Pomerado Road is the only egress and evacuation
route for a number of subdivisions in the cities of Poway and Rancho
Bernardo and Scripps Ranch in the city of San Diego.

Proposed Project Routing - The proposed project route should be routed
through less populated areas.

Alternative Route Segments — Proposed alternate routes are located in
environmentally sensitive areas.

Sensitive Environment - The proposed project includes new pipeline being
constructed near a number of schools, churches, and hospitals.
Hydrology and Water Quality

Impacts to water resources (i.e., groundwater, surface water, wetlands)
caused by pipeline leaks, including leaks caused by geologic hazards such as
earthquakes. Particular concern was expressed regarding areas of shallow
groundwater, such as the area of Marlynn Court and Encino Drive, where
shallow groundwater sources a natural spring.

Permanent construction-related hydrological impacts, particularly in
wetlands (e.g., Carroll Creek Wetlands) and 100-year flood plains.

The need to identify and analyze the source of water used during
construction.

Avoid a contaminated groundwater site north of Felicita County Park.
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Proximity of the proposed project to the Chatham Brothers Barrel Yard, a
former solvent and waste oil recycling facility located at 2257 Bernardo
Avenue in Escondido. The Chatham Brothers Barrel Yard is a known source
of groundwater contamination and has been the focus of extensive cleanup.

Impacts on an existing storm water drainage system (along Pomerado Road)
and subsequent property damage from storm water runoff during
construction of the proposed project.

Consider the possibility of more severe drought conditions and secondary
effects on groundwater, and consider the effects on flood hazard due to
increased incidence of the Pineapple Express and similar weather events
that markedly increase rainfall.

Consider financial and environmental cost of producing and shipping
hydraulically fractured natural gas (e.g., permanent destruction of drinking
water aquifers).

Horizontal directional drilling (HDD) procedures should be well
documented and include HDD-related methods such as drilling mud hauling
and “frac-out” procedures.

Comply with Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permits to
minimize impacts on water quality—specifically, staging areas/laydown
yards and other places where soils are stored must have appropriate best
management practices (BMPs) in place to reduce impacts.

Consider San Diego County guidelines for determining significance.

Maintain appropriate setbacks. Implement permanent source control, site
design, pollutant control, and hydromodification management in accordance
with the San Diego County BMPs Design Manual.

Comply with San Diego Municipal Storm Water Permit Orders.

Comply with San Diego County’s Grading Ordinance, Watershed Protection
Ordinance, and State of California’s Construction General Permit.

A No-Rise analysis and a Letter of Map Revision or County Letter of Map
Revision may be required in accordance with Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) regulations and County Flood Damage
Prevention Ordinance Section 811.503 for areas where the pipeline or
associated facilities would cross FEMA- and County-mapped floodways/
floodplains.

Coordinate closely with the Department of Public Works Flood Control.

Coordinate with the Rainbow Municipal Water District.

4.3.10Land Use and Planning

Conflicts between the proposed pipeline and existing land uses, including
existing schools and homes.

Impacts on conservation lands, including Pre-Approved Mitigation Area
lands and the San Dieguito River Park’s Focused Planning Area.
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e Impacts on public recreational areas.

4.3.11 Noise

e Impacts on and mitigation measures for sensitive receptors, existing and
proposed uses, types of equipment/noise specifications, hours of operation,
and noise volumes at adjacent property lines.

e Noise and vibration impacts during construction in proximity to residential
development, including the area along Pomerado Road.

e Determining if a noise variance is required for construction of the proposed
pipeline (e.g., for staging areas/laydown yards, and delivery hours/days,
etc.).

4.3.12 Population and Housing

e Potential for the de-rating of Line 1600 and operating it as a distribution line
to induce development in undeveloped or under-developed areas served by
this line.

e Concern that project-related decisions are being made based on out-of-date
population data.
4.3.13Public Services and Utilities

e Impacts on existing underground utilities during construction and the
potential to interrupt electricity, water, and other utilities to homes,
businesses, and emergency services.

e Impacts on existing schools, hospitals, and other facilities adjacent to the
proposed project.
4.3.14 Recreation

e (losure of trails, and impacts on interpretive signage and amenities along
trails during construction of the proposed project.

e General opposition regarding impacts due to routing the proposed project
through public recreational areas.
4.3.15Traffic and Transportation
e Impact of the proposed project on roadway traffic operations.

e Proximity of the proposed project to existing schools and homes and the
potential to increase existing congestion on roadways, hinder access
to/from schools and private residences, and pose a safety risk to students
and drivers.

e Impacts on emergency vehicle access, including fire evacuation and the
effect on emergency access to local area hospitals along the proposed
project route.

e Impact on traffic operations along congested roadways identified as
proposed project routes.
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Work performed within California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
right-of-way will require discretionary review and approval by Caltrans and
receipt of an encroachment permit. The encroachment permit will identify
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures and a Traffic
Management Plan.

Repair and/or reconstruction of San Diego County-maintained roadways
shall be performed to the satisfaction of the County Director of the
Department of Public Works. Suggestions to coordinate with the County
during the public outreach process were provided. Recommendations to
minimize impacts on roadways included establishment of a Haul Route Plan
to ensure that roads are not damaged by heavy trucks and that the
applicants obtain encroachment permits, prepare a Traffic Management
Plan, and identify and adhere to construction times.

4-11 July 2017
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA Edmund G. Brown Jr., Governor

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

505 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3298

Notice of Preparation
of an
Environmental Impact Report
for the
Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project —
New Natural Gas Line 3602 and De-rating Line 1600

Application No. A.15-09-013

To: All Interested Parties
From: Robert Peterson, CEQA Project Manager, CPUC Energy Division
Date: May 9, 2017

S usted necesita mas informacion en espariol, por favor, [lame al 1-844-312-4776, o envie un
correo electronico a: SDgaspipeline@ene.com

A. Introduction

The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) will prepare a Draft and Final
Environmental Impact Report (EIR), in compliance with the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA), that will discuss the environmental impact of the proposed Pipeline Safety and
Reliability Project — New Natural Gas Line 3602 and De-rating Line 1600 (PSRP, or proposed
project). San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E) and Southern California Gas Company
(SoCalGas) (the applicants) have filed an application with the CPUC for a Certificate of Public
Convenience and Necessity (CPCN) for the proposed project.

This Notice of Preparation (NOP) is being distributed to potential responsible and trustee
agencies under CEQA, interested parties, and members of the public. The purpose of the NOP is
to inform recipients that the CPUC is beginning preparation of an EIR for the proposed project
and to solicit information and guidance on the scope and content of the environmental
information to be included in the EIR and identify potential alternatives (see Section F of the
NOP). This NOP includes a description of the project that SDG&E and SoCalGas propose to
construct, information regarding project location, a summary of potential project-related impacts,
the times and locations of public scoping meetings, and information on how to provide
comments. This NOP will be circulated for a public review and comment period beginning
on May 9, 2017, and ending on June 12, 2017.
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This NOP can be viewed on the CPUC’s website for the proposed project at the following link:
http://sandiegopipeline-psrp.com.

B. Project Background

The applicants state that the proposed project is needed to advance three fundamental
objectives for the integrated SDG&E and SoCalGas natural gas transmission system in San
Diego County:

e Implement pipeline safety requirements for existing Line 1600, thereby enabling
the applicants to comply with their CPUC-approved Pipeline Safety Enhancement
Plan and modernize the system with state-of-the-art materials;

e Improve system reliability and resiliency by minimizing dependence on a single
pipeline; and

e Enhance operational flexibility to manage stress conditions by increasing system
capacity.

The PSRP would address these objectives by replacing the transmission capacity of the existing
Line 1600 with a new 36-inch-diameter gas transmission pipeline, Line 3602.

On September 30, 2015, SDG&E and SoCalGas filed an application and Proponent’s
Environmental Assessment (PEA) with the CPUC for a CPCN to construct, operate, and
maintain the PSRP. On March 21, 2016, SDG&E and SoCalGas submitted a revised application
and a Supplemental PEA for the proposed project. On August 23, 2016, the CPUC deemed the
application complete and determined that an EIR would be required for the proposed project, but
noted that information gaps in critical areas remained. One of the gaps identified was the lack of
a federal lead agency for review pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) for
the approximately 3.5 miles of land crossed by the project within the United States Marine Corps
Air Station Miramar (MCAS Miramar).

On March 17, 2017, MCAS Miramar notified the CPUC and the applicants that they would not
serve as the federal lead agency for NEPA, nor would they participate in preparation of a joint
CEQA/NEPA document for the proposed project. MCAS Miramar noted that, based on the
existence of an off-base alternative (Rainbow to Santee Non-Miramar Alternative), the overall
project does not depend on a federal action. However, MCAS Miramar will cooperate in the
development of the portions of the EIR that address Miramar alternatives.

C. Project Description and Location

The PSRP includes a new San Diego Natural Gas Pipeline (Line 3602) and supporting facilities,
as well as de-rating, or lowering the pressure of, the existing Line 1600 and converting it from
transmission to distribution use. The major components of the proposed project are described
below. The proposed project facilities are illustrated on Figure 1.


http://sandiegopipeline-psrp.com/
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Construction and Operation of Line 3602

Line 3602 would consist of a new, approximately 47-mile-long, 36-inch-diameter natural gas
transmission pipeline that would carry natural gas from SDG&E’s existing Rainbow Metering
Station in Rainbow, California, to a tie-in with SDG&E’s existing system within MCAS
Miramar.1 The new pipeline would also necessitate supporting facilities, which would require
approximately 2 acres of land. Proposed facilities to support Line 3602 include:

e Construction of a pressure-limiting station;
e Construction of 10 main line valves;

e Construction of three cross-tie facilities for existing Line 1600, Line 1601, and
Line 2010; and

e Construction or installation of minor operations support facilities, including
pipeline inspection launching and receiving equipment (pig launcher and
receiver), a cathodic protection system, and a fiber optic intrusion and leak
detection system.

[llustrations of typical right-of-way cross-sections for urban and cross-country areas are included
as Figures 2 and 3, and an illustration of typical horizontal directional drill installation is
included as Figure 4.

The pipeline would be designed to operate at a maximum of 800 pounds per square inch. The
proposed pipeline and associated aboveground facilities would be operated and maintained in
accordance with Title 49, Part 192 of the U.S. Code of Federal Regulations. The applicants’
existing staff would operate and maintain the pipeline; perform routine maintenance of the
pipeline, valves, and pressure-limiting and metering equipment; and respond to emergency
situations in accordance with the applicants’ operation and maintenance procedures used for
existing facilities and in compliance with federal and state regulations.

De-rating Line 1600

SDG&E’s Line 1600 is an existing approximately 50-mile-long natural gas transmission pipeline
constructed in 1949 that begins at the existing Rainbow Metering Station and terminates in
Mission Valley, San Diego. The applicants propose to de-rate, or lower the pressure of,
approximately 45 miles of existing Line 1600 to convert it from a transmission pipeline into a
distribution line. This conversion would require system modifications at various locations along
existing Line 1600, including:

e Removal of eight existing regulator stations that would not be replaced;

1 If approved as proposed, the new pipeline would terminate within MCAS Miramar. One or more off-base
alternatives will also be considered as described in sections B and E of this NOP.
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e Removal of two existing regulator stations that would be replaced with check
valves;

e Removal of one existing regulator station that would be replaced with a new
regulator station;

e Construction of three new regulator stations and connection pipelines;

e Construction of the Mira Mesa Pipeline Extension (0.88-mile-long, 8-inch-
diameter pipe) to maintain the high-pressure distribution system for the
community of Mira Mesa;

e Line 49-31B Replacement — In-place replacement of an existing 0.70-mile-long
segment of 4-inch-diameter pipe along Line 49-31B with a 6-inch-diameter pipe
to maintain service to the Mira Mesa high-pressure distribution system; and

e Line 49-31C Prelay Segment Replacement — Installation of 1.08 miles of 8-inch-
diameter pipe in a segment in Pomerado Road.

Location of the Project

The proposed project would be located in San Diego County, California, and cross the cities of
Escondido, San Diego, and Poway; unincorporated communities in San Diego County; and
federal land (MCAS Miramar). Approximately 87 percent (approximately 41 miles) of the
proposed pipeline would be installed in urban areas within existing roadways and road shoulders;
the majority of the new pipeline would generally follow the alignments of U.S. Route 395,
Interstate 15, and Pomerado Road. The remaining 6 miles would be installed cross-country on
federal and privately owned land. The proposed project facilities are illustrated on Figure 1.

D. Analysis of Potential Environmental Effects

In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code. Regs., tit. 14, §§ 15000), the CPUC
intends to prepare an EIR to identify and evaluate potential environmental effects of the PSRP
and identify mitigation measures to reduce any significant effects identified. The EIR will
identify feasible alternatives, compare environmental impacts of the alternatives to the proposed
project, and evaluate mitigation to reduce the effects of those alternatives.

Based on preliminary analysis of the proposed project and review of documents submitted by
SDG&E and SoCalGas, construction and operation of the proposed project may have a number
of environmental effects. Potential issues and significant environmental impacts on the existing
environment include those listed in Table 1.

Table 1 Potentially Significant Environmental Impacts

Environmental Issue Area Potential Issues or Impacts

Air Quality o Temporary conflicts with applicable air quality plans
o Temporary contributions to air quality standard violations
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Table 1 Potentially Significant Environmental Impacts

Environmental Issue Area

Potential Issues or Impacts

Temporary increases in criteria pollutant concentrations above
established thresholds

Biological Resources

Impacts on sensitive species and sensitive species habitat
Impacts on sensitive natural communities
Impacts on wetlands and streams

Cultural, Paleontological, and Tribal
Resources

Impacts on archaeological and historical resources resulting from
potential damage during construction

Impacts on unique paleontological resources, site, or geologic feature
during construction

Impacts on tribal cultural resources

Temporary disturbance of human remains (if found to be present)
during construction

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Temporary conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse
gases

Noise

Temporary noise levels in excess of standards
Substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels

Population and Housing

Temporary population growth in the area as a result of the relocation
of approximately 300 construction workers to the proposed project
area from outside the county

Traffic and Transportation

Temporary changes in the flow of traffic based on Level of Service
standards

Temporary conflicts with traffic plans or policies during construction
within roadways

Temporary increases in hazards during construction within roadways

Temporary interference with emergency access and alternative
transportation during construction within roadways

Other Analysis Areas

Aesthetics See Attachment 1
Agriculture and Forestry See Attachment 1
Resources

Geology, Soils, and Mineral See Attachment 1
Resources

Hazardous and Hazardous See Attachment 1
Materials

Hydrology and Water Quality See Attachment 1
Land Use and Planning See Attachment 1
Public Services and Utilities See Attachment 1
Recreation See Attachment 1

Cumulative Impacts and Growth
Inducing Impacts

Any changes in the pattern of land use, population density, or
economic growth rate in the area as a result of the proposed project or
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Table 1 Potentially Significant Environmental Impacts

Environmental Issue Area Potential Issues or Impacts

impacts from the removal of barriers to development or the extension
of infrastructure to a previous unserved or under-served area

e Collective impacts of the proposed project when combined with other
past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future actions

Determinations regarding the significance of these potential impacts will be made in the
environmental analysis conducted as part of the EIR after the issues are thoroughly considered.
To assist the public’s understanding of the range of impacts that could be considered in the EIR,
and to provide a guide for scoping comments, a checklist of CEQA questions typically evaluated
in an EIR are included as Attachment 1. In addition to the issues listed in Attachment 1 and any
other issues raised in the scoping process, the EIR will include an evaluation of cumulative
impacts and growth-inducing impacts of the proposed project in combination with other past,
present, and planned projects in the area.

Mitigation Measures

SDG&E and SoCalGas have proposed measures to reduce, avoid, or eliminate potential
environmental impacts of the proposed project (called “Applicant Proposed Measures,” or
“APMs”). The APMs will be evaluated in the EIR as potential mitigation measures, and
additional mitigation measures will also be identified and considered to reduce, eliminate, or
avoid potential environmental impacts, as necessary. As part of its decision on the proposed
project, the CPUC will identify the mitigation measures to be adopted as a condition of the
project’s approval and require implementation of these measures through a mitigation
monitoring and reporting program.

E. Alternatives

In addition to the analysis of potential effects for the proposed PSRP, the EIR will evaluate a
reasonable range of alternatives to the PSRP that could achieve all or most of the objectives of
the proposed project, while avoiding or reducing one or more of its significant environmental
impacts. Alternatives will include a “no project” alternative.

In the PEA for the PSRP, SDG&E and SoCalGas evaluated a variety of project alternatives,
including not constructing a new pipeline, constructing a new pipeline in other areas of the
service territory, multiple routes in the general vicinity of the existing Line 1600, co-locating a
new pipeline near other existing infrastructure, and route variations. Alternatives and route
variations evaluated by SDG&E and SoCalGas are depicted on Figures 5-1 and 5-2.

As part of the environmental review process for the PSRP, the CPUC will re-evaluate the
feasibility of SDG&E and SoCalGas’s alternatives and determine whether or not to carry them
forward for further analysis in the EIR. The CPUC may develop additional alternatives for
consideration and analysis based on input received during the scoping period or in response to
potentially significant environmental impacts identified during development of the EIR.



NOTICE OF PREPARATION — NOTICE OF PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING
PIPELINE SAFETY AND RELIABILITY PROJECT — NEW NATURAL GAS LINE 3602 AND DE-RATING LINE 1600

Agencies and the public will be given the opportunity to comment on the project alternatives
considered following publication of the Draft EIR. A Notice of Availability will be issued at the
time of the publication of the Draft EIR to inform the public and agencies that the comment
period for the Draft EIR has been initiated.

F. Public Scoping Meetings and Comments

As required by CEQA, this NOP is being sent to potential responsible and trustee agencies under
CEQA, interested parties, and members of the public. The purpose of the NOP is to inform
recipients that the CPUC is beginning the preparation of an EIR for the proposed project and to
solicit information that will be helpful in the environmental review process.

Public Scoping Meetings

The CPUC is conducting six public scoping meetings on three dates during the EIR scoping
period (see Table 2). All interested parties, including the public, responsible agencies, and trustee
agencies, are invited to attend the public scoping meetings to learn more about the proposed
project, ask questions, and provide comments in person about the PSRP and the scope and
content of the EIR. The CPUC will also present information about the proposed project and its
decision-making process at each meeting.

Table 2 Public Scoping Meetings

Tuesday, May 23, 2017* Wednesday, May 24, 2017* Thursday, May 25, 2017*

2PM-4PM 2PM-4PM 2PM-4PM

6 PM-8PM 6 PM-8PM 6 PM-8PM

Pala Mesa Resort, Ballroom Park Avenue Community Center, | Alliant International University —
Auditorium San Diego Campus, Green Hall

2001 Old Highway 395 210 E. Park Avenue 10455 Pomerado Road

Fallbrook, CA 92028 Escondido, CA 92025 San Diego, CA 92131

*Presentations will be held each day at 2:30 PM and 6:30 PM.

Agency and Public Scoping Comments

The CPUC is soliciting comments from all potential responsible and trustee agencies, all other
public agencies with jurisdiction by law over the proposed project, and members of the public
regarding the topics and alternatives that should be included in the EIR. The scoping period will
begin on May 9, 2017, and end on June 12, 2017.

Interested parties may submit comments in a variety of ways: (1) by submitting a comment
online at the CPUC’s PSRP website; (2) by email; (3) by U.S. mail; and (4) by making a verbal
statement to a court reporter or handing in a written comment at the public scoping meetings (see
times and locations in Table 2, above). All posted and emailed comments should include the
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commenter’s name and mailing address at the bottom of the comment and note the “Pipeline
Safety and Reliability Project.”

Online: Submit comments via an online form at: http://sandiegopipeline-psrp.com

By email: Email comments to: SDgaspipeline(@ene.com

By U.S. mail: Mail hard copy comments to:

Robert Peterson

California Public Utilities Commission
RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project
c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.

505 Sansome Street, Suite 300

San Francisco, CA 94111

Comments must be received, or postmarked if hardcopy, by June 12, 2017. Interested parties
will have an additional opportunity to comment during the public review period for the Draft
EIR.

All comments received during scoping, including the names and addresses of those who
comment, will be made part of the public record for the proposed project. Comments submitted
anonymously will be accepted and considered; however, anonymous comments will not provide
CPUC with the ability to provide the commenter with subsequent notifications related to the
environmental review process for the proposed project.

A Public Scoping Summary Report will be prepared to summarize comments (including verbal
comments made at the public scoping meetings) submitted to the CPUC during the scoping
period. This report will be available on the CPUC PSRP website: http://sandiegopipeline-

pSrp.com.

Additional Information

Information about the proposed project and the environmental review process is available at the
following website: http://sandiegopipeline-psrp.com.

This website will be used to post all public documents during the environmental review process
and to announce upcoming public meetings. Requests to join the mailing list can be made via the
website, as well. In addition, a copy of the applicants’ PEA and Supplemental PEA is available
at this website, and the Draft and Final EIR will be posted to this website after they are
published.

Requests for additional information may be made via email or phone, as follows.

Project email: SDgaspipeline@ene.com
Project voicemail: 1-844-312-4776 (toll free)
This NOP and the Draft and Final EIR will be made available at the locations listed in Table 3:
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Table 3 Project Document Repository Locations

Repository

Address

Phone

Temecula Public Library

30600 Pauba Road
Temecula, CA 92592

(951) 693-8900

Fallbrook Public Library

124 S. Mission Road
Fallbrook, CA 92028

(760) 731-4650

Valley Center Branch Library 29200 Cole Grade Road (760) 749-1305
Valley Center, CA 92082
Vista Branch Library 700 Eucalyptus Ave. (760) 643-5100

Vista, CA 92084

San Marcos Branch Library

2 Civic Center Drive
San Marcos, CA 92069

(760) 891-3000

Escondido Public Library 239 S. Kalmia St. (760) 839-4684
Escondido, CA 92025

Rancho Bernardo Branch Library | 17110 Bernardo Center Drive (858) 538-8163
San Diego, CA 92128

4S Ranch Branch Library 10433 Reserve Drive (858) 673-4697
San Diego, CA 92127

Carmel Mountain Ranch Branch | 12095 World Trade Drive (858) 538-8181

Library San Diego, CA 92128

Rancho Penasquitos Branch 13330 Salmon River Road (858) 538-8159

Library San Diego, CA 92129

Poway Branch Library 13137 Poway Road (858) 513-2900
Poway, CA 92064

Mira Mesa Branch Library 8405 New Salem St. (858) 538-8165
San Diego, CA 92126

Scripps Miramar Ranch Branch | 10301 Scripps Lake Drive (858) 538-8158

Library

San Diego, CA 92131

Tierrasanta Branch Library

4985 La Cuenta Drive
San Diego, CA 92124

(858) 573-1384




- Existing Rainbow Metering Station

1 Fallbrook

.
'

o

Bz;ns-a// =
el

B'onsa//

J

D,

Oceanside

§ North County
Metro - North

Carlisbad

Proposed MLV1

Proposed MLV2 ’

= s £y

Marcos

-~ Rainbow,

Pacific
Ocean
San
Del Mar, Diego
: (567~
Overview
Proposed Mira Mesa
Pipeline Extension
CA
\C Z/ B [Proposed Line 40-315
Replacement
DIEGO | AZ P
‘S COUNTY My
)
Pacific ~
’ MEXI .
Ocean co (A (52)

0 SVa
©
~

]
0 2.5 5 @}
} 1 | ‘
Miles

RIVERSIDE COUNTY

Proposed Rainbow Pressure-Limiting Station &
Pipeline Inspection Launching Facility

003\

Proposed Line 1601 ;
Cross-tie Facility

D,

(V)

5

| . i 01
Proposed MLV8

nincorporated
San Diego
County

1 Valley!
tCenter
s = o Valley ot
\ ‘M L de" = Center.
) South |~ =
ZEast _ '
~bo
RIS
(-2)
=
o
| Proposed MLV5 |
1 /Al
.
X
Escondido

\ North County

Metro'-

ast
131 6]

SAN DIEGO COUNTY

Proposed Line 1600 Ci
MLV 7 with Pressure Li

::‘P;u;na\ 0
Figure 1
Project Overview
Pipeline Safety and Reliability
Project - New Natural Gas
Line 3602 and De-rating
Line 1600
§ Milepost
@ . Proposed Rainbow Pressure-
Limiting Station
ross-tie Facility /
miting Equipment Proposed Cross-tie Facility

Proposed Mainline Valve
(MLV)

Regulator Station Removal

Regulator Station Removal,
Replace with Proposed
Check Valve

E B o e » O

Poway, Regulator Station Removal,
l“” ﬁﬁr@&ﬂﬂ ® Replace with a Proposed
New Regulator Station
® Proposed Regulator Station
) Prepesed Regnikr! with Connecting Pipeline
i P“;,‘;Z_sf:ng'“eregfc @ Proposed Tie-Ins & Extensions
A Replacement P d L49-31
494 MProposed] — ' 1OPOSE .
[IMarine) Replacement Line
et | Garps
L ¥y See(Bem — Proposed Line 3602
o <5 {Provosea v [CAS) ting Pineli
Existing Pipel
xisting Pipelines
e= |ine 1600
)| = Line 1601
€8l
y = L2010 Gl — Line 2010
7 \[ Proposed Line 2010 45 Land Administration
Cross-tie Facility
& Pipeline Inspection N MCAS Miraomar
E Receiving Facility @
esdld [ ] Municipal Boundary
El Cajon.| _: Community Boundary

[

—— County Boundary

Sources: ESRI 2012, 2017; SanGlIS 2017, SDG&E 2017




*TRENCH SPOIL
TRUCKED OFFSITE
PIPE FOR DISPOSAL
TRUC

36" PIPE

B 42" MIN.
COVER

— | ——
“mn WA R IR R R e i S T A T L T AT A B R U B S A L T AN N et S T i T i R L D L B R P L N ol

— 36" PIPE

PUBLIC ACCESS ROAD/ROAD SHOULDER
CONSTRUCTION ZONE

> )
SO [socaces Sl =C Figure 2: Typical Urban ROW Cross-Section
& sempra Energy way SERVICES

)
A(/;’SempraFnergyuum A(E Sempr




CONSTRUCTION PIPE TOPSOIL
VEHICLE TRUCK

TOPSOIL "

STRIPPING 36" PIPE

42" MIN.
36" PIPE
100" TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION EASEMENT
A Y

S—Mv;i m SoCalGas S?K@
SERVICES

) )
A (/;’Sempra Energy utilty” (& Sempra Energy uity

Figure 3: Typical Cross-Country ROW Cross-Section



S > Approximately 7
Sinii 200’ x 100’ 7

o Kaink ’ Approximately
400’ x 200’

e Control Cab/ Power Unit

€ Drill Pipe

° Mud Mixing Tank

Approximately
0’x Crossing length
BN

.,

@ cCuttings Separation Equipment

e Construction Parking &
Misc. Storage

@ Mudrump @ Exit Hole

9 Bentonite Storage 0 Pipe Rollers @ Drill Pipe

e Pilot Hole @ Pipe String @ Vacuum Trucks

\. y,
SBGE  Wsocaicas S?K Figure 4: Typical Horizontal Directional Drill

A (5 Sermpra Energy iy »(sempra vty iy SERVICES



09/21/15

peV3.mxd

MXDs\PEA\Alternatives\Alternatives_Comparisons_Landsca

LOS /
ANGELES |
COUNTY.

QRANGE 72
COUNTY

BERNARDINO
COUNTY
|
RIVERSIDE
COUNTY
‘\7
|
\
\
Y‘
\\
|
\
|
\
\
|
|
IMPERIAL
SAN DIEGO COUNTY
COUNTY

— ]

Figure 5-1: Alternatives Map

Pipeline Safety &
Reliability Project

Proposed Project

Valley Center Alternative

Rainbow — El Norte Parkway — Santee Alternative
Rainbow to Santee Non-Miramar Alternative
Cactus City to San Diego Alternative

South Orange County Coastal Alternative
Blythe to Santee Alternative 1

Blythe to Santee Alternative 2

Second Pipeline along Line 3010

County Boundary

Country Boundary

Land Administration

Parks
Military

Bureau of Indian Affairs

1:950,000
I N Vies
0 10 20
SDGF :
ESnCaIGas X L1/ é \ N%JQMNJ—'%

Source: SDG&E; Insignia, 2015




S

Inset 1

Refliom :
' Rainbow,

5‘ HorselRoad|]
\WestillilaclRoad|

¥ e L
e -
\__I o
== ‘
1 1
- Rroposed | 1 1—3
- e \Route | v
7 AN -! : A ! Inset 2
ol L) | AN (= —-1
j-— ‘__l Yo L. 3 S
4 \ (R ] N —m—= T i
It § q"-——-\ I"L‘t— i
/ S e p
~ Y L/ H
J '\ SAN DIEGO |
/j COUNTY i
! CITY.OF < T
=) SAN'MARCOS P |
" AN R EScoNBISo -]
1= G ITake]Hodges! et
|_(_>«_'_ I____! ____]“ - -'._I e
! L) 'Bear i [F=1
\i e 1 1) R
[P S (= VL
LB U | w4 |
LA H . v 1 faiad /2 K
< @] L. q =
L oy ‘wLa Veronal L gal
2 e v
i~ 1 o
TR v—-j_..l
ST A |
G e
Lake & !
~ Hodges |
a5y = ||
1
_J
|
1
=1
——————— |
i ————
! i_-l |__J
I
2o Inset -3.7-—-|
] 1
i CITY OF = -
i POWAY !|_| .
_____ L |
o f e S mW V4 ! 1
!_.l L {1 ! r___-l
! ''''' iFa] | _ i
|
L}
\
i
-
(s
B
)
CITY OF Z.]
SAN DIEGO i
1
|
1
|
1
|
1
|
1
|
1]
A_N\l
—a|
1
|
1
1
L
\)
==

San
Jincente
Reservoir

\MXDs\PEAAlternatives\Alternatives_Sections 11x17.mxd_11/02/15

Figure 5-2:Proposed Project Route Segment Alternatives - Overview Map
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Impact Topics

e Based on CEQA Handbook Appendix G: Environmental Checklist Form 2017

Aesthetics Impacts

Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings,
and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings?

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime
views in the area?

Agriculture and Forestry Resources Impacts

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 contract?

¢) 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 timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code section
51104(g)?

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

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

Air Quality Impacts

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?

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

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




PIPELINE SAFETY AND RELIABILITY PROJECT — NEW NATURAL GAS LINE 3602
AND DE-RATING LINE 1600 (PSRP)

MaAy 9, 2017

d)

Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

e)

Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?

Biolog

ical Resources Impacts

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 regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?

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 US Fish and Wildlife Service?

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?

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?

f)

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, Paleontological, and Tribal Resources Impacts

Would the project:

a) 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 an archaeological resource pursuant to
§15064.5?

¢) 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?

e) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in

Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is
geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object
with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is:

Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local
register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or

A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial
evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources
Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources
Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a
California Native American tribe.
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Geology, Soils, and Mineral Resources Impacts

Would the project:

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

i)  Rupture of a known 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.

ii)  Strong seismic ground shaking?

iii)  Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

iv)  Landslides?

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

¢) 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?

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?

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

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

g) 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?

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Impacts

Would the project:

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

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

Hazards and Hazardous Materials Impacts

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?
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e) For aproject 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?

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

Hydrology and Water Quality Impacts

Would the project:

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

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 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)?

c) 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 result in 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 the rate or amount of surface runoff
in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site?

e) Create or contribute to 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?

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map?

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect flood flows?

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

J) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

Land Use and Planning Impacts

Would the project:

a) Physically divide an established community?

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, 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?
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Noise Impacts

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 noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?

b)

Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise
levels?

c)

A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels
existing without the project?

d)

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

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 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 area to excessive noise levels?

Population and Housing Impacts

Would the project:

a)

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

b)

Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

c)

Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?

Public Services and Utilities Impacts

Would the project:

a) 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:

i)  Fire protection?
ii)  Police protection?
iii)  Schools?
iv)  Parks?
v)  Other public facilities?

b) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control
Board?

¢) Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion

of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?
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d) Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?

e) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and
resources, or require new or expanded entitlements?

f) 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?

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

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

Recreation Impacts

a)

Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that 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?

Traffic and Transportation Impacts

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 relevant components of the circulation
system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and
bicycle paths, and mass transit?

b)

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

Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change
in location that results in substantial safety risks?

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

Result in inadequate emergency access?

Conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian
facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities?
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Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Pipeline Safety and Reliability
Project — New Natural Gas Line 3602 and De-rating Line 1600 in San Diego County, California

A Notice of Preparation (NOP) has been prepared to notify potential responsible and trustee agencies,
interested parties, and members of the public that the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC), as
the Lead Agency, will prepare an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act to evaluate the potential environmental impacts of the Pipeline Safety and
Reliability Project — New Natural Gas Line 3602 and De-rating Line 1600 (PSRP, or the proposed project).

On September 30, 2015, San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E) and Southern California Gas
Company (the applicants) requested a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (Application No.
A.15-09-013) from the CPUC to construct, operate, and maintain an approximately 47-mile natural gas
transmission pipeline (Line 3602) that would carry natural gas from SDG&E’s existing metering station in
Rainbow, California, to a tie-in with SDG&E’s existing system within U.S. Marine Corps Air Station
(MCAS) Miramar in San Diego, California. The proposed project also includes de-rating, or lowering the
pressure of, SDG&E's existing Line 1600 to convert its function from transmission to distribution. The
proposed project is located in San Diego County, California, and crosses: the cities of Escondido, San
Diego, and Poway; unincorporated communities in San Diego County; and federal land (MCAS Miramar).

The NOP contains more information regarding the proposed project facilities and the CPUC'’s
environmental review process. The NOP is available for review at http://sandiegopipeline-psrp.com.

The NOP is being circulated for a public review and comment period beginning May 9, 2017, and ending
onJune 12, 2017. The CPUC is soliciting input from potential responsible and trustee agencies under
CEQA, interested parties, and members of the public on the potential effects of the proposed project,
the scope of the EIR, and the issues and alternatives to evaluate in the EIR. Comments must be received,
or postmarked if hardcopy, by June 12, 2017. Please submit written comments using one of the
following methods:

By Website:
http://sandiegopipeline-psrp.com

By Email:
SDgaspipeline@ene.com

By Mail:

Robert Peterson

California Public Utilities Commission

RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project
c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.

505 Sansome St., Suite 300

San Francisco, CA 94111

The CPUC will hold public scoping meetings on May 23, 24, and 25, 2017, providing another opportunity
to receive comments and to share information on the proposed project and the environmental review
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process. The public scoping meetings will be held from 2:00 to 4:00 p.m. and 6:00 to 8:00 p.m., each
day, at the following locations:

Tuesday, May 23, 2017
Pala Mesa Resort, Ballroom
2001 Old Highway 395
Fallbrook, CA 92028

Wednesday, May 24, 2017

Park Avenue Community Center, Auditorium
210 E. Park Ave.

Escondido, CA 92025

Thursday, May 25, 2017

Alliant International University, San Diego Campus, Green Hall
10455 Pomerado Road

San Diego, CA 92131

Additional information is available on the CPUC’s PSRP website: http://sandiegopipeline-psrp.com.
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Notice of Public Scoping for the Pipeline Safety
and Reliability Project - New Natural Gas
Line 3602 and De-rating Line 1600

Si usted necesita mds informacién en espariol, por favor, llame al 1-844-312-4776, o envie un
correo electrénico a: SDgaspipeline@ene.com.

The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) is preparing an Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
to evaluate the potential environmental impacts of the Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project - New
Natural Gas Line 3602 and De-rating Line 1600 (PSRP, or the proposed project). On September 30, 2015,
San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E) and Southern California Gas Company (the applicants)
requested a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (Application No. 15-09-013) from the
CPUC to construct, operate, and maintain an approximately 47-mile natural gas transmission pipeline
(Line 3602) between SDG&E's existing metering station in Rainbow, California, and U.S. Marine Corps

Air Station Miramar in San Diego, California. The proposed project also includes de-rating, or lowering

the pressure, of SDG&E's existing Line 1600 to convert its function from transmission to distribution.

The CPUC has issued a Notice of Preparation of an EIR and Notice of Public Scoping Meetings (NOP)
regarding the proposed project. The NOP includes a brief description of the proposed project
facilities and the CPUC’s environmental review process. To obtain a copy of the NOP and view more
detailed maps showing additional features such as cross streets, please visit the project website at
http://sandiegopipeline-psrp.com.

The CPUC invites you to provide comments on the potential effects of the proposed project, the
scope of the Draft EIR, and the issues and alternatives to evaluate in the EIR. Please provide your
comments using one of the methods listed on the back of this postcard. The CPUC also invites you to
attend one of the scheduled scoping meetings to receive information on the proposed project and
the environmental review process.

N

Pipeline Safety and
Reliability Project
- New Natural Gas

Line 3602 and
De-rating Line
1600 (PSRP)
Proposed Line 3602
Alternatives

No Project (Test and
== Repair Existing Line
1600)

_ . Rainbow to Santee Non-
Miramar

—— Kearny Villa Road
—— Spring Canyon Firebreak
Existing Pipeline

Line 2010

RIVERSIDE COUNTY
SAN DIEGO COUNTY

Existing Rainbow
Metering Station

Unincorporated
San Diego
County

San

V. Carlsbad

Encinitas

Miles

Marcos

1Santee

e

El Cajon-—
La Mesa

The scoping period is from May 9, 2017, to June 12, 2017. All comments must be postmarked or received by June 12, 2017.



How to Submit Comments:
D// Attend a public scoping meeting NW%4 Mail written comments to
to provide comments in writing California Public Utilities Commission
or verbally RE: Pipeline Safety and
Reliability Project
c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.
505 Sansome St., Suite 300
San Francisco, CA 94111

K Submit comments online at the
CPUC's PSRP website at
http://sandiegopipeline-psrp.com

Email comments to
SDgaspipeline@ene.com

Public Scoping Meetings

Tuesday, May 23,2017 Pala Mesa Resort, Ballroom 2:00 to 4:00 PM
2001 Old Highway 395 (2:30 PM Presentation)

Fallbrook, CA 92028 6:00 to 8:00 PM
(6:30 PM Presentation)

Wednesday, May 24,2017 Park Avenue Community 2:00 to 4:00 PM
Center, Auditorium (2:30 PM Presentation)
210 E. Park Ave. 6:00 to 8:00 PM
Escondido, CA 92025 (6:30 PM Presentation)

Thursday, May 25,2017  Alliant International 2:00 to 4:00 PM
University, San Diego (2:30 PM Presentation)
Campus, Green Hall 6:00 to 8:00 PM
10455 Pomerado Road (6:30 PM Presentation)
San Diego, CA 92131

Please visit http://sandiegopipeline-psrp.com for more information,
to join the project mailing list, or to submit comments online.

SCAN HERE

California Public Utilities Commission
RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project
c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.

505 Sansome St., Suite 300

San Francisco, CA 94111

PRESORTED
FIRST CLASS MAIL
U.S. POSTAGE
PAID
SAN DIEGO, CA
PERMIT NO. 2783
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From: California Public Utilities Commission-PSRP c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.
[mailto:sdgaspipeline@ene.com]

Sent: Tuesday, May 09, 2017 3:57 PM

To: [

Subject: Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report and Public Scoping Meetings for the
Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project - New Natural Gas Line 3602 and De-rating Line 1600. San Diego
County, California

Importance: Low

Si usted necesita mas informacion en espafiol, por favor, llame al 1-844-312-4776, 0 envie un
correo electronico a: SDgaspipeline@ene.com

Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report and Public
Scoping Meetings for the Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project -
New Natural Gas Line 3602 and De-rating Line 1600. San Diego
County, California

SUMMARY:: The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) will prepare a Draft and Final
Environmental Impact Report (EIR), in compliance with the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA), that will discuss the environmental impact of the proposed Pipeline Safety and
Reliability Project — New Natural Gas Line 3602 and De-rating Line 1600 (PSRP, or proposed
project). San Diego Gas & Electric Company and Southern California Gas Company (the
applicants) have filed an application with the CPUC for a Certificate of Public Convenience and
Necessity for the proposed project.

The CPUC has prepared a Notice of Preparation (NOP) that is being distributed to potential
responsible and trustee agencies under CEQA, interested parties, and members of the public. The
purpose of the NOP is to inform recipients that the CPUC is beginning preparation of an EIR for
the proposed project and to solicit information and guidance on the scope and content of the
environmental information to be included in the EIR and identify potential alternatives. The NOP
includes a description of the project that the applicants propose to construct, a summary of
potential project-related impacts, the times and locations of public scoping meetings, and
information on how to provide comments. The NOP will be circulated for a public review and
comment period beginning May 9, 2017, and ending on June 12, 2017. To obtain a copy of
the NOP, please visit http://sandiegopipeline-psrp.com.

Scoping is the process used to gather comments and input from all potential responsible and
trustee agencies, all other public agencies with jurisdiction by law over the proposed project, and
members of the public early in the CPUC’s environmental review process. The comments and
other information provided during the scoping process will help the CPUC determine the extent
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scope, focus, and content of the EIR and identify the range of alternatives, environmental effects,
and mitigation measures to analyze in the EIR.

The CPUC is conducting six public scoping meetings on three dates during the EIR scoping
period. All interested parties, including the public, responsible agencies, and trustee agencies, are
invited to attend the public scoping meetings to learn more about the proposed project, ask
questions, and provide comments in person about the PSRP and the scope and content of the
EIR. The CPUC will also present information about the proposed project and its decision-making
process at each meeting.

In addition to the NOP, the CPUC has mailed a postcard inviting stakeholders to provide
comments on the potential effects of the proposed project, the scope of the Draft EIR, and the
issues and alternatives to evaluate in the EIR. The postcard summarizes the date, time, and
location of the public scoping meetings and a summary of how to provide comments during the
public scoping period. The public scoping period begins on May 9, 2017, and ends on June
12, 2017. All public scoping comments must be received, or postmarked if hardcopy, by
June 12, 2017.

An electronic version of the two-sided postcard is provided below. In addition to reviewing the
postcard provided below, you may also obtain information pertaining to the public scoping
period; date, time, and location of the public scoping meetings; and a summary of how to provide
comments by visiting the CPUC’s PSRP website at http://sandiegopipeline-psrp.com.
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Notice of Public Scoping for the Pipeline Safety

and Reliability Project - New Natural Gas
Line 3602 and De-rating Line 1600

Siusted necesita mds informacidn en espaniol, por favor, lame al 1-844-312-4776, o envie un
correp electrdnice a: SDgaspipelineg@ene.com.

The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) is preparing an Environmental lmpact Report (EIR)
to evaluate the potential environmental impacts of the Pipeline Safety and Refiability Project - New
Natural Gas Line 3602 and De-rating Line 1600 (PSRP, or the proposed project). On September 30, 2015,
San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E) and Southern California Gas Company (the applicants)
requested a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (Application No, 15-09-013) from the
CPUC to construct, operate, and maintain an approximately 47-mile natural gas transmission pipeline
{Line 3602) between SDG&E's existing metering station in Rainbow, California, and U.S. Marine Corps
Alr Statlon Miramar in 5an Déego, California. The proposed project also includes de-rating, or lowering
the pressure, of SDGEE's existing Line 1600 to convert its function fram transmission to distribution,

The CPUC has issued a Notice of Preparation of an EIR and Notice of Public Scoping Meetings (NOP)
regarding the proposed project. The NOP Incliusdes a brief description of the proposed project
facilities and the CPUC emvironmental review process. To obtain a copy of the NOP and view more
detailed maps showing additional features such as cross streets, please visit the project website at
http://sandiegoplpeline-psrp.com.

The CPUC invites you to provide comments on the potential effects of the proposed project, the
scope of the Draft EIR, and the issues and alternatives to evaluate in the EIR. Please provide your
comments using one of the methods listed on the back of this postcard. The CPUC also invites you to
attend one of the scheduled scoping meetings to receive information on the proposed project and
the environmental review process.
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General Room Layout for CPUC Public Scoping Meetings

The public scoping meetings have an open house format. There are several poster stations placed throughout the room for review
during the meeting. Attendees may visit the poster stations in any order and multiple times during the scoping meeting. However, the
schematic below illustrates the recommended order for reviewing scoping posters. Subject matter experts are at each station to
explain the information on the posters. There will be a presentation about the California Public Utilities Commission’s environmental
review of the applicants’ proposed project during the meeting. At the scoping meeting, you can provide comments either in writing or
verbally. A court reporter will be present at each meeting to record your verbal comments. Any verbal comments must be provided
to the court reporter in order to be considered.

l—Station 1—| l—Station 2—| |—Station 3—| l—Station 4—|

N N N N N N

Project Overview Proposed Project CPUC Application Project Review Topics To Be Public Involvement
Alternatives Review Process Participants Analyzed
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} Enter/Exit

(Actual layout will be slightly different, depending on room configuration.)



Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project — New Natural
Gas Line 3602 and De-rating Line 1600 (PSRP)

CPUC Public Scoping Comment Form

Comments must be postmarked or received by Monday, June 12, 2017, to be considered in the Draft
Environmental Impact Report. Comments may be submitted at the public scoping meetings, or mailed to
the address below. Please note that comments and corresponding contact information received during the
public scoping period will become part of the public record and may be made publicly available. Comments
submitted anonymously will be accepted and considered.

Please Print Clearly — Use the Other Side of This Form if Additional Space for Comment is Needed

Date:

Name:

Organization/Affiliation (if applicable):

Mailing Address:

City, State, Zip:

Email Address:

Please place this completed form in a comment box at a CPUC
PSRP public scoping meeting, or mail by June 12, 2017, to:
Robert Peterson
California Public Utilities Commission
RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project

c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.
505 Sansome St., Suite 300
San Francisco, CA 94111
You may also submit comments online at http://sandiegopipeline-psrp.com

or email comments to SDgaspipeline@ene.com




FACT SHEET

Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project - New Natural
Gas Line 3602 and De-rating Line 1600 (PSRP)

On September 30, 2015, San Diego Gas & Electric Company
(SDG&E) and Southern California Gas Company (SoCalGas) (the
applicants) requested a Certificate of Public Convenience and
Necessity (CPCN) (Application No. A.15-09-013) from the
California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) to construct,
operate, and maintain the proposed Pipeline Safety and
Reliability Project — New Natural Gas Line 3602 and De-rating Line
1600 (PSRP, or the proposed project). The applicants state that
the proposed project is needed to advance three fundamental
objectives for the integrated SDG&E and SoCalGas natural gas
transmission system in San Diego County:

1. Implement pipeline safety requirements for existing Line
1600, thereby enabling the applicants to comply with their
CPUC-approved Pipeline Safety Enhancement Plan and
modernize the system with state-of-the-art materials;

2. Improve system reliability and resiliency by minimizing
dependence on a single pipeline; and

3. Enhance operational flexibility to manage stress
conditions by increasing system capacity.

The CPUC Energy Division is responsible for carrying out the
CPUC'’s environmental review of the proposed project in
accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act. The
CPUC will prepare a Draft and Final Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) to evaluate the proposed project’s potential
impacts on the environment. The EIR will describe the nature
and extent of the environmental impacts of the proposed
project and will determine whether those impacts could be
avoided, eliminated, compensated for, or reduced to less than
significant levels. The EIR will also identify and analyze
alternatives to the proposed project that could reduce,
eliminate, or avoid one or more of the proposed project’s
significant impacts. Additional information on the CPUC
environmental review process is provided on the CPUC’s PSRP
Fact Sheet No. 2 of 3 (dated May 2017).

SCAN HERE

California Public Utilities Commission

Proposed Project Components

To meet the stated project purposes, the applicants propose
to construct, operate, and maintain the new San Diego
Natural Gas Pipeline (Line 3602) and supporting facilities, as
well as de-rate, or lower the pressure of, the existing Line
1600 and complete the modifications required to convert
existing Line 1600 from a transmission pipeline to a
distribution pipeline.

Proposed Project Overview Map
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For more information, to join the project mailing list, or to submit comments,
please visit the CPUC’s PSRP website at http://sandiegopipeline-psrp.com



Project Overview and Proposed Project Alternatives

New Natural Gas Line 3602

Line 3602 would consist of a new, approximately
47-mile-long, 36-inch-diameter natural gas transmission
pipeline that would carry natural gas from SDG&E's existing
Rainbow Metering Station in Rainbow, California, to a tie-in
with SDG&E’s existing system within U.S. Marine Corps Air
Station (MCAS) Miramar in San Diego, California. The
proposed route extends south from the proposed Rainbow
Pressure-Limiting Station, which is located approximately 50
feet south of SDG&E’s existing Rainbow Metering Station,
through the cities of Escondido, San Diego, and Poway and
unincorporated communities of San Diego County, and
terminates on federal land within MCAS Miramar.
Approximately 41 miles of the proposed pipeline would be
installed in urban areas within existing roadways and road
shoulders. The remaining approximately 6 miles would be
installed cross-country in new right-of-way not adjacent to
roads. Proposed facilities to support Line 3602 include:

« Construction of the Rainbow Pressure-Limiting Station;

- Construction of 10 mainline valves;

« Construction of three cross-tie facilities (i.e., one at existing
Line 1600, one at existing Line 1601, and one at existing
Line 2010); and

« Construction or installation of minor operation support
facilities, including pipeline inspection launching and
receiving equipment, a cathodic protection system, and a
fiber optic intrusion and leak detection system.

De-Rating of Existing Line 1600

SDG&E's Line 1600 is an existing 50-mile-long pipeline
constructed in 1949 that begins at the existing Rainbow
Metering Station and terminates in Mission Valley, San Diego.
The applicants propose to de-rate, or lower the pressure of,
approximately 45 miles of existing Line 1600 in order to convert
it from a transmission pipeline into a distribution pipeline. This
conversion would require system modifications at various
locations along existing Line 1600, including:

« Removal of eight existing regulator stations that would not
be replaced with other facilities;

« Removal of two existing regulator stations that would be
replaced with check valves;

« Removal of one existing regulator station that would be
replaced with a new regulator station;

« Construction of three new regulator stations and
connection pipelines;

« Construction of the Mira Mesa Pipeline Extension (an
0.88-mile-long, 8-inch-diameter pipe);

« Line 49-31B Replacement (replacement of an existing
0.70-mile-long segment of Line 49-31B with
6-inch-diameter pipe); and

+ Line 49-31C Pre-Lay Segment Replacement (installation of
1.08 miles of 8-inch-diameter pipe in a segment in
Pomerado Road).

Alternatives

The EIR will evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives to the
PSRP that could achieve all or most of the objectives of the
proposed project, while avoiding or reducing one or more of its
significant environmental impacts. Alternatives will include a “no
project” alternative. In addition to the applicants’ proposed route
for Line 3602, the CPUC anticipates evaluating the following
route alternatives in the EIR:

+ No Project Alternative (i.e., test and repair existing Line 1600);
« Rainbow to Santee Non-Miramar Alternative;

+ Kearny Villa Road Alternative; and

« Spring Canyon Firebreak Alternative.

In the Proponent’s Environmental Assessment (which was part of
the applicants’ CPCN application), SDG&E and SoCalGas
evaluated a variety of project alternatives, including not
constructing a new pipeline, constructing alternate sized pipe,
constructing a new pipeline in other areas, multiple alternative
routes, and minor route variations. As part of the environmental
review process for the proposed project, the CPUC will
re-evaluate the alternatives developed by SDG&E and SoCalGas
and determine whether or not to carry them forward for further
analysis in the EIR. The CPUC may develop additional alternatives
for consideration and analysis based on input received during
the scoping period or in response to potentially significant
environmental impacts identified during development of the EIR.

Proposed Project Alternatives Map
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FACT SHEET

Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project - New Natural
Gas Line 3602 and De-rating Line 1600 (PSRP)

CPUC Application Review Process

On September 30, 2015, San Diego Gas & Electric Company
(SDG&E) and Southern California Gas Company (SoCalGas)
(the applicants) requested a Certificate of Public
Convenience and Necessity (CPCN) (Application No.
A.15-09-013) from the California Public Utilities Commission
(CPUCQ) to construct, operate, and maintain the proposed
Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project — New Natural Gas Line
3602 and De-rating Line 1600 (PSRP, or the proposed project).
A summary of the applicants’ proposed project is provided
on the CPUC's PSRP Fact Sheet No. 1 of 3 (dated May 2017).

The CPUC regulates investor-owned public utilities in
California and therefore is the agency responsible for
reviewing the applicants’ CPCN application. As part of the
CPUC's consideration of the CPCN application for the
proposed project, the CPUC is conducting a review process
that consists of (1) an environmental review under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and (2) a project
need and cost review proceeding.

CPUC Environmental Review under CEQA

As the agency with jurisdiction over approval of the CPCN
application, the CPUC is the “Lead Agency” for purposes of
CEQA. The CPUC Energy Division is responsible for carrying
out the CPUC's environmental review of the proposed
project in accordance with CEQA. CEQA was passed into law
in 1970 and requires state and local public agencies to
identify potential environmental impacts of their actions,
identify alternatives to the proposed project, and avoid or
mitigate identified impacts, if feasible. The CEQA process
provides the information necessary for government
decision-makers to balance the need for a project against the
potential for significant impacts on important natural
resources and the human environment.

SCAN HERE

California Public Utilities Commission

The CPUC will prepare a Draft and Final Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) to evaluate the proposed project’s potential
impacts on the environment. The EIR will describe the nature
and extent of the environmental impacts of the proposed
project and will determine whether those impacts could be
avoided, eliminated, compensated for, or reduced to less than
significant levels. The EIR will also identify and analyze
alternatives to the proposed project that could reduce,
eliminate, or avoid one or more of the proposed project’s
significant impacts.

Public participation is a fundamental part of the CEQA
environmental review process. Receiving public input early
in the environmental review process will help the CPUC
determine the scope, focus, and content of the EIR and
identify the range of alternatives, environmental effects, and
mitigation measures to be analyzed in the EIR. A summary of
public involvement opportunities during the CPUC
environmental review process is provided on the CPUC'’s
PSRP Fact Sheet No. 3 of 3 (dated May 2017).

CPUC Project Need and Cost Review Proceeding

In addition to the CPUC’s environmental review, the CPUC also
appoints an administrative law judge (ALJ) to review the CPCN
application with a focus on the need for and cost of the
proposed project. This analysis aids the CPUC in reaching a
decision on the CPCN application.

Upon conclusion of the project need and cost review
proceeding, the ALJ will prepare a proposed decision for
consideration by the CPUC Commissioners, including a finding
and recommendation regarding CEQA compliance. The ALJ will
base the proposed decision on information collected as part of
the environmental review process and the project need and
cost review proceeding. The ALJ's proposed decision is subject

For more information, to join the project mailing list, or to submit comments,
please visit the CPUC’s PSRP website at http://sandiegopipeline-psrp.com




plication Review Process

to a public comment period. After the public comment period,
the CPUC Commissioners vote on whether to certify the EIR and
adopt the ALJ's proposed decision. The outcome of the vote will
determine whether a CPCN is granted to construct the
proposed project, the CPCN is denied, or an alternative to the
proposed project is approved.

CEQA Responsible and Trustee Agencies

Other regulatory agencies will work to support the CPUC Energy
Division in the environmental review of the proposed project.
The California Department of Fish and Wildlife is participating as
a CEQA “Responsible Agency.” The California Department of
Transportation also may participate as a CEQA “Responsible
Agency.” Responsible agencies are state agencies, other than
the CEQA Lead Agency (i.e., the CPUCQ), that are responsible for
carrying out or approving the proposed project. The California
Department of Fish and Wildlife is also a CEQA “Trustee Agency”
for the proposed project. Trustee agencies are state agencies
that have jurisdiction over resources that are held in trust for the
people of the state of California and that would potentially be
affected by the proposed project.

In addition to obtaining a CPCN from the CPUC, the applicants
will be required to complete consultations and receive
authorizations, approvals, and permits from other federal and
state agencies prior to constructing the proposed project.

Environmental Topics To Be Analyzed in the EIR
The EIR will analyze potential environmental impacts on natural
resources and the human environment resulting from the

construction, operation, and maintenance of the proposed
project. This analysis will include the impacts of the proposed
project, individually, as well as the cumulative impacts, which
are defined as effects on the environment that are caused by
combining the effects of the proposed project with the effects
of past, current, and reasonably foreseeable future activities. In
addition to the topics listed below, the EIR will evaluate a
reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project that
could potentially reduce, eliminate, or avoid impacts of the
proposed project. The alternatives the CPUC anticipates
evaluating in the EIR are described in the CPUC’s PSRP Fact
Sheet No. 1 of 3 (dated May 2017).
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Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project - New Natural
Gas Line 3602 and De-rating Line 1600 (PSRP)

On September 30, 2015, San Diego Gas & Electric Company
(SDG&E) and Southern California Gas Company (SoCalGas) (the
applicants) requested a Certificate of Public Convenience and
Necessity (CPCN) (Application No. A.15-09-013) from the
California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) to construct,
operate, and maintain the proposed Pipeline Safety and Reliability
Project — New Natural Gas Line 3602 and De-rating Line 1600 (PSRP,
or the proposed project). As part of the CPUC’s consideration of
the CPCN application for the proposed project, the CPUC is
conducting a review process that consists of (1) an
environmental review under the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) and (2) a project need and cost review proceeding.

The CPUC Energy Division is responsible for carrying out the
CPUC’s environmental review of the proposed project in
accordance with CEQA. The CPUC will prepare a Draft and Final
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to evaluate the proposed
project’s potential impacts on the environment. The EIR will
analyze potential environmental impacts on natural resources
and the human environment, including impacts to human safety,
resulting from the construction, operation, and maintenance of
the proposed project. The EIR will also identify and analyze
alternatives to the proposed project that could reduce, eliminate,
or avoid one or more of the proposed project’s significant
impacts. A detailed description of the environmental review
process and project need and cost review proceeding is provided
on the CPUC's PSRP Fact Sheet No. 2 of 3 (dated May 2017).

What is Scoping?

Scoping is the process used to gather comments and input from
interested members of the public; local, state, and federal
agencies; and the project applicants early in the environmental

California Public Utilities Commission

Public Scoping and Public Involvement
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review process. The comments and other information provided
during the scoping process will help the CPUC determine the
scope, focus, and content of the EIR and identify the range of
alternatives, environmental effects, and mitigation measures to
analyze in the EIR.

Public participation is a fundamental part of the CEQA
environmental review process. The CPUC will hold public scoping
meetings that all interested parties, including the public, are
encouraged to attend. The public scoping meetings provide
stakeholders a chance to comment in person on the potential
effects of the proposed project and the scope of the EIR and to
receive information on the environmental review process. At the
public scoping meetings, you can provide comments either in
writing or verbally. A court reporter will be present at each
meeting to record your verbal comments. Verbal comments
must be provided to the court reporter in order to be considered.

Please consider the following ideas as you provide comments:

« Personal knowledge you may have about the proposed
project, location, or environmental issues;

+ Any mitigation measures you think would help reduce or
avoid potential impacts;

- Additional studies, topics, or issues you think need to be
considered and analyzed in the EIR; and

« Concerns you have about the proposed project.

When to Comment

You may provide comments at two times during the
environmental review process, including during the scoping
period and after publication of the Draft EIR (see figure below).
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For more information, to join the project mailing list, or to submit comments,
please visit the CPUC’s PSRP website at http://sandiegopipeline-psrp.com




Scoping and Public Involvement

How to Provide Comments Today and During the
Remainder of the Scoping Period

All comments expressed at the public scoping meetings or during
the scoping period, whether written or verbal (verbal comments
must be recorded by the court reporter present at each public
scoping meeting), will be given the same consideration and will
become part of the public record for the proposed project and
may be made publicly available. You may submit comments using
the following methods:

_/‘ Provide written comments and drop them into a

a comment box at a public scoping meeting

, Speak with the court reporter present at a public

‘ scoping meeting to record your verbal comments
Submit comments online on the CPUC’s PSRP website
at http://sandiegopipeline-psrp.com

Email comments to SDgaspipeline@ene.com

Mail written comments to:
Robert Peterson
California Public Utilities Commission

K4 ~

RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project
c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.

505 Sansome Street, Suite 300

San Francisco, CA 94111

Join the CPUC’s PSRP Mailing List

You may join the CPUC’s PSRP mailing list to receive
project updates and notification of the locations and times
for the public meetings that will occur after publication of
the Draft EIR. You may join the CPUC’s PSRP mailing list by
clicking on the “join mailing list” link on the CPUC’s PSRP
website at http://sandiegopipeline-psrp.com.

The scoping period is from May 9, 2017, through June 12, 2017. All public scoping
comments must be received, or postmarked if hardcopy, by June 12,2017.

Public Scoping Meeting Schedule

Pala Mesa Resort, Ballroom
2001 Old Highway 395
Fallbrook, CA 92028

Tuesday, May 23, 2017

Wednesday, May 24, 2017 Park Avenue Community
Center, Auditorium
210 E. Park Ave.

Escondido, CA 92025

Thursday, May 25,2017

10455 Pomerado Road
San Diego, CA 92131

Alliant International University,
San Diego Campus, Green Hall

2:00 to 4:00 PM
(2:30 PM Presentation)

6:00 to 8:00 PM
(6:30 PM Presentation)

2:00to 4:00 PM
(2:30 PM Presentation)

6:00 to 8:00 PM
(6:30 PM Presentation)

2:00to 4:00 PM
(2:30 PM Presentation)

6:00 to 8:00 PM
(6:30 PM Presentation)

You can provide comments either in writing or verbally to a court reporter.
A court reporter will be present at each public scoping meeting to record your verbal comments.



Pipeline Safety and Reliability
Project — New Natural Gas Line 3602
and De-rating Line 1600 (PSRP)

Environmental Review under the
California Environmental Quality Act

Robert Peterson

CPUC Project Manager, Energy Division, Infrastructure Permitting and CEQA

California Public Utilities Commission

Public Scoping Meetings May 23, 24, & 25, 2017




Presentation Overview

e Purpose of Public Scoping for our CEQA Environmental
Review

e Overview of the Proposed Project

e CPUC Application Review Process Overview

* Project Routing Alternatives and Other Project Alternatives
e Public Participation Opportunities During Scoping Period

* Ways to Comment

Comments due June 12, 2017



Presenter
Presentation Notes
Welcome.  Public participation is a fundamental part of the CEQA environmental review process. Thank you all for coming to the meeting today.


Purpose of the Public Scoping Process and Meetings

e Gather comments and input from stakeholders at the
beginning of the environmental review process.

e Learn about the CPUC application review process and the
proposed project.

e Based on your comments, identify the range of:

e Alternatives;
e Environmental effects; and

e Mitigation measures to analyze in the CPUC’s Environmental Impact
Report (EIR).



Presenter
Presentation Notes
Public participation is a fundamental part of the CEQA environmental review process. 
Scoping is the process used to gather comments and input from interested members of the public; local, state, and federal agencies; and the project applicants early in the environmental review process. The comments and other information provided during the scoping process will help the CPUC determine the scope, focus, and content of the EIR and identify the range of alternatives, environmental effects, and mitigation measures to analyze in the EIR.



The proposed project would include
two main components:

1. New 47-mile natural gas pipeline (Line
3602) with a diameter of 36 inches (3 feet);
and

2. De-rating (lowering the operating pressure)
an existing 16-inch pipeline (Line 1600).

Line 3602, if constructed, would be located
within San Diego County and cross
unincorporated communities (e.g., Rainbow) and
the cities of:

e Escondido;

e Poway; and

* San Diego.

It would also cross federal land within Marine
Corps Air Station Miramar.

35 g e o o e AESu
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Proposed Natural Gas
Pipeline 3602

* Approximately 41 miles would be installed
within or adjacent to roads.

* Approximately 6 miles would be installed
cross country.

* Proposed support facilities include:

- Rainbow Pressure-Limiting Station;
- 10 mainline valves (MLVs);

- Three cross-tie facilities for existing Lines 1600,
1601, and 2010; and

- Minor operation support facilities including
pipeline inspection launching and receiving
equipment, cathodic protection system, and
fiber optic intrusion and leak detection system.

* |t would be a state-of-the-art pipeline.
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De-Rate Existing
Pipeline 1600

e Remove eight regulator stations that would
not be replaced

* Remove two regulator stations and replace
them with check valves

* Remove one regulator station and replace
it with a new regulator station

e Construct three new regulator stations and
connection pipelines

* Construct a pipeline extension, the Mira
Mesa Pipeline Extension (0.88 miles)

* Replace pipeline 49-31B (0.70 miles)

» Replace pipeline 49-31C (the Pre-Lay
Segment Replacement; 1.08 miles)
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
• Construction of the Mira Mesa Pipeline Extension (an 0.88-mile-long, 8-inch-diameter pipe);
• Line 49-31B Replacement (replacement of an existing 0.70-mile-long segment of Line 49-31B with 6-inch-diameter pipe); and 
• Line 49-31C Pre-Lay Segment Replacement (installation of 1.08 miles of 8-inch-diameter pipe in a segment in Pomerado Road).


Al S < |
CPUC Application Review Process

In consideration of San Diego Gas & Electric Company and Southern
California Gas Company’s Certificate of Public Convenience and
Necessity Application (filed on September 30, 2015), the CPUC
conducts two review processes:

1) Environmental review under the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA)

2) Project Need and Cost Review Proceeding

e The “Formal Proceeding”
e Application A.15-09-013 (A1509013)




California Environmental
Quality Act

Environmental
Review Process

———e .
PEA Reviewed and Deemed Complete

Motice of Preparation of EIR and
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Draft EIR Prepared
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Public Review and Comment
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Public Meetings for the Draft EIR
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Final EIR and Responses to
Comments Prepared

Application Review Process

Project Proponents File an Application
for a Certificate of Public Convenience
and Mecessity (CPCN), which includes

the Proponent's Environmental
Assessment (PEA)

Administrative Law Judge's (ALJ)
Proposed Decision

PE— S—

Public Comment on ALY's
Proposed Decision

Commissioners’ Vote Whether to Certify
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Contact our CEQA team at:
SDgaspipeline@ene.com
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Proceeding Number
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Project Need and
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—— . 00020
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Testimony, Hearings, and Briefs

S —

Evidentiary Hearings

— Sy

Briefs

v

Contact CPUC Public Advisor
Public.Advisor@cpuc.ca.gov



Presenter
Presentation Notes
Environmental at public scoping, DEIR currently scheduled for summer 2018 but may be accelerated, followed by DEIR comment period summer 2018


CEQA Environmental Impact Report
The CPUC is the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Lead Agency.
The CPUC Energy Division , Infrastructure Permitting and CEQA Section will:

* Review the proposed project to identify potential environmental impacts, analyze
alternatives, and develop measures to avoid or mitigate impacts, if feasible.

e Prepare a Draft and Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to document the
proposed project’s potential impacts on the environment on a number of
resources areas, including, among others:

Transportation and Traffic; Cultural Resources;

Public Services and Utilities; Hydrology and Water Quality;

Hazards and Hazardous
Materials;

Air Quality;
Greenhouse Gas Emissions;

Land Use and Planning;

Noise;

Biological Resources; and
Others (see display poster and handout)




Proposed Project Alternatives

e No Project Alternative (i.e., replace or
pressure test and then repair/replace

Line 1600 in sections as needed)

e Rainbow to Santee Non-Miramar

Alternative
e Kearny Villa Road Alternative

e Spring Canyon Firebreak Alternative

Other Alternatives

e Alternate Receipt Points (e.g., Otay
Mesa, Mexican Border)

e Alternate Energy Sources (e.g.,

battery storage and
solar/wind/renewable energy)
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Public Participation Opportunities during
the CEQA Review

e Scoping Period is May 9, 2017, through June 12, 2017. All public
scoping comments must be received, or postmarked if hardcopy, by

June 12, 2017

* Schedule beyond the CEQA public scoping period is an estimate

* Join the CPUC’s PSRP mailing list to receive project updates and notification of
the locations and times for the Draft EIR public meetings

e Check the CPUC PSRP website frequently at http://sandiegopipeline-psrp.com
for schedule updates
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Complete by
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
You have the opportunity to provide comments at two times during the environmental review process, the scoping period and after publication of the Draft EIR. The comments and other information provided during the scoping process will help the CPUC determine the scope, focus, and content of the EIR and identify the range of alternatives, environmental effects, and mitigation measures to analyze in the EIR.  Comments on the DEIR help the CPUC ensure that any items not sufficiently covered in the DEIR are covered in the final EIR.

http://sandiegopipeline-psrp.com/

Ways to Comment on the CEQA Review

scoping meeting

Z/I‘ Provide written comments and drop them into a comment box at a public

$» Speak with the court reporter today at the public scoping meeting to record

your verbal comments

Y Submit comments online on the CPUC’s PSRP website at

http://sandiegopipeline-psrp.com

g Email comments to SDgaspipeline@ene.com

N\ Mail written comments to:
Robert Peterson
California Public Utilities Commission
RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project
c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.
505 Sansome Street, Suite 300
San Francisco, CA 94111

CEQA/Environmental
Review Scoping Comments
due no later than Monday,
June 12, 2017

(postmark date if mailed)

12


Presenter
Presentation Notes
All comments expressed at the public scoping meetings or during the scoping period, whether written or verbal (verbal comments must be recorded by the court reporter present at each public scoping meeting), will be given the same consideration and will become part of the public record for the proposed project and may be made publicly available. 

http://sandiegopipeline-psrp.com/
mailto:SDgaspipeline@ene.com
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Considerations for Commenting

e Personal knowledge you may have about the proposed
project, location, or environmental issues

e Mitigation measures you think would help reduce or avoid
potential impacts

e Studies, topics, or issues you think need to be considered and
analyzed in the EIR

e Concerns you have about the proposed project

e Focus on the resource area or EIR section within which your
comment best fits and review that section of the EIR to see
that your comments was addressed



Presenter
Presentation Notes
As you make comments please consider the following ideas:
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Thank you!
For Additional Information:

CEQA Environmental Review
Project Website (and mailing list additions)
http://sandiegopipeline-psrp.com

Getting Involved and Staying Informed about
the A.15-09-013 Formal Proceeding (i.e., the courtroom proceeding)
Contact: CPUC Public Advisor’s Office
(866) 849-8390 of (415) 703-2074
Public.Advisor@cpuc.ca.gov
WWW.CPUC.Ca.goV

15
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Scoping Comments Received

Note: Personally identifiable information including names, telephone numbers, email
addresses, and residential addresses for individuals who submitted comments has been
redacted. Personally identifiable information pertaining to an official submitting
comments on behalf of their organization or constituents has not been redacted.

F-1 July 2017



F Scoping Comments Received

This page intentionally left blank

F-2 July 2017



San Diego, CA 92123

Re: Public Safety: My request is that, for all projects contemplated, you conduct and publish:

Thorough FMECA analysis to arrive at a full determination of Failure Modes and Criticallity Analysis with particular
scrutiny of those resulting in deaths or health hazard to affected animals and humans. Further, that for each such
adverse event identified that you calculate the probability of it's occurrence using both as determined by applying
appropriate derating levels to all critical parameters together with associated mitigations provided.



Poway, CA 92064

| do not think it's in the interest of the public to run a gas pipeline through a highly populated neighborhood. There are
multiple schools, medical facilities, businesses and homes that would be placed in an unnecessary danger from this
pipeline.

If SDG&E wants to state that this is safe to that | say | don't believe you. | saw what happened in San Bruno and
Greenwood, what about the people that lost their lives. You should find another route where there's less danger to
people. If it costs more just do it we the taxpayers always end up paying for what you want anyway.



Escondido, CA 92025

As | read the website and other literature, | have not seen any compelling reason for
adding the extra diversion through Encino & Felicita. Not only is it a longer route and thus
more expensive, but from what | can tell, the added detour passes directly by 4 schools,
3 churches, and at least 100 extra residents! The reasonable solution would be to put the
pipeline down Centre City Parkway. Without any compelling reason given for the random
detour, | can only assume that bad politics has gotten involved and someone has

influenced this thing for their own benefit. Please publicly make the rationale known if my
assumptions are wrong. Thank you.



From:

Sent: Wednesday, May 10, 2017 12:54 AM
To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC
Subject: proposed gas line through Santee
SDG&E,

I want to strongly urge you to_reconsider your proposed fracked gas line through Santee. This would destroy
parts of

Goodan Ranch, Sycamore Creek, the Stowe Trail through Fanita Ranch, Santee Lakes and Mission Trails Park.

This is so wrong on so many levels. Find some other place to place this line that does not lead to the destruction
of so

many beautiful areas of our city.

Thank you,

I s 2071



From:

Sent: Thursday, May 11, 2017 3:53 AM
To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC
Subject: Fwd: proposed gas line through Santee

-------- Forwarded Message --------
Subject:proposed gas line through Santee
Date:Tue, 9 May 2017 21:54:14 -0700
From
To:SDgaspipeline(@ene.com

SDG&E,

I want to strongly urge you to_reconsider your proposed fracked gas line through Santee. This would destroy
parts of

Goodan Ranch, Sycamore Creek, the Stowe Trail through Fanita Ranch, Santee Lakes and Mission Trails Park.

This is so wrong on so many levels. Find some other place to place this line that does not lead to the destruction
of so

many beautiful areas of our city.

Thank you,

I < 2071



From:

Sent: Thursday, May 11, 2017 1:28 PM
To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC
Subject: objection

| object to this unnecessary pipeline and it’s support of fracking. Distributed solar would be a much better place to place
our resources and much less destructive.

San Diego, CA 92114




From: -

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC
Subject: fracked gas pipeline

Date: Friday, May 12, 2017 11:06:13 AM

| am against the fracked gas pipeline.

Santee



From:

Sent: Thursday, May 11, 2017 1:38 PM
To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC
Subject: Request higher resolution map of proposed pipeline showing greater detail on

streets/cross streets

The maps located on the website do not contain enough detail as to how the proposed pipeline will personally affect me
as a homeowner. | am sure this was by design by SDG&E. Please provide greater transparency so that the public can
make better informed decisions. This project should not be fast tracked and pushed through.



From: _—
To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC
Subject: Natural Gas Line 3602

Date: Friday, May 19, 2017 8:54:24 AM

I'm writing to express my concern about the proposed natural gas pipeline on Pomerado Road. I'm bothered by the idea of
SDG&E building its pipeline through known wildfire areas. During construction, sparks from welders' torches and other
equipment could pose a fire hazard, especially during Santa Ana season.

The proposed route is also very near Palomar Pomerado Hospital where the impact from a gas line explosion
(such as the one in San Bruno) could be worsened if flames came in contact with combustible materials commonly
used in healthcare such as oxygen canisters and certain sterilants and disinfectants. And if the hospital were
affected by an explosion, where would casualties from the accident be treated?

The Twin Peaks behind the hospital haven't burned in decades, so they're a major fire risk. If the Twin Peaks burn, a wildfire
could very quickly spread to other parts of the county, costing hundreds of millions of dollars in damage and posing a serious

threat to public health and safety.

Thank you for providing me with this opportunity to voice my reservations about Project 3602.

Rancho Bernardo



San Diego, CA 92128

I would like to express my concern about the proposed natural gas pipeline on Pomerado
Road. I'm bothered by the idea of SDG&E building its pipeline through known wildfire
areas. During construction, sparks from welders' torches and other equipment could pose
a fire hazard, especially during Santa Ana season. The proposed route is also very near
Palomar Pomerado Hospital where the impact from a gas line explosion (such as the one
in San Bruno) could be worsened if flames came in contact with combustible materials
commonly used in healthcare such as oxygen canisters and certain sterilants and
disinfectants. And if the hospital were affected by an explosion, where would casualties
from the accident be treated? The Twin Peaks behind the hospital haven't burned in
decades, so they're a major fire risk. If the Twin Peaks burn, a wildfire could very quickly
spread to other parts of the county, costing hundreds of millions of dollars in damage and
posing a serious threat to public health and safety. Thank you for providing me with this
opportunity to voice my reservations about Project 3602.



San Diego, CA 92119

| am so lucky to have grown up next to the treasure that is Mission Trails Regional Park,
and | am opposed to these alternative routes because they threatens the beauty and
habitats in this region. These routes are not acceptable, please join me in opposing them



Santee, CA 92071

Robert Peterson California Public Utilities Commission RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability
Project c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc. 505 Sansome Street, Suite 300 San
Francisco, CA 94111 RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project — New Natural Gas Line
3602 (Application No. A.15-09-013) | oppose both alternative routes of the proposed gas
pipeline (Line 3602). Alternative routes through Mission Trails Regional Park and
surrounding park expansion areas are not acceptable. The first proposed alternative
would disrupt the use of and degrade Mission Trails Regional Park’s West Sycamore
Area including parts of the new Stowe Trail, as well as the Goodan Ranch, and Fanita
Ranch. These preserved areas and parklands are used by hundreds of visitors daily.
Maintaining the integrity of the preservation of these natural lands is imperative for
existing wildlife, flora, and habitat. The second proposed alternative is equally
unacceptable and would degrade Mission Trails’s Spring Canyon and East Fortuna
Staging Area, and also East Elliott, part of MTRP’s larger ecosystem. The park and its
surrounding expansion area must be protected. A new gas pipeline does not belong in
these natural habitats which are used recreationally by park visitors. Please drop or
oppose these alternative routes. Thank you. Sincerely, || | | | } I Resident



San Diego, CA 92119

As a 30 year resident of San Diego | vehemently oppose running any gas line through

mission trails regions park. The park is an important part of our community and must be
preserved for future generations.



San Diego, CA 92120

Robert Peterson California Public Utilities Commission RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability
Project c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc. 505 Sansome Street, Suite 300 San
Francisco, CA 94111 RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project (Application No.
A.15-09-013) | oppose both alternative routes of the proposed gas pipeline (Line 3602).
Alternative routes through Mission Trails Regional Park and surrounding park expansion
areas are not acceptable. The first proposed alternative would disrupt the use of and
degrade Mission Trails Regional Park’s West Sycamore Area including parts of the new
Stowe Trail, as well as the Goodan Ranch, and Fanita Ranch. These preserved areas
and parklands are used by hundreds of visitors daily. Maintaining the integrity of the
preservation of these natural lands is imperative for existing wildlife, flora, and habitat.
The second proposed alternative is equally unacceptable and would degrade Mission
Trails’s Spring Canyon and East Fortuna Staging Area, and also East Elliott, part of
MTRP’s larger ecosystem. The park and its surrounding expansion area must be
protected. A new gas pipeline does not belong in these natural habitats which are used
recreationally by park visitors. Please drop or oppose these alternative routes. Thank

you. Sincerely, | GGz



a resident of San diego

San Diego, , CA 92111

PLEASE DO NOT PUT A GAS PIPELINE THROUGH OUR BEAUTIFUL MISSION
TRAILS PARK. IT IS AN URBAN TREASURE AND SHOULD BE PROTECTED FOR
ALL FUTURE GENERATIONS OF SAN DIEGANS. INVEST IN SOLAR AND WIND AND

OCEAN



Ramona, CA 92065

Robert Peterson California Public Utilities Commission RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability
Project c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc. 505 Sansome Street, Suite 300 San
Francisco, CA 94111 RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project (Application No.
A.15-09-013) | support any and all routes for the proposed pipeline. | am sick and tired of
NIMBYs and environmental whackoes opposing everything that will bring cheap, reliable
energy to the American people. Do not pay attention to their hysterical whining, they want
us out of our cars, off the road, and living in caves. They will oppose ANYTHING that will
benifit huan beings if it disturbes one molecule of their perverted idea of "nature”. Build

the damn pipeline, ignore their grousing. ||| | |GG cA



Citizen

Santee, CA 92071

We don't want or need this pipeline running through out lovely Santee.



La Mesa, CA 91942

RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project — New Natural Gas Line 3602 (Application No.
A.15-09-013) | oppose both alternative routes of the proposed gas pipeline (Line 3602).
Alternative routes through Mission Trails Regional Park and surrounding park expansion
areas are not acceptable. The first proposed alternative would disrupt the use of and
degrade Mission Trails Regional Park’s West Sycamore Area including parts of the new
Stowe Trail, as well as the Goodan Ranch, and Fanita Ranch. These preserved areas
and parklands are used by hundreds of visitors daily. Maintaining the integrity of the
preservation of these natural lands is imperative for existing wildlife, flora, and habitat.
The second proposed alternative is equally unacceptable and would degrade Mission
Trails’s Spring Canyon and East Fortuna Staging Area, and also East Elliott, part of
MTRP’s larger ecosystem. The park and its surrounding expansion area must be
protected. A new gas pipeline does not belong in these natural habitats which are used
recreationally by park visitors. Please drop or oppose these alternative routes. Thank

you. Sincerely, N CA



SAntee, CA 92071

Robert Peterson California Public Utilities Commission RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability
Project c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc. 505 Sansome Street, Suite 300 San
Francisco, CA 94111 RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project — New Natural Gas Line
3602 (Application No. A.15-09-013) | oppose both alternative routes of the proposed gas
pipeline (Line 3602). Alternative routes through Mission Trails Regional Park and
surrounding park expansion areas are not acceptable. The first proposed alternative
would disrupt the use of and degrade Mission Trails Regional Park’s West Sycamore
Area including parts of the new Stowe Trail, as well as the Goodan Ranch, and Fanita
Ranch. These preserved areas and parklands are used by hundreds of visitors daily.
Maintaining the integrity of the preservation of these natural lands is imperative for
existing wildlife, flora, and habitat. The second proposed alternative is equally
unacceptable and would degrade Mission Trails’ Spring Canyon and East Fortuna
Staging Area, and also East Elliott, part of MTRP’s larger ecosystem. The park and its
surrounding expansion area must be protected. A new gas pipeline does not belong in
these natural habitats which are used recreationally by park visitors. Please drop or

oppose these alternative routes. Thank you. Sincerely,
Santee CA 92071



San Diego, CA 92110

This company had demonstrated a blantant disregard for public saftey in remediating the
Porter Ranch disaster. They have demonstrated that they can not be trusted with
accessing and preserving such delicate public resources and that they have absolutely
no plans or means to react to any violation. Their gross incompetence and negligence
should disqualify them from any further inquiries into stewarding public land.



SAN DIEGO, CA 92111-5451

Robert Peterson California Public Utilities Commission RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability
Project c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc. 505 Sansome Street, Suite 300 San
Francisco, CA 94111 RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project — New Natural Gas Line
3602 (Application No. A.15-09-013) | oppose both alternative routes of the proposed gas
pipeline (Line 3602). Alternative routes through Mission Trails Regional Park and
surrounding park expansion areas are not acceptable. The first proposed alternative
would disrupt the use of and degrade Mission Trails Regional Park’s West Sycamore
Area including parts of the new Stowe Trail, as well as the Goodan Ranch, and Fanita
Ranch. These preserved areas and parklands are used by hundreds of visitors daily.
Maintaining the integrity of the preservation of these natural lands is imperative for
existing wildlife, flora, and habitat. The second proposed alternative is equally
unacceptable and would degrade Mission Trails’s Spring Canyon and East Fortuna
Staging Area, and also East Elliott, part of MTRP’s larger ecosystem. The park and its
surrounding expansion area must be protected. A new gas pipeline does not belong in
these natural habitats which are used recreationally by park visitors. Please drop or
oppose these alternative routes and locate the pipeline through MCAS Miramar to

Mission Valley. Sincerely, || |G s:2n Diego, CA

92111-5451



San Diego, CA 92111

Robert Peterson California Public Utilities Commission RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability
Project c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc. 505 Sansome Street, Suite 300 San
Francisco, CA 94111 RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project — New Natural Gas Line
3602 (Application No. A.15-09-013) | oppose both alternative routes of the proposed gas
pipeline (Line 3602). Alternative routes through Mission Trails Regional Park and
surrounding park expansion areas are not acceptable. The first proposed alternative
would disrupt the use of and degrade Mission Trails Regional Park’s West Sycamore
Area including parts of the new Stowe Trail, as well as the Goodan Ranch, and Fanita
Ranch. These preserved areas and parklands are used by hundreds of visitors daily.
Maintaining the integrity of the preservation of these natural lands is imperative for
existing wildlife, flora, and habitat. The second proposed alternative is equally
unacceptable and would degrade Mission Trails’s Spring Canyon and East Fortuna
Staging Area, and also East Elliott, part of MTRP’s larger ecosystem. The park and its
surrounding expansion area must be protected. A new gas pipeline does not belong in
these natural habitats which are used recreationally by park visitors. Please drop or
oppose these alternative routes. Thank you. Sincerely,



San Diego, CA 92116

I'm writing in favor of the originally proposed alignment for the new 3602 gas pipeline
through MCAS Miramar, and in opposition any alternative alignment that would go
through Mission Trails Regional Park or Goodan Ranch/Sycamore Canyon County
Preserve. The existing 2010 gas pipeline is already an unsightly scar in Mission Trails
Regional Park. The access roads created for this pipeline have unsustainable grades,
and so are perpetually in poor condition. There are also several places where the pipeline
access roads duplicate existing fire roads in the park, sometimes with alignments that are
merely feet apart. We don't want any more utility work or access roads tearing up the
natural spaces that are set aside for recreation and wildlife preservation. Keep the
pipeline out of our parks.



San Diego , CA 92111-5451

Do not permit a new natural gas line to be run through Goodan Ranch, East Elliott (part
of Mission Trails Regional Park expansion) and Mission Trails Regional Park. Place that
gas line adjacent to already developed roads and other built features, not through these
public parks, which are remnants of nature that our city and state have paid to preserve
for us and for the future citizens of our region, to be able to observe and learn from
nature and to give natural life a place to continue to flourish. Do not put a natural gas line

through our parks. Thank you,
San Diego CA 92111




Archaeologist

SANTEE, CA 92071

To whom it may concern, My name is || l]. ' a Native American and an
archaeologist by trade. | have taken a moment to review the proposed project and would
like to take an opportunity to note a few problems. I believe the environmental impact
report which is being currently work on. Will include not only archaeological but also
historical data from the sites in question. Personally | specialize in San Diego indigenous
archaeological history. | believe you should be aware of the history locally in San Diego
on the area in which you will be affecting. San Diego has a rich and beautiful history
regarding indigenous peoples. | would like to see the environmental impact report include
that history and archaeological assessment the made. With a high potential of burials to
be found on the proposed project. | would also suggest archaeological sample test pits
dug in order to ensure burials are not being disturbed as per Federal requirements. The
same area was under scrutiny no less than five years ago with the quail brush power
plant project under the CEC. That project was pulled by the CEC due to archaeological
issues, specifically indigenous Native Americans burials on cite. Please be respectful
aware of the archaeological and historical impacts which this project might incur. -



Archaeologist

SANTEE, CA 92071

To whom it may concern, My name is || l]. ' a Native American and an
archaeologist by trade. | have taken a moment to review the proposed project and would
like to take an opportunity to note a few problems. I believe the environmental impact
report which is being currently work on. Will include not only archaeological but also
historical data from the sites in question. Personally | specialize in San Diego indigenous
archaeological history. | believe you should be aware of the history locally in San Diego
on the area in which you will be affecting. San Diego has a rich and beautiful history
regarding indigenous peoples. | would like to see the environmental impact report include
that history and archaeological assessment the made. With a high potential of burials to
be found on the proposed project. | would also suggest archaeological sample test pits
dug in order to ensure burials are not being disturbed as per Federal requirements. The
same area was under scrutiny no less than five years ago with the quail brush power
plant project under the CEC. That project was pulled by the CEC due to archaeological
issues, specifically indigenous Native Americans burials on cite. Please be respectful
aware of the archaeological and historical impacts which this project might incur. -



Santee, CA 92071

| am a resident who is opposed and very concerned about the alternative routes
proposed for this gas line. They all travel through Mission Trails Park and this will disrupt
natural habitat and potentially threaten public enjoyment of these lands.



Santee, CA 92071

I will join any and all opposition to a high pressure gas pipeline project which has a
simpler alternative (MIRAMAR AIR BASE GROUNDS) available: one that would be more
direct and less threatening alternative to people, civil infrastructure and the invaluable,
already scarce natural habitat around San Diego. Thank you very much for your

attention. I



San Diego, CA 92127

| strongly oppose the running of pipelines through Mission Trail or any other parks. The
park is still damaged from a water pipe run in the Tierra Santa area more than a decade
ago. The same can be said for the pipeline run through Blue Sky Reserve in Poway
where the promised restoration never occurred. Why? Because the line needs to be
accessed. Yet another pipeline runs in open space near Camino Del Sur. No plants are
allowed to grow because roots may damage the pipes. So the history is clear. Pipelines
in open spaces bring permanent damage to areas that we set aside for nature and the
people that want to enjoy it. Along with the direct damage caused by the digging of a
pipeline are the roads needed to maintain access to the infrastructure. These are
permanent sources of weeds that further degrade habitat. Keep all pipelines out of parks!
They are not compatible with the function of our parks.



La Mesa, CA 91941

This makes no sense to disrupt, disturb interfere with any public lands such as MTRP.
Please do not consider this!



Resident

San Diego, CA 92120

Robert Peterson California Public Utilities Commission RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability
Project c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc. 505 Sansome Street, Suite 300 San
Francisco, CA 94111 RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project — New Natural Gas Line
3602 (Application No. A.15-09-013) | oppose both alternative routes of the proposed gas
pipeline (Line 3602). Alternative routes through Mission Trails Regional Park and
surrounding park expansion areas are not acceptable. The first proposed alternative
would disrupt the use of and degrade Mission Trails Regional Park’s West Sycamore
Area including parts of the new Stowe Trail, as well as the Goodan Ranch, and Fanita
Ranch. These preserved areas and parklands are used by hundreds of visitors daily.
Maintaining the integrity of the preservation of these natural lands is imperative for
existing wildlife, flora, and habitat. The second proposed alternative is equally
unacceptable and would degrade Mission Trails’s Spring Canyon and East Fortuna
Staging Area, and also East Elliott, part of MTRP’s larger ecosystem. The park and its
surrounding expansion area must be protected. A new gas pipeline does not belong in
these natural habitats which are used recreationally by park visitors. Please drop or
oppose these alternative routes. Thank you. Sincerely,



San Diego, CA 92128

California being the pioneer and leader in controlling GHG, with a target of reaching to
80% below 1990 levels by 2050. Building unnecessary new fossil fuel infrastructure runs
completely counter to those goals. SDG&E has acknowledged that the existing and much
smaller pipeline [16 inches] this proposed pipeline would replace can operate reliably for
at least another 20 years. It should be pressure tested to confirm it is reliable, as required
by California law, and kept in operation as the CPUC's Office of Ratepayer Advocates is
recommending. Natural gas usage is already in steep decline in California, projected by
SDG&E to drop about 15 percent over the next 10 years. The pipeline is not needed in
San Diego. It would be a financial windfall for SDG&E and would serve as a major gas
supply for Sempra's proposed liquefied natural gas export facility near Ensenada. The
CPUC should not force ratepayers be a part of this or even support this change by
providing alternate ways of funding. The short two-week notice given by the CPUC for
these public participation meetings is a good way to ensure as little public participation as
possible. I'm asking the CPUC to reject the proposed pipeline. Thank you.



San Diego, CA 92124

The gas pipeline proposed by SDG&E should be rejected for the following reasons: 1)
There is an immediate need to decrease our reliance on fossil fuels and transition to
renewable energy. 2) The proposed pipeline is unnecessary and would saddle ratepayers
with costs through 2063 totalling over $600 million. Natural gas usage is in a steep
decline in California and SDG&E has determined that the existing pipeline can operate
reliably for twenty more years. Ratepayers must NOT be asked to subsidize SDG&E
plans which are not necessary and are counterproductive to California climate goals. |

urge you to reject this proposal for a new gas pipeline. Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,



Escondido, CA 92027

Dear Mr. Peterson, The gas pipeline proposed by SDG&E should be rejected for the
following reasons: There is an immediate need to decrease our reliance on fossil fuels
and transition to renewable energy. The proposed pipeline is unnecessary and would
saddle ratepayers with costs through 2063 totalling over $600 million. Natural gas usage
Is in a steep decline in California and SDG&E has determined that the existing pipeline
can operate reliably for twenty more years. Ratepayers must NOT be asked to subsidize
SDG&E plans which are not necessary and are counterproductive to California climate

goals. | urge you to reject this proposal for a new gas pipeline. Thank you for your
consideration.



San Diego, CA 92122

Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project — New Natural Gas Line 3602 and De-rating Line
1600 (PSRP) Environmental Impact Report (EIR) Notification — Legal Notice process.
(Application No. A.15-09-013) California’s climate plans require us to transition rapidly
from fossil fuels to renewable energy - cutting emissions to 80% below 1990 levels by
2050. Building unnecessary new fossil fuel infrastructure runs completely counter to
those goals, which polls show Californians strongly support. We want to see investment
in local renewable energy projects instead. SDG&E has acknowledged that the existing
and much smaller pipeline [16 inches] this proposed 36 inch pipeline would replace can
operate reliably for at least another 20 years. It should be pressure tested to confirm it is
reliable, as required by California law, and kept in operation as the CPUC's Office of
Ratepayer Advocates is recommending. SDG&E should also follow the CPUC
recommendations to regularly test for leaks and proper operations using the latest
technology. Natural gas usage is already in steep decline in California, projected by
SDG&E to drop about 15 percent over the next 10 years. The pipeline is not needed in
San Diego. It would be a financial windfall for SDG&E and would serve as a major gas
supply for Sempra's proposed liquefied natural gas export facility near Ensenada. The
CPUC should not force ratepayers to subsidize Sempra boondoggles that are
unnecessary and don’t support California’s climate plan. The pipeline cost is estimated at
over $600 million, which customers will be paying for until 2063. The short two-week
notice given by the CPUC for these public participation meetings is a good way to ensure
as little public participation as possible. I'm asking the CPUC to reject the proposed
pipeline. Thank you.



oceanside, CA 92056

The pipeline is not needed in San Diego. It would be a financial windfall for SDG&E and
would serve as a major gas supply for Sempra's proposed liquefied natural gas export
facility near Ensenada. The CPUC should not force ratepayers to subsidize Sempra
boondoggles that are unnecessary and don’t support California’s climate plan. The
pipeline cost is estimated at over $600 million, which customers will be paying for until
2063. The short two-week notice given by the CPUC for these public participation
meetings is a good way to ensure as little public participation as possible. I'm asking the
CPUC to reject the proposed pipeline. Thank you.



San Marcos, CA 92078

| am writing to voice my opposition to the proposed New Natural Gas Line 3602. First, I'm
concerned about the cost. And how much of the cost will passed through to customers.
But | am mostly concerned with the pipeline running along Pomerado Road adjacent to
many houses and schools. A newly constructed pipeline built to high safety standards
doesn't necessarily translate to a safe pipeline over the long term. The current pipeline is
outdated and has serious flaws. So SDG&E currently operates a pipeline that could have
a catastrophic failure. Given enough time, it is easy to make the assumption that the new
pipeline would have the same risk. Why build the new pipeline in a densely populated
residential area?



San Diego, CA 92110

The proposal of the new natural gas line 3602 should be denied. It does not help
California meet its climate goals. Here in San Diego we had more than 3,000 people
march on earth day and over 5,000 people marched for the climate the following
weekend, so it is something we are passionate about. Since joining the United States,
California has taken the lead on many social and environmental issues. California even
had representatives that were involved with the negotiations of the Paris Climate-Change
Summit. This is currently a critical time and we need reinforce our support to our citizens
and planet by saying no to fossil fuels and continue the transition to planet sustainable
energies.



Attorney
CITY HEIGHTS, CA 92105

Dear SD Gas pipeline and Ms. Rafferty, The comment | am trying to raise , in my scoping
comments for the Northern section, is that the Rainbow Pipeline is a continuous system
to deliver gas from Rainbow to Southern San Diego. Mission Valley is just the midpoint
not the terminus or major area of ultimate gas consumption. Most residential, industrial,
and commercial users lie to the South of Mission Valley. The Northern route alignment
should not dictate the preferred Southern section route. Such a decision would be to wag
the dog by its tail rather than its head. Alignment of the North must know where it is going
to connect to the major Southern portion. Clearly the Northern section can no longer be
routed with a Southern alignment that continues the health and safety hazards in San
Diego’s urban core. Further, the Northern route is relatively dry but as it enters Mission
Valley it gets wetter and crosses into more environmentally sensitive habitats. Beginning
at Mission Valley it enters into the San Diego River water shed and then it must continue
into some very impaired but sensitive water sheds. Chollas Creek and its tributaries like
Auburn Creek and North Chollas have well documented habitat areas for listed and
endangered flora and fauna. There are several environmental preserves to protect
amphibian and avian species. | am particularly concerned about the under crossing of the
Rainbow pipeline at Fairmount Avenue and Home Avenue, along the sensitive Auburn
Creek and then through North Chollas creek’s Sunshine-Beraradini Park and
environmental reserves. Finally, in the Chollas watershed, nearly every recent project
and its related CEQA / NEPA documents have identified prehistoric indigenous peoples
sites including several well document burial and grinding sites. This is why | have
suggested that the terminus of the Northern Rainbow pipeline alignment terminate at a
point so as to foster its continuation, South, by way of an entirely new alignment, outside
of close proximity to schools, nursing homes and high density housing. One Southern
alignments should consider parallel alignment with the | 805 freeway. The current
Scoping should also call out the schedule for replacement of the more threatening
Southern section. Please include my comments in the environmental documents and
provide written responses to my comments. Please notice me of future opportunities to
comment and hearings on this matter. All the best, Attorney at Law
California 92105




San Diego, CA 92119

As a resident of San Diego and neighbor to Mission Trails Regional Park, my family and |
strongly oppose routing a gas line through Mission Trails. The disruption to sensitive
natural habitat, already endangered in the area, is unacceptable and would be a gross
mismanagement of natural resources. We support SDGE's decision to route through
Miramar based upon safety and environmental criteria.



santee, CA 92071

The pipeline should be placed where its impact is less affective to the natural ecosystems
in Santee and Mission trails area. These areas are heavy on wildlife such as plants and

animals. Please reconsider the area in Miramar that is away from recreational areas and
areas around residential areas.



Poway, CA 92064

Please consider an alternate route for your proposed natural gas pipeline running down
Pomerado Road through Poway and ending in Scripps Ranch near Miramar. The
proposed route runs right next to many homes, including my own home, which lies
directly parallel to Pomerado road. In addition, there are schools, a hospital, and
businesses that would be directly affected by the construction traffic. Not to mention what
a disaster it would be in case of an accident. Pomerado is the only access road in and
out should there be an earthquake, or a leak in a pipe causing a major explosion. An
alternate route through a less populated area of eastern San Diego County or along I-15
should be considered. Please consider an alternative route, | can not voice my concern
loud enough.



La Jolla, CA 92037

Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project — New Natural Gas Line 3602 and De-rating Line
1600 (PSRP) Environmental Impact Report (EIR) Notification — Legal Notice process.
(Application No. A.15-09-013) California’s climate plans require us to transition rapidly
from fossil fuels to renewable energy - cutting emissions to 80% below 1990 levels by
2050. Building unnecessary new fossil fuel infrastructure runs completely counter to
those goals, which polls show Californians strongly support. We want to see investment
in local renewable energy projects instead. SDG&E has acknowledged that the existing
and much smaller pipeline [16 inches] this proposed 36 inch pipeline would replace can
operate reliably for at least another 20 years. It should be pressure tested to confirm it is
reliable, as required by California law, and kept in operation as the CPUC's Office of
Ratepayer Advocates is recommending. SDG&E should also follow the CPUC
recommendations to regularly test for leaks and proper operations using the latest
technology. Natural gas usage is already in steep decline in California, projected by
SDG&E to drop about 15 percent over the next 10 years. The pipeline is not needed in
San Diego. It would constitute an unnecessary project and give SDG&E an unwarranted
financial windfall. Also, it would serve as a major gas supply for Sempra's proposed
liquefied natural gas export facility near Ensenada. The CPUC should not force
ratepayers to subsidize Sempra boondoggles that are unnecessary and don’t support
California’s climate plan. The pipeline cost is estimated at over $600 million, which
customers will be paying for until 2063. I'm asking the CPUC to reject the proposed
pipeline. Thank you.



Tax Payer/customer

San Diego, CA 92117

The gas pipeline proposed by SDG&E should be rejected for the following reasons:
There is an immediate need to decrease our reliance on fossil fuels and transition to
renewable energy. The proposed pipeline is unnecessary and would saddle ratepayers
with costs through 2063 totalling over $600 million. Natural gas usage is in a steep
decline in California and SDG&E has determined that the existing pipeline can operate
reliably for twenty more years. Ratepayers must NOT be asked to subsidize SDG&E
plans which are not necessary and are counterproductive to California climate goals. |
urge you to reject this proposal for a new gas pipeline. Thank you for your consideration.



Tax Payer/customer

San Diego, CA 92117

The gas pipeline proposed by SDG&E should be rejected for the following reasons:
There is an immediate need to decrease our reliance on fossil fuels and transition to
renewable energy. The proposed pipeline is unnecessary and would saddle ratepayers
with costs through 2063 totalling over $600 million. Natural gas usage is in a steep
decline in California and SDG&E has determined that the existing pipeline can operate
reliably for twenty more years. Ratepayers must NOT be asked to subsidize SDG&E
plans which are not necessary and are counterproductive to California climate goals. |
urge you to reject this proposal for a new gas pipeline. Thank you for your consideration.



San Diego, CA 92115

California’s climate plans require us to transition rapidly from fossil fuels to renewable
energy - cutting emissions to 80% below 1990 levels by 2050. Building unnecessary new
fossil fuel infrastructure runs completely counter to those goals, which polls show

Californians strongly support. We want to see investment in local renewable energy
projects instead.



Santee, CA 92071

Dear Members of the CPUC, We are against the proposed "Refined Rainbow" alternative
route of the Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project through Santee California. This
alternative route cuts through and runs along side schools and heavily populated
neighborhoods. The placement of a large high pressure gas line where heavy traffic and
soft ground is not appropriate. Our main concern is the proximity to our neighborhood
which puts thousands of residents and school children at risk. Here are examples of
Pressurized Gas Lines that have recently exploded in the US: Explosion details 2000 (19
August) A 30-inch El Paso Energy natural gas pipeline exploded, killing twelve people in
southeast New Mexico. They were camping under a bridge which carried the pipeline
across the Pecos River. The explosion occurred underground on the east side of the river
200 to 300 yards from the campers around 5:30 a.m.. The explosion left a crater 86 feet
long, 46 feet wide and 20 feet deep. The fireball was visible 20 miles north in Carlsbad,
N.M. The pipeline was installed in 1950.[47] 2004 (May 24) A pinhole-sized leak caused
by wear unleashed thousands of gallons of gasoline that fueled the BP / Olympic pipeline
fire and explosion near the Westfield Shoppingtown Southcenter in Renton, Washington.
The blaze sent three firefighters to the hospital, and a mile-square area, which included a
nearby fire station, was cordoned off. The leak occurred in a half-inch-wide tube of
stainless steel that Olympic operators use to extract fuel samples from the system's
16-inch-wide main line. A metal electrical conduit had rubbed against the stainless steel
sampling tube to open the pinhole leak.[48] 2010 (September 9) At 6:11 PM, a PG&E
30-inch natural gas line exploded in San Bruno, California, killing 8. Eyewitnesses
reported the initial blast "had a wall of fire more than 1,000 feet high".[49] 2012 (12
December) a 20-inch transmission line owned by NiSource Inc., parent of Columbia Gas,
exploded, leveling 4 houses, between Sissonville and Pocatalico in Kanawha County,
West Virginia (WV). When it blew, nobody at pipeline operator, Columbia Gas
Transmission knew it. An 800" section of I-77 was obliterated.[52][53] "The fire melted the
interstate and it looked like lava, just boiling." Later the West Virginia Public Service
Commission released several pages of violations by Columbia Gas.[54] Forty families
were "impacted" by the explosion.[55][56] The investigation cited "corrosion" as the
cause of the blast.[52][57] 2013 (20 August) Explosion of a natural gas pipeline near
Kiowa southwest of Oklahoma City [59] 2013 (8 October) Explosion of a natural gas
pipeline near Rosston, Oklahoma.[60] 2014 (Jan 25) A Trans Canada pipeline about 15
miles south of Winnipeg ruptured and exploded. The incident prompted the precautionary
closure of two nearby pipelines. The pipelines supply the main source of natural gas to
more than 100,000 Xcel Energy customers in eastern North Dakota, northwestern
Minnesota and western Wisconsin.[61] The explosion happened near Otterburne,
Manitoba, about 15 miles south of the provincial capital, Winnipeg. The area was
evacuated as a precaution. No injuries were reported but the fire burned for more than 12
hours.[62] 2014 (Feb) In Knifely, Adair County, Kentucky, a Columbia Gulf gas pipeline
exploded at 1 a.m. flattening homes, burning barns, and causing one casualty. The
30-inch natural gas pipeline was about 100 feet from Highway 76 and buried 30 feet
underground. When it exploded, large rocks and sections of pipeline flew into the air,
leaving a 60-foot crater. Columbia Gulf, part of NiSource’s Columbia Pipeline Group,



owns and operates more than 15,700 miles of natural gas pipelines, one of the largest
underground storage systems in North America. The pipeline that exploded was carrying
natural gas from the Gulf of Mexico to New York.[63] 2014 (Feb 11) A Hiland gas pipeline
exploded about six miles south of Tioga, North Dakota. Hiland was "blowing" hydrates,
ice-like solids formed from a mixture of water and gas that can block pipeline flow, out of
the pipeline.[64] 2014 (Mar 14) A Northern Natural Gas Company pipeline erupted near
the intersection of county roads 20 and O, about six miles north of Fremont, Nebraska. A
company spokesman said, "In the summer you can tell if you've got a gas leak by
vegetation, sometimes it dies in the ground."[65] 2014 (May 26) A Viking gas pipeline
explosion near Warren, Minnesota was "hell on earth," shaking the ground and shooting
a fireball over 100 feet in the air. Roads within a two-mile radius were blocked off.
Authorities suspected natural causes because there was still frost in the ground and the
soil was wet This gas line does not belong near our schools and homes, the best place is
to keep it as far away from people to protect their safety. | hope you place great value of
life and your position of authority to protect our safety. Thank you,



Carlsbad, CA 92009

| think that spending money on a gas line is a tremendous folly. We need to work more
on other ways of generating electricity and using power. | have no interest whatsoever in
being charged for the construction of this line. Please remove this project from
consideration. Please consider an incentive program for residential and commercial users
to install solar systems that over produce so that green electricity is being generated
close to the site of use (neighbors who do not have solar).



San Diego, CA 92124

| strongly object to a pipeline for an eventuality that is unlikely to happen under most
circumstances. | also strongly object to saddling ratepayers with a $600 million pricetag
that will not be paid off for decades. Consider the resources SDG&E has available from
Otay Mesa and kill this new pipeline project. Thank you.



I
Poway, CA 92064

Given California's commitment to renewable energy and climate stabilization, we do not
need to replace the 10% capacity we might loose if the old pipeline became actually
dangerous. | vigorously object to having my money as a ratepayer used on an already
obsolete project when it could be so much better spent as an investment in renewable
energy. It is sad that SDGE is even proposing this project. It is time for community
choice!



Druten, 6651 dg

Please don't route the pipeline thriugh Mission Trails Regional Park and Goodan Ranch,

please. Pipelines always leak and it's so bad for the soil, for the water, for the people..
Please don't..



Poway Historical Society Crafts
Friends of Goodan Ranch

Poway, CA 92064

To SDG&E | see no need for the proposed pipe line #3602. Other alternatives should be
developed. The disruption to the community of Poway - passing a hospital, school and
churches would add a nightmare to already difficult travel. The open space traversed

would have a significant impact on endangered and threatened plants and animals.
Please reject the proposed pipeline.



San Diego, CA 92129

| oppose the proposed Gas Pipeline for the following reasons: 1. | support funding for
local renewable energy projects rather than spending an estimated $600 million dollars
for a pipeline that goes against California's climate plans that require us to rapidly
transition from fossil fuels to renewable energy. 2. SDG&E has acknowledged that the
existing 16 inch pipeline can operate reliably for at least another 20 years. 3. The pipeline
is not needed in San Diego and San Diegans should not be forced to subsidize Sempra
boondoggles that are unnecessary and don't support California's climate plan. 4. | am
asking the CPUC to reject the proposed pipeline. Thank you.



I
Poway, CA 92064

| feel that the gas pipeline proposed by SDG& E should be rejected because: There is an
immediate need to decrease our reliance on fossil fuels and transition to renewable
energy. The proposed pipeline is unnecessary and would saddle ratepayers with costs
through 2063 totaling over $600 million. Natural gas usage is in a steep decline in
California and SDG&E has determined that the existing pipeline can operate reliable for
twenty more years. Ratepayers must NOT be asked to subsidize SDG&E plans which are
not necessary and are counterproductive to California climate goals. | urge you to reject
this proposal for a new gas pipeline. Thank you for your consideration, ||| | Gz




I
Poway, CA 92064

| feel that the gas pipeline proposed by SDG& E should be rejected because: There is an
immediate need to decrease our reliance on fossil fuels and transition to renewable
energy. The proposed pipeline is unnecessary and would saddle ratepayers with costs
through 2063 totaling over $600 million. Natural gas usage is in a steep decline in
California and SDG&E has determined that the existing pipeline can operate reliable for
twenty more years. Ratepayers must NOT be asked to subsidize SDG&E plans which are
not necessary and are counterproductive to California climate goals. | urge you to reject
this proposal for a new gas pipeline. Thank you for your consideration, ||| | Gz




Self

Santee, CA

Outrageous! SDG&E will spoil the natural beauty of Mission Trails Park. As a Santee
resident | protest this project due to the destruction of the natural fauna in Mission Trails
Park, tearing up the land and the disruption in our neighborhoods. Sun Power debacle
was not enough they still need to go for pristine settings at Mission Trails. Shame on you!

Stop SDG@E. I
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Outrageous! SDG&E will spoil the natural beauty of Mission Trails Park. As a Santee
resident | protest this project due to the destruction of the natural fauna in Mission Trails
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San Diego, CA 92128

We do not need more pipelines for fossil fuels! Taxpayers' money should be spent for
clean alternatives. We are racing against the clock to avoid catastrophe while SDGE
drags its feet and costs me more money. Every month | receive a notice of another rate
increase! SDGE charges some of the highest rates in the state and in the country! Why

do you allow this? ||| | } ]l San Diego CA



none

Santee, CA 92071

As a longtime resident of the City of Santee, | strongly oppose the alternative routes for
gas pipeline prosed by SDGE and SoCal Gas. The quality of the environment we enjoy in
Santee is unique, and is directly impacted by this proposal. We chose to keep our town
"green”, and do not want further degradations of our home, the place where we live. The
original route seems the best choice, as it travels down the 15 freeway corridor and
through MCAS. | will continue to remain informed of these projects and will oppose them.

Thank you for your time, ||| i}



poway historical society, poway trails

poway, CA 92064

my cocern is for the natural environment of the Goodan Ranch. We need to be careful
not to disrupt the beauty of this open space. It is the last place for many of our local
animals to roam as they have been losing their habitat. it is one of our areas that hikers,
bikers & horse riders can enjoy the outdoors. thank you, ||| Gz



San Diego, CA 92122

| oppose the proposed 47-mile natural gas pipeline between Miramar and Rainbow in
San Diego County. The money could better be spent supporting energy infrastructure
that is completely sustainable and clean. The carbon economy must be terminated in
order to foster all life on this planet. The construction of this pipeline will negatively impact
wildlife and produce pollution. A potential leak in the future would negatively impact the
health of Californians.



Oceanside, CA 92058

| urge the CPUC to deny SDG&E's proposed new gas pipeline running from Rainbow to
Miramar. It is completely unnecessary, and a financial burden to customers. SDG&E's
justification for the project is to provide gas in the event the existing line goes out of
service - this last occurred in 1985 for ONE DAY ONLY! With the ability to import gas
through Otay Mesa if needed, this is unneeded fossil fuel infrastructure being proposed at
a time when we have both the technology and the public support to be moving AWAY
from fossil fuels. Please DENY this ridiculous proposal.



San Diego, CA 92129

The proposed route for the New Natural Gas Line 3602 and De-rating Line 1600 (PSRP)
through natural preserved areas is unacceptable. The pipeline can be permitted and
installed across Miramar Marine Air Base with equal functionality and without irreversible
damage to our limited natural preserves. ||| R



Resident

Santee, CA 92071

A pipeline running through Goodman Ranch and Santee is a terrible plan which must be
reconsidered and redirected.



San Diego, CA 92102

Please stop the proposed Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project — New Natural Gas Line
3602 and De-rating Line 1600 (PSRP) Environmental Impact Report (EIR) Notification —
Legal Notice process. (Application No. A.15-09-013). California is moving toward
renewable energy. This is a setback that we don't need at a cost we cannot afford. As a
taxpayer | don't want to subsidize this unnecessary project by SDG&E. Thank you.



San Diego, CA 92124

To whom it concerns, | am alarmed that a proposed gasoline might potentially run
through parts of Mission Trail Regional Park. | frequently hike/run all over the whole park
and enjoy viewing and photographing the beautiful flora and fauna. The riparian habitat is
very unique and the San Diego community is so fortunate to have the park in close
proximity to visit, which on weekends is very busy. Just last week on one of my hikes |
was so surprised to find in a recently opened area containing thousands of polliwogs in
the stream! Mission Trails is a gem to be valued and kept untouched. Sincerely, -



San Diego, CA 92117}

| oppose both alternative routes of the proposed gas pipeline (Line 3602). Alternative
routes through Mission Trails Regional Park and surrounding park expansion areas are
not acceptable. The first proposed alternative would disrupt the use of and degrade
Mission Trails Regional Park’s West Sycamore Area including parts of the new Stowe
Trail, as well as the Goodan Ranch, and Fanita Ranch. These preserved areas and
parklands are used by hundreds of visitors daily. Maintaining the integrity of the
preservation of these natural lands is imperative for existing wildlife, flora, and habitat.
The second proposed alternative is equally unacceptable and would degrade Mission
Trails’s Spring Canyon and East Fortuna Staging Area, and also East Elliott, part of
MTRP’s larger ecosystem. The park and its surrounding expansion area must be
protected. A new gas pipeline does not belong in these natural habitats which are used
recreationally by park visitors. Please drop or oppose these alternative routes. Thank
you. Sincerely ]l ]I San Diego



San Diego, CA 92131

We do not need anymore gas pipelines. We are weel on our way to transitioning to

electric and renewable. This will be obsolete in less than 10 years. Very short-sighted
plan.



From: -

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC
Subject: Let"s Not Do San Bruno Pt2

Date: Thursday, May 25, 2017 11:01:24 PM

I'd like to kindly refer you to Google; "San Bruno Gas Pipeline Explosion”. | live where the
pipeline would be ran, 1'd prefer not to get afirst hand experience of what that was like.



From: _—
To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC
Subject: Natural Gas Line 3602

Date: Friday, May 19, 2017 6:32:01 PM

I'm writing to express my concern about the proposed natural gas pipeline on Pomerado Road. I'm bothered by the idea of
SDG&E building its pipeline through known wildfire areas. During construction, sparks from welders torches and other
equipment could pose afire hazard, especially during Santa Ana season.

The proposed route is also very near Palomar Pomerado Hospital where the impact from a gas line explosion
(such as the one in San Bruno) could be worsened if flames came in contact with combustible materials commonly
used in healthcare such as oxygen canisters and certain sterilants and disinfectants. And if the hospital were
affected by an explosion, where would casualties from the accident be treated?

The Twin Peaks behind the hospital haven't burned in decades, so they're amajor firerisk. If the Twin Peaks burn, awildfire
could very quickly spread to other parts of the county, costing hundreds of millions of dollars in damage and posing a serious

threat to public health and safety.

Thank you for providing me with this opportunity to voice my reservations about Project 3602.



From: Scott Ashton

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC

Subject: Letter of Support for SDG&E"s Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project
Date: Friday, May 19, 2017 7:24:06 PM

Attachments: oceansidechambersd@gmail.com_20170519_161851.pdf

To: California Public Utilities Commission
Re: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project

Please find attached the Oceanside Chamber's letter of support for
SDGE's Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project.

Thank you,

Scott Ashton

Chief Executive Officer

Oceanside Chamber of Commerce
928 North Coast Highway
Oceanside, CA 92054

(760) 722-1534 ext 107

scott@oceansidechamber.com
Website | Facebook | Twitter | Pinterest | Google + | Instagram | LinkedIn | YouTube

Our Mission: To stimulate economic prosperity and foster a vibrant community.


mailto:SDGasPipeline@ene.com
mailto:scott@oceansidechamber.com
http://www.oceansidechamber.com/
https://www.facebook.com/OceansideChamber
https://twitter.com/OsideCAChamber
http://www.pinterest.com/osidecachamber/
https://plus.google.com/+Oceansidechamber/posts
http://instagram.com/oceansidechamber
http://www.linkedin.com/company/oceanside-chamber-of-commerce
http://www.youtube.com/oceansidechamber




From:

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC
Subject: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project (Application No. A.15-09-013)
Date: Sunday, May 21, 2017 7:03:07 PM

Robert Peterson

California Public Utilities Commission

RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project
c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.

505 Sansome Street, Suite 300

San Francisco, CA 94111

RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project (Application No. A.15-09-013)

| oppose both alternative routes of the proposed gas pipeline (Line 3602). Alternative routes
through Mission Trails Regional Park and surrounding park expansion areas are not acceptable.

The first proposed alternative would disrupt the use of and degrade Mission Trails Regional
Park’s West Sycamore Area including parts of the new Stowe Trail, as well as the Goodan
Ranch, and Fanita Ranch. These preserved areas and parklands are used by hundreds of
visitors daily. Maintaining the integrity of the preservation of these natural lands is imperative for
existing wildlife, flora, and habitat.

The second proposed alternative is equally unacceptable and would degrade Mission Trails’s
Spring Canyon and East Fortuna Staging Area, and also East Elliott, part of MTRP’s larger
ecosystem. The park and its surrounding expansion area must be protected. A new gas pipeline
does not belong in these natural habitats which are used recreationally by park visitors.

Please drop or oppose these alternative routes. Thank you.

Sincerely,

San Diego, CA 92120


tel:15-09-013

From:

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC

Cc: "Bill Cooper"

Subject: IRT Gas Line 3602 (Application No. A.15-09-013)
Date: Sunday, May 21, 2017 7:23:36 PM

Mr. Robert Peterson;

| oppose both alternative routes of the proposed Natural Gas Line 3602 (Application No.
A.15-09-013). Routing a gas pipeline through Mission Trails Regional Park (MTRP) and/or
surrounding park expansion areas is not acceptable.

The first proposed alternative would seriously disrupt and degrade Mission Trails Regional
Park’s West Sycamore area, including parts of Goodan Ranch, Fanita Ranch, and the
newly opened and historic Stowe Trail. These are preserved areas and parklands for a
reason, and are used by hundreds of daily visitors. Maintaining the integrity of the
preservation of these natural lands is imperative for existing flora, wildlife, and their habitat.

The second proposed alternative is equally unacceptable and would degrade Mission
Trails’ Spring Canyon and East Fortuna Staging Area, and also East Elliott, part of MTRP’s
larger ecosystem. The park and its surrounding expansion area must be protected. A new
gas pipeline does not belong in these natural habitats which are used recreationally by park
visitors.

The currently proposed primary route will travel across Miramar Marine Air Base that no
one uses, will keep the pipeline protected from outside influences, and better fulfills the
needs of the customers.

Please oppose the alternative routes. Thank you.

Santee. California


mailto:bcooper@cox.net

From:

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC
Subject: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project — New Natural Gas Line 3602 (Application No. A.15-09-013)
Date: Sunday, May 21, 2017 7:39:15 PM

Robert Peterson

California Public Utilities Commission

RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project
c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.

505 Sansome Street, Suite 300

San Francisco, CA 94111

RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project — New Natural Gas Line 3602 (Application No. A.15-
09-013)

| oppose both alternative routes of the proposed gas pipeline (Line 3602). Alternative routes
through Mission Trails Regional Park and surrounding park expansion areas are not acceptable.

The first proposed alternative would disrupt the use of and degrade Mission Trails Regional Park’s
West Sycamore Area including parts of the new Stowe Trail, as well as the Goodan Ranch, and
Fanita Ranch. These preserved areas and parklands are used by hundreds of visitors daily.
Maintaining the integrity of the preservation of these natural lands is imperative for existing
wildlife, flora, and habitat.

The second proposed alternative is equally unacceptable and would degrade Mission Trails’s
Spring Canyon and East Fortuna Staging Area, and also East Elliott, part of MTRP’s larger
ecosystem. The park and its surrounding expansion area must be protected. A new gas pipeline
does not belong in these natural habitats which are used recreationally by park visitors.

Please drop or oppose these alternative routes.
Thank you.
Sincerely,

San Diego, CA



From:

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC
Subject: Please do not destroy my favorite place to hike!!!!!
Date: Sunday, May 21, 2017 8:12:26 PM

Robert Peterson

California Public Utilities Commission
RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project
c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.

505 Sansome Street, Suite 300

San Francisco, CA 94111

RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project — New Natural Gas Line 3602 (Application No. A.15-09-013)

| oppose both aternative routes of the proposed gas pipeline (Line 3602). Alternative routes through
Mission Trails Regional Park and surrounding park expansion areas are not acceptable.

Thefirst proposed aternative would disrupt the use of and degrade Mission Trails Regional Park’s West
Sycamore Areaincluding parts of the new Stowe Trail, as well as the Goodan Ranch, and Fanita Ranch.
These preserved areas and parklands are used by hundreds of visitors daily. Maintaining the integrity of the
preservation of these natural landsis imperative for existing wildlife, flora, and habitat.

The second proposed alternative is equally unacceptable and would degrade Mission Trails's Spring
Canyon and East Fortuna Staging Area, and also East Elliott, part of MTRP s larger ecosystem. The park
and its surrounding expansion area must be protected. A new gas pipeline does not belong in these natural

habitats which are used recreationally by park visitors.
Please drop or oppose these alternative routes. Thank you.
Sincerely,

LaMesa, CA



From:

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC
Subject: SDGE pipeline proposal
Date: Sunday, May 21, 2017 9:46:31 PM

Robert Peterson

California Public Utilities Commission

RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project

c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.

505 Sansome Street, Suite 300

San Francisco, CA 94111

RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project — New Natural Gas Line 3602 (Application No. A.15-
09-013)

| oppose both alternative routes of the proposed gas pipeline (Line 3602). Alternative routes
through Mission Trails Regional Park and surrounding park expansion areas are not
acceptable.This is a priceless asset to the community that must be protected from intrusions such
as this.

The first proposed alternative would disrupt the use of and degrade Mission Trails Regional Park’s
West Sycamore Area including parts of the new Stowe Trail, as well as the Goodan Ranch, and
Fanita Ranch. These preserved areas and parklands are used by hundreds of visitors daily.
Maintaining the integrity of the preservation of these natural lands is imperative for existing
wildlife, flora, and habitat. These areas must be preserved for the many many visitors enjoying
them as well as the endangered plants and animals needing protection. climate change and
development has put and is putting extraordinary pressure on the environment. This is an
abomination.

The second proposed alternative is equally unacceptable and would degrade Mission Trails’s
Spring Canyon and East Fortuna Staging Area, and also East Elliott, part of MTRP’s larger
ecosystem. The park and its surrounding expansion area must be protected. A new gas pipeline
does not belong in these natural habitats which are used for recreation by park visitors.

Please drop or oppose these alternative routes. Thank you. SDGE's proposed route runs along a
busy roadway where there is adequate land along the sides that is already degraded. Miramar is
being ridiculous. The pipe line would go along I-15 which already dissects the base. The base
would not lose any land. It would not disrupt their training since they cant do much alongside the
road anyway.

Sincerely,

Chula Vista 91911

Keep SDG&E's proposed route (below), don't use alternative routes through Mission Trails!






From:

To:

Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC

Subject: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project — New Natural Gas Line 3602 and De-rating Line 1600 (PSRP)

Environmental Impact Report (EIR) Notification — Legal Notice process. (Application No. A.15-09-013)

Date: Sunday, May 21, 2017 10:45:05 PM

Robert Peterson

California Public Utilities Commission
RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project
c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.

505 Sansome Street, Suite 300

San Francisco, CA 94111

RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project — New Natural Gas Line 3602 (Application
No. A.15-09-013)

| oppose both aternative routes of the proposed gas pipeline (Line 3602). Alternative
routes through Mission Trails Regional Park and surrounding park expansion areas are
not acceptable.

Thefirst proposed alternative would disrupt the use of and degrade Mission Trails
Regional Park’s West Sycamore Area including parts of the new Stowe Trail, as well
as the Goodan Ranch, and Fanita Ranch. These preserved areas and parklands are used
by hundreds of visitors daily. Maintaining the integrity of the preservation of these
natural landsisimperative for existing wildlife, flora, and habitat.

The second proposed aternative is equally unacceptable and would degrade Mission
Trails's Spring Canyon and East Fortuna Staging Area, and also East Elliott, part of
MTRP slarger ecosystem. The park and its surrounding expansion area must be
protected. A new gas pipeline does not belong in these natural habitats which are used
recreationally by park visitors.

Please drop or oppose these alternative routes. Thank you.
Sincerely,

Santee, CA 92071

Keep SDG& E's proposed route (below), don't use alternative routes through Mission
Trails!
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Thanks,

Sent lrom my |P!one




From:

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC
Subject: Pipeline

Date: Sunday, May 21, 2017 11:27:10 PM
Dear SDG&E:

PLEASE do not put a pipeline through our wonderful Mission Trails Park.
Thisis sacred space. Do NOT violate the beauty of this very specia park.

Thank you.

LaMesa, CA 91941



From:

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC

Subject: Do not put a gas pipeline through Mission Trails park
Date: Sunday, May 21, 2017 11:54:30 PM

PLEASE DO NOT PUT A PIPELINE THROUGH MISSION TRAILS PARK. THE PARK IS A TREASURE
IN SAN DIEGO AND SHOULD BE PRESERVED AS OPEN SPACE FOR THE NEXT GENERATIONS

OF SAN DIEGANS

Thank you,

San Diego, CA 92111



From:

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC
Date: Monday, May 22, 2017 12:07:08 AM

Robert Peterson

Cadlifornia Public Utilities Commission
RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project
c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.

505 Sansome Street, Suite 300

San Francisco, CA 94111

RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project — New Natural Gas Line 3602 (Application No. A.15-09-013)

| oppose both alternative routes of the proposed gas pipeline (Line 3602). Alternative routes through Mission Trails
Regional Park and surrounding park expansion areas are not acceptable.

Thefirst proposed aternative would disrupt the use of and degrade Mission Trails Regional Park’s West Sycamore
Areaincluding parts of the new Stowe Trail, aswell as the Goodan Ranch, and Fanita Ranch. These preserved areas
and parklands are used by hundreds of visitors daily. Maintaining the integrity of the preservation of these natural
lands isimperative for existing wildlife, flora, and habitat.

The second proposed alternative is equally unacceptable and would degrade Mission Trails's Spring Canyon and
East Fortuna Staging Area, and also East Elliott, part of MTRP' s larger ecosystem. The park and its surrounding
expansion area must be protected. A new gas pipeline does not belong in these natural habitats which are used

recreationally by park visitors.

Please drop or oppose these alternative routes. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Santee



From:
Subject: Pipeline Project
Date: Monday, May 22, 2017 3:43:47 AM

essage Center

Robert Peterson

California Public Utilities Commission

RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project

c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.

505 Sansome Street, Suite 300

San Francisco, CA 94111

RE: A Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project 4 New Natural Gas Line 3602A (Application No. A.15-09-013)

| oppose both aternative routes of the proposed gas pipeline (Line 3602). Alternative routes through Mission Trails Regional
Park and surrounding park expansion areas are not acceptable.

Thefirst proposed alternative would disrupt the use of and degrade Mission Trails Regional Park&€™'s West Sycamore Area
including parts of the new Stowe Trail, as well as the Goodan Ranch, and Fanita Ranch. These preserved areas and parklands
are used by hundreds of visitors daily. Maintaining the integrity of the preservation of these natural lands is imperative for
existing wildlife, flora, and habitat.

The second proposed alternative is equally unacceptable and would degrade Mission Trails3€™s Spring Canyon and East
Fortuna Staging Area, and also East Elliott, part of MTRPE™s larger ecosystem. The park and its surrounding expansion area
must be protected. A new gas pipeline does not belong in these natural habitatsA which are used recreationally by park visitors.
Please drop or oppose these aternative routes. Thank you.

Sincerely,

1640, CA.



From: ..
To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC

Subject: Gas pipeline Miramar
Date: Monday, May 22, 2017 10:12:53 AM
TWIMC,

We don't need this proposed Miramar gas pipeline and we certainly don't want to
end up paying more taxes. Please reject this proposal from coming into Miramar.

Respectfully Submitted,

SanDlﬁo, CA. 92121



mailto:SDGasPipeline@ene.com

From:

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC
Subject: Letter Opposing Alternate Routes of Proposed Gas Pipeline (Line 3602) (Application No. A. 15-09-013)
Date: Monday, May 22, 2017 10:17:51 AM

Robert Peterson

California Public Utilities Commission

RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project

c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.

505 Sansome Street, Suite 300

San Francisco, CA 94111

RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project — New Natural Gas Line 3602 (Application No. A.15-
09-013)

| oppose both alternative routes of the proposed gas pipeline (Line 3602). Alternative routes
through Mission Trails Regional Park and surrounding park expansion areas are not acceptable.
The first proposed alternative would disrupt the use of and degrade Mission Trails Regional Park’s
West Sycamore Area including parts of the new Stowe Trail, as well as the Goodan Ranch, and
Fanita Ranch. These preserved areas and parklands are used by hundreds of visitors daily.
Maintaining the integrity of the preservation of these natural lands is imperative for existing
wildlife, flora, and habitat.

The second proposed alternative is equally unacceptable and would degrade Mission Trails’
Spring Canyon and East Fortuna Staging Area, and also East Elliott, part of MTRP’s larger
ecosystem. The park and its surrounding expansion area must be protected. A new gas pipeline
does not belong in these natural habitats which are used recreationally by park visitors.

Please drop or oppose these alternative routes. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Santee CA 92071



From:

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC
Subject: | OPPOSE
Date: Monday, May 22, 2017 12:31:10 PM

| oppose both alternative routes of the proposed gas pipeline (Line 3602). Alternative routes
through Mission Trails Regional Park and surrounding park expansion areas are not acceptable.

The first proposed alternative would disrupt the use of and degrade Mission Trails Regional Park’s
West Sycamore Area including parts of the new Stowe Trail, as well as the Goodan Ranch, and
Fanita Ranch. These preserved areas and parklands are used by hundreds of visitors daily.
Maintaining the integrity of the preservation of these natural lands is imperative for existing
wildlife, flora, and habitat.

The second proposed alternative is equally unacceptable and would degrade Mission Trails’s
Spring Canyon and East Fortuna Staging Area, and also East Elliott, part of MTRP’s larger
ecosystem. The park and its surrounding expansion area must be protected. A new gas pipeline
does not belong in these natural habitats which are used recreationally by park visitors.

Please drop or oppose these alternative routes. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Solano Beach, CA



From:

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC
Subject: RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project — New Natural Gas Line 3602 (Application No. A.15-09-013)
Date: Monday, May 22, 2017 12:42:24 PM

| oppose both aternative routes of the proposed gas pipeline (Line 3602). Alternative routes through
Mission Trails Regional Park and surrounding park expansion areas are not acceptable.

Thefirst proposed aternative would disrupt the use of and degrade Mission Trails Regional Park’s West
Sycamore Areaincluding parts of the new Stowe Trail, as well as the Goodan Ranch, and Fanita
Ranch.These preserved areas and parklands are used by hundreds of visitors daily. Maintaining the integrity
of the preservation of these natural lands isimperative for existing wildlife, flora, and habitat.

The second proposed alternative is equally unacceptable and would degrade Mission Trails's Spring
Canyon and East Fortuna Staging Area, and also East Elliott, part of MTRP s larger ecosystem. The park
and its surrounding expansion area must be protected. A new gas pipeline does not belong in these natural
habitats which are used recreationally by park visitors. | use these areas regularly and they must stay off
limits! Open spaces are vital to community well-being.

Please drop or oppose these aternative routes. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Santee



From:

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC
Subject: Oppose the pipeline safety and reliability project.
Date: Monday, May 22, 2017 1:33:42 PM

Robert Peterson

California Public Utilities Commission

RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project
c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.

505 Sansome Street, Suite 300

San Francisco, CA 94111

RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project — New Natural Gas Line 3602 (Application No. A.15-
09-013)

| oppose both alternative routes of the proposed gas pipeline (Line 3602). Alternative routes
through Mission Trails Regional Park and surrounding park expansion areas are not acceptable.

The first proposed alternative would disrupt the use of and degrade Mission Trails Regional Park’s
West Sycamore Area including parts of the new Stowe Trail, as well as the Goodan Ranch, and
Fanita Ranch. These preserved areas and parklands are used by hundreds of visitors daily.
Maintaining the integrity of the preservation of these natural lands is imperative for existing
wildlife, flora, and habitat.

The second proposed alternative is equally unacceptable and would degrade Mission Trails’s
Spring Canyon and East Fortuna Staging Area, and also East Elliott, part of MTRP’s larger
ecosystem. The park and its surrounding expansion area must be protected. A new gas pipeline
does not belong in these natural habitats which are used recreationally by park visitors.

Please drop or oppose these alternative routes. Thank you.

Sincerely,

San Diego, CA 92128



From:

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC
Subject: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project — New Natural Gas Line 3602 (Application No. A.15-09-013)
Date: Monday, May 22, 2017 1:40:16 PM

Robert Peterson

California Public Utilities Commission

RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project

c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.

505 Sansome Street, Suite 300

San Francisco, CA 94111

RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project — New Natural Gas Line 3602 (Application No. A.15-09-013)

I oppose both alternative routes of the proposed gas pipeline (Line 3602). Alternative routes through Mission
Trails Regional Park and surrounding park expansion areas are not acceptable.

The first proposed alternative would disrupt the use of and degrade Mission Trails Regional Park’s West
Sycamore Area including parts of the new Stowe Trail, as well as the Goodan Ranch, and Fanita Ranch. These
preserved areas and parklands are used by hundreds of visitors daily. Maintaining the integrity of the
preservation of these natural lands is imperative for existing wildlife, flora, and habitat.

The second proposed alternative is equally unacceptable and would degrade Mission Trails’s Spring Canyon and
East Fortuna Staging Area, and also East Elliott, part of MTRP’s larger ecosystem. The park and its
surrounding expansion area must be protected. A new gas pipeline does not belong in these natural

habitats which are used recreationally by park visitors.

Please drop or oppose these alternative routes. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Santee, CA




From:

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC
Subject: Project 3620 Application No. A. 15-09-013 Gas Pipeline
Date: Monday, May 22, 2017 2:37:50 PM

Robert Peterson

California Public Utilities Commission

RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project
c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.

505 Sansome Street, Suite 300

San Francisco, CA 94111

RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project — New Natural Gas Line 3602 (Application No. A.15-
09-013)

| oppose both alternative routes of the proposed gas pipeline (Line 3602). Alternative routes
through Mission Trails Regional Park and surrounding park expansion areas are not acceptable.

The first proposed alternative would disrupt the use of and degrade Mission Trails Regional Park’s
West Sycamore Area including parts of the new Stowe Trail, as well as the Goodan Ranch, and
Fanita Ranch. These preserved areas and parklands are used by hundreds of visitors daily.
Maintaining the integrity of the preservation of these natural lands is imperative for existing
wildlife, flora, and habitat.

The second proposed alternative is equally unacceptable and would degrade Mission Trails’s
Spring Canyon and East Fortuna Staging Area, and also East Elliott, part of MTRP’s larger
ecosystem. The park and its surrounding expansion area must be protected. A new gas pipeline
does not belong in these natural habitats which are used recreationally by park visitors.

Please drop or oppose these alternative routes. Thank you.



From:

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC
Subject: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project — New Natural Gas Line 3602 (Application No. A.15-09-013)
Date: Monday, May 22, 2017 4:22:39 PM

Robert Peterson

California Public Utilities Commission

RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project
c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.

505 Sansome Street, Suite 300

San Francisco, CA 94111

| oppose both alternative routes of the proposed gas pipeline (Line 3602). Alternative routes
through Mission Trails Regional Park and surrounding park expansion areas are not acceptable.

The first proposed alternative would disrupt the use of and degrade Mission Trails Regional Park’s
West Sycamore Area including parts of the new Stowe Trail, as well as the Goodan Ranch, and
Fanita Ranch. These preserved areas and parklands are used by hundreds of visitors daily.
Maintaining the integrity of the preservation of these natural lands is imperative for existing
wildlife, flora, and habitat.

The second proposed alternative is equally unacceptable and would degrade Mission Trails’s
Spring Canyon and East Fortuna Staging Area, and also East Elliott, part of MTRP’s larger
ecosystem. The park and its surrounding expansion area must be protected. A new gas pipeline
does not belong in these natural habitats which are used recreationally by park visitors.

Please drop or oppose these alternative routes. Thank you.

Sincerely,

I S Do



From:

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC
Subject: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project - New Natural Gas Line 3602 (Application No. A.15-09-013)
Date: Monday, May 22, 2017 4:24:32 PM

Robert Peterson

California Public Utilities Commission

RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project
c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.

505 Sansome Street, Suite 300

San Francisco, CA 94111

RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project — New Natural Gas Line 3602 (Application No.
A.15-09-013)

| oppose both alternative routes of the proposed gas pipeline (Line 3602). Alternative routes
through Mission Trails Regional Park and surrounding park expansion areas are not
acceptable.

The first proposed alternative would disrupt the use of and degrade Mission Trails Regional
Park’s West Sycamore Area including parts of the new Stowe Trail, as well as the Goodan
Ranch, and Fanita Ranch. These preserved areas and parklands are used by hundreds of
visitors daily. Maintaining the integrity of the preservation of these natural lands is
imperative for existing wildlife, flora, and habitat.

The second proposed alternative is equally unacceptable and would degrade Mission Trails’s
Spring Canyon and East Fortuna Staging Area, and also East Elliott, part of MTRP’s larger
ecosystem. The park and its surrounding expansion area must be protected. A new gas
pipeline does not belong in these natural habitats which are used recreationally by park
visitors.

Please drop or oppose these alternative routes and locate the pipeline through MCAS
Miramar to Mission Valley.

Sincerely,

San Diego, CA sz




From:

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC
Date: Monday, May 22, 2017 4:53:13 PM

Don't doit....



From:

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC
Subject: Nosd gas pipeline
Date: Monday, May 22, 2017 5:29:33 PM

Robert Peterson

California Public Utilities Commission

RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project
c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.

505 Sansome Street, Suite 300

San Francisco, CA 94111

RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project — New Natural Gas Line 3602 (Application No. A.15-
09-013)

| oppose both alternative routes of the proposed gas pipeline (Line 3602). Alternative routes
through Mission Trails Regional Park and surrounding park expansion areas are not acceptable.

The first proposed alternative would disrupt the use of and degrade Mission Trails Regional Park’s
West Sycamore Area including parts of the new Stowe Trail, as well as the Goodan Ranch, and
Fanita Ranch. These preserved areas and parklands are used by hundreds of visitors daily.
Maintaining the integrity of the preservation of these natural lands is imperative for existing
wildlife, flora, and habitat.

The second proposed alternative is equally unacceptable and would degrade Mission Trails’s
Spring Canyon and East Fortuna Staging Area, and also East Elliott, part of MTRP’s larger
ecosystem. The park and its surrounding expansion area must be protected. A new gas pipeline
does not belong in these natural habitats which are used recreationally by park visitors.

Please drop or oppose these alternative routes. Thank you.

sincerely ||| Nl Caregiver/Activist, San Diego CA



From:

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC
Subject: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project — New Natural Gas Line 3602 (Application No. A.15-09-013)
Date: Monday, May 22, 2017 6:29:21 PM

Robert Peterson

California Public Utilities Commission
RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project
c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.

505 Sansome Street, Suite 300
San Francisco, CA 94111

RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project — New Natural Gas Line 3602 (Application No. A.15-
09-013)

| oppose both alternative routes of the proposed gas pipeline (Line 3602). Alternative routes
through Mission Trails Regional Park and surrounding park expansion areas are not acceptable.

The first proposed alternative would disrupt the use of and degrade Mission Trails Regional Park’s
West Sycamore Area including parts of the new Stowe Trail, as well as the Goodan Ranch, and
Fanita Ranch. These preserved areas and parklands are used by hundreds of visitors daily.
Maintaining the integrity of the preservation of these natural lands is imperative for existing
wildlife, flora, and habitat.

The second proposed alternative is equally unacceptable and would degrade Mission Trails’s
Spring Canyon and East Fortuna Staging Area, and also East Elliott, part of MTRP’s larger
ecosystem. The park and its surrounding expansion area must be protected. A new gas pipeline
does not belong in these natural habitats which are used recreationally by park visitors.

Please drop or oppose these alternative routes. Thank you.

Sincerely,

San Diego



From:

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC
Subject: Comment on Application No. A.15-09-013
Date: Monday, May 22, 2017 8:28:15 PM

Robert Peterson

Cdlifornia Public Utilities Commission
RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project
c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.

505 Sansome Street, Suite 300

San Francisco, CA 94111

RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project (Application No. A.15-09-013)

| oppose both alternative routes of the proposed gas pipeline (Line 3602). Alternative routes
through Mission Trails Regional Park and surrounding park expansion areas are not
acceptable.

Thefirst proposed aternative would disrupt the use of and degrade Mission Trails Regional
Park’s West Sycamore Areaincluding parts of the new Stowe Trail, as well as the Goodan
Ranch, and Fanita Ranch. These preserved areas and parklands are used by hundreds of
visitors daily. Maintaining the integrity of the preservation of these natural landsisimperative
for existing wildlife, flora, and habitat.

The second proposed aternative is equally unacceptable and would degrade Mission Trails's
Spring Canyon and East Fortuna Staging Area, and also East Elliott, part of MTRP' s larger
ecosystem. The park and its surrounding expansion area must be protected. A new gas pipeline
does not belong in these natural habitats which are used recreationally by park visitors.

Please drop or oppose these alternative routes. Thank you!

Santee, CA 92071
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I’'monit, Stephen Orosz !!
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Maps?
Sent from my iPhone

>

Reply

2]
1 Sandy says.
May 21, 2017 at 5:46 pm

A map of the proposed route (preferred over aternates) can be found at the CPUC
website:
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/ene/sandiego/sandiego.html#Projectl o
cation

The alternate routes map is also available there:

http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/ene/sandiego/Documents/FigureSAAlt

ernativesM ap.pdf
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From:

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC

Subject: RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project
Date: Monday, May 22, 2017 11:23:57 PM

Hi. I am fully in favor of any project such as this, to repair or replace, vital infrastructure! I'm sure you'll get
a lot of knee-jerk opposition from NIMBY's and alarmists, as any project does these days. But not all of us

feel that way.

San Diego CA 92122



From:

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC

Subject: Proposed Gas Pipeline on Pomerado Road through Poway
Date: Monday, May 22, 2017 11:34:46 PM

Please consider an alternate route for your proposed natural gas pipeline running down
Pomerado Road through Poway and ending in Scripps Ranch near Miramar. The proposed
route runs adjacent to many homes, public and private schools, churches, nursing homes, afire
station, and Pomerado Hospital. My family with young grandchildren live off Pomerado Road.

Pomerado isthe only accessroad in and out should there be an earthquake, or aleak in a
pipe causing a major explosion. An alternate route through a less populated area of eastern
San Diego County or along 1-15 should be considered.

| urgently request you reevaluate your proposed route for the safety of the citizenswho live
and work inthisarea. Thislocation poses significant danger to so many.

I'm not able to attend a public meeting so | trust you will seriously consider my concerns as
expressed in this email.

Thank you,



From:

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC

Subject: RE: Oppose Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project — New Natural Gas Line 3602 (Application No. A.15-09-013)
Date: Monday, May 22, 2017 11:40:51 PM

Robert Peterson

California Public Utilities Commission

RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project
c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.

505 Sansome Street, Suite 300

San Francisco, CA 94111

RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project — New Natural Gas Line
3602 (Application No. A.15-09-013)

| oppose both alternative routes of the proposed gas pipeline (Line 3602).

Alternative routes through Mission Trails Regional Park and surrounding

park expansion areas are not acceptable.

The first proposed alternative would disrupt the use of and degrade Mission Trails
Regional Park’s West Sycamore Area including parts of the new Stowe Trail, as well
as the Goodan Ranch, and Fanita Ranch. These preserved areas and parklands are
used by hundreds of visitors daily. Maintaining the integrity of the preservation of
these natural lands is imperative for

existing wildlife, flora, and habitat.

The second proposed alternative is equally unacceptable and would degrade Mission
Trails’s Spring Canyon and East Fortuna Staging Area, and also East Elliott, part of
MTRP’s larger ecosystem. The park and its surrounding expansion area must be
protected. A new gas pipeline does not belong in these natural habitats which are
used recreationally by park visitors.

Please drop or oppose these alternative routes. Thank you.

Sincerely,

San Diego, CA 92101

Keep SDG&E's proposed route (below), don't use alternative routes through
Mission Trails!



From: City Hieghts 92105

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC
Subject: comments on Rainbow pipeline

Date: Tuesday, May 23, 2017 4:45:13 PM

Attachments: Sullivan 882015 letter.docx

07-08-16_Letter_to_SDGE_re_reducing_pressure_on_Line_1600.pdf

Dear SD Gas pipeline and Ms. Rafferty,

The comment | am trying to raise , in my scoping comments for the Northern section, is that the Rainbow
Pipeline is a continuous system to deliver gas from Rainbow to Southern San Diego. Mission Valley is just the
midpoint not the terminus or major area of ultimate gas consumption. Most residential, industrial, and
commercial users lie to the South of Mission Valley.

The Northern route alignment should not dictate the preferred Southern section route. Such a decision
would be to wag the dog by its tail rather than its head. Alignment of the North must know where it is going
to connect to the major Southern portion. Clearly the Northern section can no longer be routed with a
Southern alignment that continues the health and safety hazards in San Diego’s urban core.

Further, the Northern route is relatively dry but as it enters Mission Valley it gets wetter and crosses into
more environmentally sensitive habitats. Beginning at Mission Valley it enters into the San Diego River water
shed and then it must continue into some very impaired but sensitive water sheds. Chollas Creek and its
tributaries like Auburn Creek and North Chollas have well documented habitat areas for listed and
endangered flora and fauna. There are several environmental preserves to protect amphibian and avian
species. | am particularly concerned about the under crossing of the Rainbow pipeline at Fairmount Avenue
and Home Avenue, along the sensitive Auburn Creek and then through North Chollas creek’s Sunshine-
Beraradini Park and environmental reserves.

Finally, in the Chollas watershed, nearly every recent project and its related CEQA / NEPA documents have
identified prehistoric indigenous peoples sites including several well document burial and grinding sites.

This is why | have suggested that the terminus of the Northern Rainbow pipeline alignment terminate at a
point so as to foster its continuation, South, by way of an entirely new alignment, outside of close proximity
to schools, nursing homes and high density housing. One Southern alignments should consider parallel
alignment with the | 805 freeway. The current Scoping should also call out the schedule for replacement of
the more threatening Southern section.

Please include my comments in the environmental documents and provide written responses to my
comments. Please notice me of future opportunities to comment and hearings on this matter.

All the best,

Attorney at Law

City Heights, California 92105

|


mailto:SDGasPipeline@ene.com

From: Miriam Raftery [mailto:editor@eastcountymagazine.org]
Sent: Tuesday, May 23, 2017 7:22 AM

ubject:

There is a pipeline on Mt. Helix near Bancroft that some people worry about here. There are probably lots of
these aging lines such as the City Heights situation John mentions etc.

The one in question would go from Rainbow to Mission Valley. There was no discussion of anything south of
I-8 for this proposal, from what I've seen, though there may well be dangerous lines down.

The question in this proposal is which route to take to get from Rainbow to Mission Valley.

Sent: Tuesday, May 23, R

Ipeline Hazards and Opportunities

Friends,

| have not yet been able to fully study the proposals for replacement of the Rainbow high pressure gas
line. My understanding is that the proposal under consideration is for replacement of the line
segment North of Interstate 8 Freeway.

Any routing must carefully consider disturbance to amphibian populations and construction must be
scheduled so as to not interfere with their reproductive cycles. The pipeline currently crosses
segments of the San Diego River and several sections of the Chollas Creek, its tributaries, and its
wetlands.

The greatest human risk from the current Rainbow Pipeline is, in my opinion, South of the I-8 freeway
as it snakes underneath and through Mid City Heights residential neighborhoods. The current high
pressure gas line passes through Central Elementary school and then is adjacent to the Mid City
College, City Heights Library, Mid City Heights Police Station, numerous high density housing
developments, Monroe Clark Middle School, Hamilton Elementary, and Webster Elementary.
Children and students are at current risk. There after it passes through other neighborhoods in
Southeast San Diego.

The current high pressure gas pipeline alignment is a hidden hazard that is hidden under low income
and mostly minority communities of color, limited English speaking persons, and persons with no
knowledge of this danger. The presence of the hazard in the Mid City Heights neighborhoods and



Southeast raises issues for consideration under standards which promote Environmental Justice. At
minimum, environmental reviews should be published in languages other than English and briefing
held in the routes neighborhoods.

The opportunity presented by the abandonment of this high risk alignment is the unique opportunity
to reuse this alignment to bring Purple Pipe recycled water, for the first time, South of the I-8 Freeway
to the parks and landscaping in the Mid City, Balboa Park and other large landscape water users like
CALTRANS.

If done correctly the replacement of the dangerous pipeline could be a win for safety and the
environment.

Please submit this letter to the scoping authorities. Please place me on the Notice list and respond to
my comments in writing.

All the best,

On May 22, 2017, at 9:48 PM, Miriam Raftery <editor@eastcountymagazine.org> wrote:

Maris — What do you base your view on that this is not needed?

The proposal is to replace a 70-year-old line that is leaking and in dangerous condition. The old line would be
decommissioned. This is not just building a new line for some future demand, but filling existing demand for
the gas currently provided by the line set to be decommissioned.

UCAN has reviewed this and concluded the line really does have to be decommissioned as it’s so dangerous
it could cause a rupture of several MILES causing way worse damage than San Bruno did. Also older lines
weren’t built with new pressurized safety standards added after the San Bruno explosion. UCAN rarely
agrees with the utility, but in this case, agrees there are serious safety issues that make the need for a new
line critical and urgent. The old one is beyond repair.

There are several options for various routes, the worst of which probably is through Santee and Mission
Trails Regional Park, which even SDG&E doesn’t want. They are pushing for a route through Miramar air
base.

At first Miramar opposed this, but after the CPUC proposed a few variations, there seem to be a couple of
them, on the base, that the commander suggested didn’t pose serious problem or could be worked around,

if I interpreted this correctly after reading all the documents.

We have a story on our site that lists all the scoping meetings which are over the next 3 days.

Here is our story: http:
pipeline-through-regional-park-and-santee

If you have info | do not have, to suggest how you calculated we could do without a new line AND
decommission the extremely dangerous old line found to have over 2,000 problems in spot inspections,


mailto:editor@eastcountymagazine.org
http://www.eastcountymagazine.org/mission-trails-activists-oppose-proposed-major-gas-pipeline-through-regional-park-and-santee
http://www.eastcountymagazine.org/mission-trails-activists-oppose-proposed-major-gas-pipeline-through-regional-park-and-santee

some very serious, I'd like to hear it.

You are also welcome to post comments in the comments section if you have more information readers
should see.

Miriam Raftery, Editor
www.EFastCountyMagazine.org

rrom
Sent: Monday, May 22, .

ubject:

SDG&E and Sempra Gas are wanting to put in a huge 47 mile 36-inch gas pipeline from up near Rainbow to
down near the border, crossing through a bunch of SD County and increase GHG emissions. There is a
decline in need for natural gas and this is a total sham. | can talk to you more about it, if you haven't heard.

But, this week there are three scoping meetings for the Draft EIR and it would be great to get people out to
them and to start building up the resistance to the San Diego Pipeline!

Here are the details and information on the Fallbrook, Escondido, and San Diego meetings happening this
week:

http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/ene/sandiego/Documents/PSRPNOPFinalNoAttachmentsorFigs.pdf

Written comments are due by June 12. | haven't heard much about these meetings and it's important for
people to go and raise issues they want explored-- including that the line is not needed and will contribute to
global climate change.

Can you inform your networks?
Thanks

Maris Brancheau

For Protect Our Communities Foundation

Maris Brancheau, Esq.

Protecting People, Animals, and the Environment
(760) 212-9928

All the best,

Attorney at Law

Ci ti Hel i!ts, C! |lorni a92105


http://www.eastcountymagazine.org/
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/ene/sandiego/Documents/PSRPNOPFinalNoAttachmentsorFigs.pdf
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Govemor
PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

803 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 941023238

July 8, 2016

Lee Schavrien

San Diego Gas& Electric Company
488 8" Avenue

San Diego, CA 92101

RE: Reducing Pressure on Line 1600
Dear Mr. Schavrien:

The Commission has received information in response to the Safety and Enforcement
Division’s and the Energy Division’s data requests regarding SDG&E’s Line 1600 in
connection with Application (A.) 15-09-013. Line 1600, which was constructed in 1949,
currently operates as a transmission line. To ensure the safety of the public and the safe
operation of San Diego Gas & Electric’s (SDG&E) natural gas transmission Line 1600,
while maintaining reliability of natural gas delivery to SDG&E’s customers, I direct
SDG&E to do the following:

e Reduce pressure on Line 1600 to 512 psig, which represents a 20% reduction
from design-based maximum allowable operating pressure (MAOP),

e Perform In Line Inspections (ILI) of Line 1600 using identical technologies as
in your previous ILI run and compare the results with the 2012-2015 ILI data,
Replace segment from Engineering Stations “17-131” on Line 1600; and
Perform Quarterly Instrumented Leak Surveys on the entire transmission Line
1600.

These directives are effective immediately. Please confirm in 4 working days that
SDG&E will implement these as expeditiously as possible. If SDG&E believes that
complying with these directives may pose any risk to maintaining service reliability for
its customers, it should provide supporting information within 4 working days to my
office.

In addition, please provide a timeline for submitting the quarterly leak survey results and
a plan in advance of the ILI work as well as the design and construction plan of the
segment replacement for Engineering Stations 17-131 to the Safety and Enforcement
Division. We plan to bring this action before the Commission as soon as possible for
ratification in a manner that provides an opportunity for comment.






!ttorne at Law

CITY HEIGHTS, CALIFORNIA 92105

August 8, 2016

Mr. Tim Sullivan, Executive Director

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION - STATE OF CALIFORNIA
505 Van Ness Avenue

San Francisco, California 94102-3298

RE: SDG&E PIPELINE 1600 Safety Order, Future Inspection and Replacement Programs, and School Hazard Notices

Dear Mr. Sullivan,

Many thanks to the Public Utilities Commission, my Sierra Club, and the Union Tribune for their vigilance
on this old and potentially very dangerous pipeline. This Pipeline is approaching 70 years of age and if it was human
it would have retired, be collecting Social Security, and on Medicare. The San Bruno explosion made clear the scale
of injury and property that could result from a pipeline failure. The Rainbow Pipeline 1600 is older, bigger, and
under higher pressure than the disastrous San Bruno pipeline.

Rainbow Pipeline 1600 passes through heavily populated urban areas of San Diego, including my home
community of City Heights. Not only does this old gas line pass under homes and apartment buildings, it passes
through and directly adjacent to Central Elementary School, several child care facilities, the very and active City
Heights Library, Farmers Market and park and police complexes, the Mid City Heights Community College
campus, Clark Middle School, Hamilton Elementary School, and Webster Elementary School, in City Heights. The
San Diego Unified School District maintains these facilities with some 2,500 or more students. Parents, teachers,
and residents are unaware of the potential danger hidden just below the surface.

On several occasions, I have written San Diego Gas and Electric, the City of San Diego, the San Diego
Unified School District, and the San Diego Community College to urge inspection and possible removal of this aged
line. I believe that any future pipeline projects should NOT be routed through residential streets but rather should
be rerouted along the Freeway corridors that follow along the about the same routes. This alternate should be
considered as part of the project reviews, including but not limited to, the CEQA and NEPA processes.

If the pipeline is abandoned, then it should be considered for reuse and reconditioning as a conduit for
recycled purple pipe water; which is produced along the pipeline north of the Highway 8 but unavailable in our area,
south of Highway Eight. Additionally, the repurposed pipeline could be used as a secure conduit for
undergrounding communications and fiber optics, whose hub is now in City Heights, along the current pipeline’s
route.

I request that the above information be considered in any future project or remediation and inspection
programs and projects. I request notice of the ability to comment, in the future, and that such notices, be
prominently placed at each of the schools and public facilities listed above and along the pipeline route. Such
notices should be prepared to communicate the projects proposal and the hazards, in the languages common to our
community.

I also want the Commission to carefully consider the extensive natural habits in our community which
surround the Cholas Creek, an impaired waterway with listed flora and fauna. Our City Heights community is a
well-documented site of pre settlement native indigenes peoples. Great care should be taken when planning any
project through or along the Cholas watershed, creeks, and canyons.

Again, thank you for your oversight.

Copy: City of San Diego, San Diego Unified School District, San Diego Community College, SDG& E, and City
Heights Planning Committee, City Heights Community Development Corporation, SD Union Tribune



From:

To:
Subject: RE: Rainbow Gas Pipeline Hazards and Opportunities
Date: Tuesday, May 23, 2017 10:33:55 AM

There is a pipeline on Mt. Helix near Bancroft that some people worry about here. There are probably lots of these
aging lines such as the City Heights situation John mentions etc.

The one in question would go from Rainbow to Mission Valley. There was no discussion of anything south of I-8 for
this proposal, from what I've seen, though there may well be dangerous lines down.

The question in this proposal is which route to take to get from Rainbow to Mission Valley.

Sent: Tuesday, May 23, :

Friends,

| have not yet been able to fully study the proposals for replacement of the Rainbow high pressure gas line.
My understanding is that the proposal under consideration is for replacement of the line segment North of
Interstate 8 Freeway.

Any routing must carefully consider disturbance to amphibian populations and construction must be
scheduled so as to not interfere with their reproductive cycles. The pipeline currently crosses segments of
the San Diego River and several sections of the Chollas Creek, its tributaries, and its wetlands.

The greatest human risk from the current Rainbow Pipeline is, in my opinion, South of the I-8 freeway as it
snakes underneath and through Mid City Heights residential neighborhoods. The current high pressure gas
line passes through Central Elementary school and then is adjacent to the Mid City College, City Heights
Library, Mid City Heights Police Station, numerous high density housing developments, Monroe Clark Middle
School, Hamilton Elementary, and Webster Elementary. Children and students are at current risk. There
after it passes through other neighborhoods in Southeast San Diego.

The current high pressure gas pipeline alignment is a hidden hazard that is hidden under low income and
mostly minority communities of color, limited English speaking persons, and persons with no knowledge of
this danger. The presence of the hazard in the Mid City Heights neighborhoods and Southeast raises issues
for consideration under standards which promote Environmental Justice. At minimum, environmental
reviews should be published in languages other than English and briefing held in the routes neighborhoods.

The opportunity presented by the abandonment of this high risk alignment is the unique opportunity to
reuse this alignment to bring Purple Pipe recycled water, for the first time, South of the I-8 Freeway to the
parks and landscaping in the Mid City, Balboa Park and other large landscape water users like CALTRANS.

If done correctly the replacement of the dangerous pipeline could be a win for safety and the environment.



Please submit this letter to the scoping authorities. Please place me on the Notice list and respond to my
comments in writing.

All the best,

On May 22, 2017, at 9:48 PM, Miriam Raftery <editor@eastcountymagazine.org> wrote:

Maris — What do you base your view on that this is not needed?

The proposal is to replace a 70-year-old line that is leaking and in dangerous condition. The old line would be
decommissioned. This is not just building a new line for some future demand, but filling existing demand for the
gas currently provided by the line set to be decommissioned.

UCAN has reviewed this and concluded the line really does have to be decommissioned as it’s so dangerous it could
cause a rupture of several MILES causing way worse damage than San Bruno did. Also older lines weren’t built with
new pressurized safety standards added after the San Bruno explosion. UCAN rarely agrees with the utility, but in
this case, agrees there are serious safety issues that make the need for a new line critical and urgent. The old one is
beyond repair.

There are several options for various routes, the worst of which probably is through Santee and Mission Trails
Regional Park, which even SDG&E doesn’t want. They are pushing for a route through Miramar air base.

At first Miramar opposed this, but after the CPUC proposed a few variations, there seem to be a couple of them, on
the base, that the commander suggested didn’t pose serious problem or could be worked around, if | interpreted

this correctly after reading all the documents.

We have a story on our site that lists all the scoping meetings which are over the next 3 days.

Here is our story: http:
pipeline-through- regmnal—gark and-santee

If you have info | do not have, to suggest how you calculated we could do without a new line AND decommission the
extremely dangerous old line found to have over 2,000 problems in spot inspections, some very serious, I'd like to

hear it.

You are also welcome to post comments in the comments section if you have more information readers should see.

Sent onday, \

To: —
ubjec

SDG& E and Sempra Gas are wanting to put in a huge 47 mile 36-inch gas pipeline from up near Rainbow to
down near the border, crossing through a bunch of SD County and increase GHG emissions. Thereisa
decline in need for natural gas and thisis atotal sham. | can talk to you more about it, if you haven't heard.



mailto:editor@eastcountymagazine.org
http://www.eastcountymagazine.org/mission-trails-activists-oppose-proposed-major-gas-pipeline-through-regional-park-and-santee
http://www.eastcountymagazine.org/mission-trails-activists-oppose-proposed-major-gas-pipeline-through-regional-park-and-santee

But, this week there are three scoping meetings for the Draft EIR and it would be great to get people out to
them and to start building up the resistance to the San Diego Pipeline!

Here are the details and information on the Fallbrook, Escondido, and San Diego meetings happening this
week:

http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/inf o/ene/sandiego/Documents/ PSRPNOPFi nal N oA ttachmentsorFigs. pdf

Written comments are due by June 12. | haven't heard much about these meetings and it's important for
people to go and raise issues they want explored-- including that the line is not needed and will contribute to
global climate change.

Can you inform your networks?
Thanks

Maris Brancheau

For Protect Our Communities Foundation

Maris Brancheau, Esq.

Protecting People, Animals, and the Environment
(760) 212-9928

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The information contained in this e-mail transmission is intended
only for use of the individual or entity named above. This e-mail transmission, and any documents,
files, previous e-mail transmissions or other information attached to it, may contain confidential
information that is legally privileged. If you are not the intended recipient of this e-mail
transmission, or the employee or agent responsible for delivering it to the intended recipient, you
are hereby notified that any disclosure, dissemination, distribution, copying or other use of this
transmission or any of the information contained in or attached to it is strictly prohibited. If you
have received this e-mail transmission in error, please immediately notify us by return e-mail
transmission, and destroy the original e-mail transmission and its attachments without reading or
saving it in any manner. Thank you.


http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/ene/sandiego/Documents/PSRPNOPFinalNoAttachmentsorFigs.pdf

From: City Hieghts 92105

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC; board@sandi.net; cityattorney@sandiego.gov; georgettegomez@sandiegqo.gov;
myrtlecole@sandiego.gov; sdarandjury@sdcounty.ca.gov; cityclerk@sandiego.gov; cityauditor@sandiego.gov

Cc: "Miriam Raftery";

Subject: Rainbow Pipeline is a like a Gas Highway RE: Rainbow Gas Pipeline Hazards and Opportunities
Date: Tuesday, May 23, 2017 12:26:29 PM
Attachments: 07-08-16_Letter_to_SDGE_re_reducing_pressure_on_Line_1600.pdf

Sullivan 882015 letter.docx

Comments RE Scoping for RAINBOW Pipeline replacement Phase One.

SDG&E operatesits facilities under a public utility franchise with the City of San Diego and such operations
have not been regularly performance audited by the offices of the Independent City Auditor or San Diego
Grand Jury.

The San Diego Unified School District is aware of the subject pipeline asit passes through and adjacent to its
properties, particularly at Central Elementary, as it has sought and obtained special arrangements and
waivers to operate schoolsin close proximity to itsinner city schools. Environmental studies for
construction and reconstruction of the listed schools are incorporated, by reference, into these comments.
The environmental studies for Mid-City Schools and Southeastern schools are on file at the offices of the San
Diego Unified School District at 4100 Normal Street, San Diego, California

Includes 2016 letters from and to PUC — attached

Media coverage of Rainbow Pipeline at:
http://www.sandiegouni ontribune.com/busi ness/sd-fi-sdge-pipeline-20170522-story.html

http://www.sandiegouni ontribune.com/news/watchdog/sdut-sdge-pi peline-pressure-2016aug05-
htmlstory.html

| am highlighting awhole series of investigation and reporting concerning lost or undocumented saf ety
inspection records for the Rainbow pipeline, as it proceeds through San Diego and City Heights For
example the Union Tribune reported :
“Safety documentation could not be found for 157 miles of pipeline in Southern California overseen by San
Diego Gas & Electric and sister utility Southern California Gas. SDG& E will test and possibly replace 25
miles of pipelines without documentation.” In one article, in that series, at:

JIwww. i niontribune.com - -pipelin

Includes email from |l of City Heights, California,of May 23, 2017, presented below

All the best,

Attorney at Law

Clti Hel i!ts, C! ||orni a 92105


mailto:board@sandi.net
mailto:cityattorney@sandiego.gov
mailto:georgettegomez@sandiego.gov
mailto:myrtlecole@sandiego.gov
mailto:sdgrandjury@sdcounty.ca.gov
mailto:cityclerk@sandiego.gov
mailto:cityauditor@sandiego.gov
http://www.sandiegouniontribune.com/business/sd-fi-sdge-pipeline-20170522-story.html
http://www.sandiegouniontribune.com/news/watchdog/sdut-sdge-pipeline-pressure-2016aug05-htmlstory.html
http://www.sandiegouniontribune.com/news/watchdog/sdut-sdge-pipeline-pressure-2016aug05-htmlstory.html
http://www.sandiegouniontribune.com/sdut-sdge-counting-on-smart-pig-for-pipeline-safety-2011feb10-htmlstory.html
http://www.sandiegouniontribune.com/sdut-sdge-counting-on-smart-pig-for-pipeline-safety-2011feb10-htmlstory.html
http://www.sandiegouniontribune.com/topic/business/southern-california-gas-company-ORCRP014200-topic.html
http://www.sandiegouniontribune.com/sdut-socal-pipeline-overhaul-underway-2014oct09-story.html

Dear Ms. Raftery,
Thank you for your coverage of this important environmental and safety issue.

The purpose of this gas pipe line is to distribute natural gas throughout the Southern portion of the County The
primary receiving customers are South of the Mission Valley termination of the current project being studied.

It is important to know where the pipeline is going to proceed to once it reaches Mission Valley determines,
practically, how it proceeds into the highly populated and developed communities of San Diego, like City Heights.
The next phase is greatly affected by this first phase.

Please keep me in the loop and maintain your valuable vigilance.

| have attached my letters from last year on this subject, for inclusion in the record

All the best,

ttorney at Law

City Hel !ts, C! ||ornia 92105

From: Miriam Raftery [mailto:editor@eastcountymagazine.org]
Sent: Tuesday, May 23, 2017 7:22 AM

ubject:

There is a pipeline on Mt. Helix near Bancroft that some people worry about here. There are probably lots of these
aging lines such as the City Heights situation John mentions etc.

The one in question would go from Rainbow to Mission Valley. There was no discussion of anything south of I-8 for
this proposal, from what I've seen, though there may well be dangerous lines down.

The question in this proposal is which route to take to get from Rainbow to Mission Valley.

Sent: Tuesday, May 23, .

Friends,

| have not yet been able to fully study the proposals for replacement of the Rainbow high pressure gas line.



My understanding is that the proposal under consideration is for replacement of the line segment North of
Interstate 8 Freeway.

Any routing must carefully consider disturbance to amphibian populations and construction must be
scheduled so as to not interfere with their reproductive cycles. The pipeline currently crosses segments of
the San Diego River and several sections of the Chollas Creek, its tributaries, and its wetlands.

The greatest human risk from the current Rainbow Pipeline is, in my opinion, South of the I-8 freeway as it
snakes underneath and through Mid City Heights residential neighborhoods. The current high pressure gas
line passes through Central Elementary school and then is adjacent to the Mid City College, City Heights
Library, Mid City Heights Police Station, numerous high density housing developments, Monroe Clark Middle
School, Hamilton Elementary, and Webster Elementary. Children and students are at current risk. There
after it passes through other neighborhoods in Southeast San Diego.

The current high pressure gas pipeline alignment is a hidden hazard that is hidden under low income and
mostly minority communities of color, limited English speaking persons, and persons with no knowledge of
this danger. The presence of the hazard in the Mid City Heights neighborhoods and Southeast raises issues
for consideration under standards which promote Environmental Justice. At minimum, environmental
reviews should be published in languages other than English and briefing held in the routes neighborhoods.

The opportunity presented by the abandonment of this high risk alignment is the unique opportunity to
reuse this alignment to bring Purple Pipe recycled water, for the first time, South of the I-8 Freeway to the
parks and landscaping in the Mid City, Balboa Park and other large landscape water users like CALTRANS.

If done correctly the replacement of the dangerous pipeline could be a win for safety and the environment.

Please submit this letter to the scoping authorities. Please place me on the Notice list and respond to my
comments in writing.

All the best,

On May 22, 2017, at 9:48 PM, Miriam Raftery <editor@eastcountymagazine.org> wrote:

Maris — What do you base your view on that this is not needed?

The proposal is to replace a 70-year-old line that is leaking and in dangerous condition. The old line would be
decommissioned. This is not just building a new line for some future demand, but filling existing demand for the
gas currently provided by the line set to be decommissioned.

UCAN has reviewed this and concluded the line really does have to be decommissioned as it’s so dangerous it could
cause a rupture of several MILES causing way worse damage than San Bruno did. Also older lines weren’t built with
new pressurized safety standards added after the San Bruno explosion. UCAN rarely agrees with the utility, but in
this case, agrees there are serious safety issues that make the need for a new line critical and urgent. The old one is
beyond repair.

There are several options for various routes, the worst of which probably is through Santee and Mission Trails
Regional Park, which even SDG&E doesn’t want. They are pushing for a route through Miramar air base.


mailto:editor@eastcountymagazine.org

At first Miramar opposed this, but after the CPUC proposed a few variations, there seem to be a couple of them, on
the base, that the commander suggested didn’t pose serious problem or could be worked around, if | interpreted
this correctly after reading all the documents.

We have a story on our site that lists all the scoping meetings which are over the next 3 days.

Here is our story: http://www.eastcoun
pipeline-through-regional-park-and-santee

If you have info | do not have, to suggest how you calculated we could do without a new line AND decommission the
extremely dangerous old line found to have over 2,000 problems in spot inspections, some very serious, I'd like to
hear it.

You are also welcome to post comments in the comments section if you have more information readers should see.

Miriam Raftery, Editor
www.EastCountyMagazine.org

Sent: Mon ay,
To
!u!;ec'

SDG& E and Sempra Gas are wanting to put in a huge 47 mile 36-inch gas pipeline from up near Rainbow to
down near the border, crossing through a bunch of SD County and increase GHG emissions. Thereisa
decline in need for natural gas and thisis atotal sham. | can talk to you more about it, if you haven't heard.

But, this week there are three scoping meetings for the Draft EIR and it would be great to get people out to
them and to start building up the resistance to the San Diego Pipeline!

Here are the details and information on the Fallbrook, Escondido, and San Diego meetings happening this
week:

http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/inf o/ene/sandiego/Documents/ PSRPN OPFi nal NoA ttachmentsor Figs. pdf

Written comments are due by June 12. | haven't heard much about these meetings and it's important for
people to go and raise issues they want explored-- including that the line is not needed and will contribute to
global climate change.

Can you inform your networks?

Thanks

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The information contained in this e-mail transmission is intended
only for use of the individual or entity named above. This e-mail transmission, and any documents,
files, previous e-mail transmissions or other information attached to it, may contain confidential
information that is legally privileged. If you are not the intended recipient of this e-mail
transmission, or the employee or agent responsible for delivering it to the intended recipient, you


http://www.eastcountymagazine.org/mission-trails-activists-oppose-proposed-major-gas-pipeline-through-regional-park-and-santee
http://www.eastcountymagazine.org/mission-trails-activists-oppose-proposed-major-gas-pipeline-through-regional-park-and-santee
http://www.eastcountymagazine.org/
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/ene/sandiego/Documents/PSRPNOPFinalNoAttachmentsorFigs.pdf

are hereby notified that any disclosure, dissemination, distribution, copying or other use of this
transmission or any of the information contained in or attached to it is strictly prohibited. If you
have received this e-mail transmission in error, please immediately notify us by return e-mail
transmission, and destroy the original e-mail transmission and its attachments without reading or
saving it in any manner. Thank you.



STATE OF CALIFORNIA EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Govemor
PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

803 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 941023238

July 8, 2016

Lee Schavrien

San Diego Gas& Electric Company
488 8" Avenue

San Diego, CA 92101

RE: Reducing Pressure on Line 1600
Dear Mr. Schavrien:

The Commission has received information in response to the Safety and Enforcement
Division’s and the Energy Division’s data requests regarding SDG&E’s Line 1600 in
connection with Application (A.) 15-09-013. Line 1600, which was constructed in 1949,
currently operates as a transmission line. To ensure the safety of the public and the safe
operation of San Diego Gas & Electric’s (SDG&E) natural gas transmission Line 1600,
while maintaining reliability of natural gas delivery to SDG&E’s customers, I direct
SDG&E to do the following:

e Reduce pressure on Line 1600 to 512 psig, which represents a 20% reduction
from design-based maximum allowable operating pressure (MAOP),

e Perform In Line Inspections (ILI) of Line 1600 using identical technologies as
in your previous ILI run and compare the results with the 2012-2015 ILI data,
Replace segment from Engineering Stations “17-131” on Line 1600; and
Perform Quarterly Instrumented Leak Surveys on the entire transmission Line
1600.

These directives are effective immediately. Please confirm in 4 working days that
SDG&E will implement these as expeditiously as possible. If SDG&E believes that
complying with these directives may pose any risk to maintaining service reliability for
its customers, it should provide supporting information within 4 working days to my
office.

In addition, please provide a timeline for submitting the quarterly leak survey results and
a plan in advance of the ILI work as well as the design and construction plan of the
segment replacement for Engineering Stations 17-131 to the Safety and Enforcement
Division. We plan to bring this action before the Commission as soon as possible for
ratification in a manner that provides an opportunity for comment.






!ttorne at Law

CITY HEIGHTS, CALIFORNIA 92105

August 8, 2016

Mr. Tim Sullivan, Executive Director

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION - STATE OF CALIFORNIA
505 Van Ness Avenue

San Francisco, California 94102-3298

RE: SDG&E PIPELINE 1600 Safety Order, Future Inspection and Replacement Programs, and School Hazard Notices

Dear Mr. Sullivan,

Many thanks to the Public Utilities Commission, my Sierra Club, and the Union Tribune for their vigilance
on this old and potentially very dangerous pipeline. This Pipeline is approaching 70 years of age and if it was human
it would have retired, be collecting Social Security, and on Medicare. The San Bruno explosion made clear the scale
of injury and property that could result from a pipeline failure. The Rainbow Pipeline 1600 is older, bigger, and
under higher pressure than the disastrous San Bruno pipeline.

Rainbow Pipeline 1600 passes through heavily populated urban areas of San Diego, including my home
community of City Heights. Not only does this old gas line pass under homes and apartment buildings, it passes
through and directly adjacent to Central Elementary School, several child care facilities, the very and active City
Heights Library, Farmers Market and park and police complexes, the Mid City Heights Community College
campus, Clark Middle School, Hamilton Elementary School, and Webster Elementary School, in City Heights. The
San Diego Unified School District maintains these facilities with some 2,500 or more students. Parents, teachers,
and residents are unaware of the potential danger hidden just below the surface.

On several occasions, I have written San Diego Gas and Electric, the City of San Diego, the San Diego
Unified School District, and the San Diego Community College to urge inspection and possible removal of this aged
line. I believe that any future pipeline projects should NOT be routed through residential streets but rather should
be rerouted along the Freeway corridors that follow along the about the same routes. This alternate should be
considered as part of the project reviews, including but not limited to, the CEQA and NEPA processes.

If the pipeline is abandoned, then it should be considered for reuse and reconditioning as a conduit for
recycled purple pipe water; which is produced along the pipeline north of the Highway 8 but unavailable in our area,
south of Highway Eight. Additionally, the repurposed pipeline could be used as a secure conduit for
undergrounding communications and fiber optics, whose hub is now in City Heights, along the current pipeline’s
route.

I request that the above information be considered in any future project or remediation and inspection
programs and projects. I request notice of the ability to comment, in the future, and that such notices, be
prominently placed at each of the schools and public facilities listed above and along the pipeline route. Such
notices should be prepared to communicate the projects proposal and the hazards, in the languages common to our
community.

I also want the Commission to carefully consider the extensive natural habits in our community which
surround the Cholas Creek, an impaired waterway with listed flora and fauna. Our City Heights community is a
well-documented site of pre settlement native indigenes peoples. Great care should be taken when planning any
project through or along the Cholas watershed, creeks, and canyons.

Again, thank you for your oversight.

Copy: City of San Diego, San Diego Unified School District, San Diego Community College, SDG& E, and City
Heights Planning Committee, City Heights Community Development Corporation, SD Union Tribune



From:

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC
Subject: RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project — New Natural Gas Line 3602 (Application No. A.15-09-013)

Date: Tuesday, May 23, 2017 3:54:22 PM

TO: Robert Peterson

California Public Utilities Commission
c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.
505 Sansome Street, Suite 300

San Francisco, CA 94111

RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project — New Natural Gas Line 3602 (Application
No. A.15-09-013)

Dear Mr. Peterson:

The gas pipeline proposed by SDG&E is in direct contradiction to California’s climate
action plan, which calls for a 80% cut in emissions from 1990 levels by 2050. Building
new fossil fuel infrastructure runs counter to those goals, which the majority of
Californians strongly support.

What’s more, this pipeline is not necessary. The current pipeline can operate reliably
for the next 20 years. Meanwhile, natural gas usage is already in a steep decline,
projected by SDG&E to drop 15% over the next 10 years.

We should be investing instead in renewable energy projects. Asking ratepayers to
subsidize the $600 million cost of this pipeline is unnecessary and unfair, considering
that it would be of little benefit to San Diego, and likely instead to serve as a supply
line for gas to Sempra’s proposed liquefied natural gas export facility near Ensenada.

| urge to reject this proposed pipeline. Thank you.

Sincerely,




From:

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC
Subject: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project — New Natural Gas Line 3602 (Application No. A.15-09-013)
Date: Tuesday, May 23, 2017 4:03:45 PM

Dear Mr. Peterson,

| oppose both alternative routes of the proposed gas pipeline (Line 3602). Alternative routes
through Mission Trails Regional Park and surrounding park expansion areas are not acceptable.

The first proposed alternative would disrupt the use of and degrade Mission Trails Regional Park’s
West Sycamore Area including parts of the new Stowe Trail, as well as the Goodan Ranch, and
Fanita Ranch. These preserved areas and parklands are used by hundreds of visitors daily.
Maintaining the integrity of the preservation of these natural lands is imperative for existing
wildlife, flora, and habitat.

The second proposed alternative is equally unacceptable and would degrade Mission Trails’s
Spring Canyon and East Fortuna Staging Area, and also East Elliott, part of MTRP’s larger
ecosystem. The park and its surrounding expansion area must be protected. A new gas pipeline
does not belong in these natural habitats which are used recreationally by park visitors.

Please drop or oppose these alternative routes. Thank you.

Sincerely,



From:

To:

Subject: Rainbow Gas Pipeline Hazards and Opportunities
Date: Tuesday, May 23, 2017 3:37:53 AM

Friends,

| have not yet been able to fully study the proposals for replacement of the Rainbow high pressure gas line.
My understanding is that the proposal under consideration is for replacement of the line segment North of
Interstate 8 Freeway.

Any routing must carefully consider disturbance to amphibian populations and construction must be
scheduled so as to not interfere with their reproductive cycles. The pipeline currently crosses segments of
the San Diego River and several sections of the Chollas Creek, its tributaries, and its wetlands.

The greatest human risk from the current Rainbow Pipeline is, in my opinion, South of the I-8 freeway as it
snakes underneath and through Mid City Heights residential neighborhoods. The current high pressure gas
line passes through Central Elementary school and then is adjacent to the Mid City College, City Heights
Library, Mid City Heights Police Station, numerous high density housing developments, Monroe Clark Middle
School, Hamilton Elementary, and Webster Elementary. Children and students are at current risk. There
after it passes through other neighborhoods in Southeast San Diego.

The current high pressure gas pipeline alignment is a hidden hazard that is hidden under low income and
mostly minority communities of color, limited English speaking persons, and persons with no knowledge of
this danger. The presence of the hazard in the Mid City Heights neighborhoods and Southeast raises issues
for consideration under standards which promote Environmental Justice. At minimum, environmental
reviews should be published in languages other than English and briefing held in the routes neighborhoods.

The opportunity presented by the abandonment of this high risk alignment is the unique opportunity to
reuse this alignment to bring Purple Pipe recycled water, for the first time, South of the I-8 Freeway to the
parks and landscaping in the Mid City, Balboa Park and other large landscape water users like CALTRANS.

If done correctly the replacement of the dangerous pipeline could be a win for safety and the environment.

Please submit this letter to the scoping authorities. Please place me on the Notice list and respond to my
comments in writing.

All the best,

Il - \What do you base your view on that this is not needed?

The proposal is to replace a 70-year-old line that is leaking and in dangerous condition. The old line would be



decommissioned. This is not just building a new line for some future demand, but filling existing demand for the
gas currently provided by the line set to be decommissioned.

UCAN has reviewed this and concluded the line really does have to be decommissioned as it’s so dangerous it could
cause a rupture of several MILES causing way worse damage than San Bruno did. Also older lines weren’t built with
new pressurized safety standards added after the San Bruno explosion. UCAN rarely agrees with the utility, but in
this case, agrees there are serious safety issues that make the need for a new line critical and urgent. The old one is
beyond repair.

There are several options for various routes, the worst of which probably is through Santee and Mission Trails
Regional Park, which even SDG&E doesn’t want. They are pushing for a route through Miramar air base.

At first Miramar opposed this, but after the CPUC proposed a few variations, there seem to be a couple of them, on
the base, that the commander suggested didn’t pose serious problem or could be worked around, if | interpreted

this correctly after reading all the documents.

We have a story on our site that lists all the scoping meetings which are over the next 3 days.

Here is our story: http://www.eastcoun
pipeline-through-regional-park-and-santee
If you have info | do not have, to suggest how you calculated we could do without a new line AND decommission the
extremely dangerous old line found to have over 2,000 problems in spot inspections, some very serious, I'd like to
hear it.

You are also welcome to post comments in the comments section if you have more information readers should see.

www.EastCountyMagazine.org

Sent: Monday, May 22, B

ubject:

SDG& E and Sempra Gas are wanting to put in a huge 47 mile 36-inch gas pipeline from up near Rainbow to
down near the border, crossing through a bunch of SD County and increase GHG emissions. Thereisa
decline in need for natural gas and thisis atotal sham. | can talk to you more about it, if you haven't heard.

But, this week there are three scoping meetings for the Draft EIR and it would be great to get people out to
them and to start building up the resistance to the San Diego Pipeline!

Here are the details and information on the Fallbrook, Escondido, and San Diego meetings happening this
week:

http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/i nf o/ene/sandiego/Documents/ PSRPN OPFi nal NoA ttachmentsor Figs. pdf

Written comments are due by June 12. | haven't heard much about these meetings and it's important for
people to go and raise issues they want explored-- including that the line is not needed and will contribute to
global climate change.

Can you inform your networks?

Thanks


http://www.eastcountymagazine.org/mission-trails-activists-oppose-proposed-major-gas-pipeline-through-regional-park-and-santee
http://www.eastcountymagazine.org/mission-trails-activists-oppose-proposed-major-gas-pipeline-through-regional-park-and-santee
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http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/ene/sandiego/Documents/PSRPNOPFinalNoAttachmentsorFigs.pdf

For Protect Our Communities Foundation

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The information contained in this e-mail transmission is intended
only for use of the individual or entity named above. This e-mail transmission, and any documents,
files, previous e-mail transmissions or other information attached to it, may contain confidential
information that is legally privileged. If you are not the intended recipient of this e-mail
transmission, or the employee or agent responsible for delivering it to the intended recipient, you
are hereby notified that any disclosure, dissemination, distribution, copying or other use of this
transmission or any of the information contained in or attached to it is strictly prohibited. If you
have received this e-mail transmission in error, please immediately notify us by return e-mail
transmission, and destroy the original e-mail transmission and its attachments without reading or
saving it in any manner. Thank you.



From:

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC
Subject: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project — New Natural Gas Line 3602 (Application No. A.15-09-013
Date: Tuesday, May 23, 2017 5:47:36 PM

To: Robert Peterson

California Public Utilities Commission
c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.
505 Sansome Street, Suite 300

San Francisco, CA 94111

RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project — New Natural Gas Line 3602 (Application No.
A.15-09-013)

Dear Mr. Peterson,

The gas pipeline proposed by SDG&E should be rejected for the following reasons:

e There is an immediate need to decrease our reliance on fossil fuels and transition to
renewable energy.

e The proposed pipeline is unnecessary and would saddle ratepayers with costs
through 2063 totalling over $600 million. Natural gas usage is in a steep decline in
California and SDG&E has determined that the existing pipeline can operate reliably
for twenty more years.

Ratepayers must NOT be asked to subsidize SDG&E plans which are not necessary and
are counterproductive to California climate goals. | urge you to reject this proposal for a
new gas pipeline.

Thank you for your consideration.

May the Holy Spirit dance in our hearts!

"If thisis going to be a Christian nation that doesn't help the poor, either we have to pretend
that Jesus was just as selfish as we are or we've got to acknowledge that He commanded us to
love the poor and serve the needy without condition and then admit that we just don't want to
doit." Stephen Colbert



From:

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC

Subject: Reject proposed gas pipeline 3602 (Application No. A.15-09-013)
Date: Tuesday, May 23, 2017 6:40:51 PM

This pipelineisirresponsible. Not everthing should be about money. Do the right thing and
reject the proposed gas pipeline. Y our employers are the tax paying citizens of this county.

Y ou represent us, and we don't want it.



From:

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC
Subject: Gas Pipeline Safety

Date: Tuesday, May 23, 2017 7:33:46 PM

To whom it may concern,

Please consider an alternate route for your proposed natural gas pipeline running down
Pomerado Road through Poway and ending in Scripps Ranch near Miramar. The proposed
route runs right next to many homes, including my own home, which lies directly paralel to
Pomerado road. In addition, there are schools, a hospital, and businesses that would be directly
affected by the construction traffic. Not to mention hat a disaster it would be in case of an
accident.

Pomerado is the only accessroad in and out should there be an earthquake, or aleak in a
pipe causing a major explosion. An alternate route through a less popul ated area of eastern
San Diego County or along 1-15 should be considered.

Please consider an alternative route, | can not voice my concern loud enough.

Sincerely,




From: -
To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC
Subject: Pipeline

Date: Tuesday, May 23, 2017 7:45:32 PM

The pipeline that has been suggested is unnecessary and the monies could be well spent elsewhere. The area’s use
of gas has declined in the past few years and the expense incurred for this project, paid for by the people, is
unreasonable, unneeded, and unjust. Think forward, please.



From:

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC
Subject: Pipeline comments
Date: Tuesday, May 23, 2017 10:55:25 PM

| do not think it'sin the interest of the public to run a gas pipeline through a highly populated neighborhood. There
are multiple schools, medical facilities,senior citizen housing, businesses and homes that would be placed in an

unnecessary danger from this pipeline.
SDG&E will say that thisis safe, | don't believe them..

| saw what happened in San Bruno and Greenwood, what about the people that lost their lives. Y ou should find
another route where there's less danger to people. If it costs more just do it we the taxpayers always end up paying
for what SDG& E does anyway.

It's not safe find another route away from communities.

Thank you for taking my comments into consideration.




From:

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC
Subject: Pipeline Safety & Reliability Project - New Natural Gas Line 3602 (Application No. A.15-09-013)

Date: Tuesday, May 23, 2017 11:38:19 PM

To: Robert Peterson

California Public Utilities Commission
c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc..
505 Sansome Street, Suite 300

San Francisco, CA 94111

Dear Mr. Peterson,

The gas pipeline proposed by SDG&E should be rejected for the following
reasons:

e There is an immediate need to decrease our reliance on fossil fuels and
transition to renewable energy.

e The proposed pipeline is unnecessary and would saddle ratepayers with
costs through 2063 totaling over $600 million. Natural gas usage is in a
steep decline in California and SDG&E has determined that the existing
pipeline can operate reliably for twenty more years.

Ratepayers must NOT be asked to subsidize SDG&E plans which are not
necessary and are counterproductive to California climate goals. | urge you

to reject this proposal for a new gas pipeline.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,




From:

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC
Subject: Gas pipeline
Date: Wednesday, May 24, 2017 1:03:26 AM

To Whom it may concern:

Let me assure you that | am opposed to this pipeline. Its requirement has not been shown valid. Thisis another of
SDGE'’s attempts to make utility users pay for the fat dividends to shareholders. The previous efforts included the
peaking power station for fast response that was planned for east of Santee until we showed it as unneeded and we
blocked it. We shall do the same here.

The credibility of SDGE is very low. Go back and show why you need to build it after all that song and dance that
was made for that large powerline from the desert to import solar generated power. We did not need that either.
Loca solar power generation has SDGE beaten flat. Batteries to assist local generation sources during sunless days
and nighttimes will reduce the needs for more natural gas to feed that overpriced Calpine plant in Chula Vista. We
need no more shennanigans that people like Peevey brought to the process.

Go back and do your homework and speak straight, if only for once. Citizens of San Diego are opposed to your
demands for a new pipeline for natural gas.




From:

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC
Subject: "Fracked"l Gas Line 3602 (Application No. A.15-09-013)
Date: Wednesday, May 24, 2017 1:31:20 AM

Robert Peterson,

We must reduce - not expand the use of fossil fuels! Study an aternative in the EIR that
maintains the existing line until it can be decommissioned permanently. A new gas supply line
through our parks and open spaces is unacceptable. Our parks are not profit corridors for

private utilities.

Sincerely,

Santee CA resident



From: ]
To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC

Subject: "Fracked"| Gas Line 3602 (Application No. A.15-09-013)
Date: Wednesday, May 24, 2017 1:26:34 PM

To whom this may concern,

| STRONGLY OPPOSE the installation of the Fracked Gas Line 3602 (Application No. A.15-09-013).

| do not support it nor do | not want a Gas Line routed thru my hometown, especially thru the
neighborhood | grew up.




rrom: I

Sent: Wednesday, May 24, 2017 12:56 PM

To: I

Cc:
Subject: Rainbow pipeline standards, timing of next phase, and avoidance of predetermination of
Southern Phase Route through highly populated neighborhoods

Dear Ms. |||}

Thank you for conducting the environmental processes for the northern section of the Rainbow
pipeline.

My concerns are primarily concerning the destination end of this project and establishing
community safety standards for sensitive habitats, sensitive receptors and facilities, and the
reuse of the existing pipeline for recycled purple pipe water.

| want to make sure that current projects Southern termination does not dictate the
alternatives for the next phase.

When do you anticipate that the Southern portion be scoped and replaced?

Please keep me informed on the progress of the current project and the next phase, through
the more highly populated Southern urban areas, like City Heights.

Please include the comments in your current study and respond in writing.

All the best,



mailto:BPowell@ene.com
mailto:NWilliams@ene.com
http://www.ene.com/
mailto:bpowell@ene.com
http://www.ene.com/



mailto:BPowell@ene.com

rror: |
Sent: Tuesday, May 23, :

To: SDgaspipeline@ene.com

0 be included in my scoping comments

Dear SDgaspipeline@ene.com,

| am concerned that the Southern terminus, of the project being scoped for the Rainbow pipeline
alignment, not predetermine its route through the very populated areas of San Diego’s Mid City
Heights.

| suggest that the route for the next phase follow one of the several freeway corridors South. | think
that the | 805 corridor would be preferable over the SR 15 because it is not a major mass transit and
bicycle corridor.

Please incorporate the attached documents into my comments

Please respond in writing to these attachments as part of my comments. Please notice me of future


mailto:BPowell@ene.com
mailto:NWilliams@ene.com
http://www.ene.com/
mailto:bpowell@ene.com
http://www.ene.com/
mailto:SDgaspipeline@ene.com

documents and hearings

All the best,




From:
To:
Subject: : 1600 Safety Order, Future Inspection and Replacement Programs, and School Hazard Notices

Attachments: image006.png
07-08-16_Letter_to_SDGE_re_reducing_pressure_on_Line_1600.pdf

e

| do not believe that the Mayor or City Council are engaged in any
quasi-judicial hearings concerning the dangerous pipeline, asit is a matter
of State regulation. | would, therefore, like it distributed to the Mayor
and Council.

| also think it should be distributed to the Parks & Recreation Director
(because of the pipelines proximity to City Heights Parks), Real Estate
Assets (as the pipeline passes adjacent to City |lands); Streets and
Engineering (as the pipeline passes under and adjacent to City Streets);
Storm water ( as the Pipeline crosses both San Diego River and Cholas
Creek); Water Treatment Department (as the pipeline could be repurposed, if
abandoned , to carry purple pipe recycled water) and the City Auditor (as
this pipelineis afranchise utility running under city properties).

Thank you for your attention to details

All the best,

From;

Sent: Monday, August 8, 2016 11:08 AM

To|

Subject: RE: SDG& E PIPELINE 1600 Safety Order, Future Inspection and
Replacement Programs, and School Hazard Notices

Hetlo, I -

Office of the City Clerk isin receipt of your e-mail. Please advise me on
instructions for distribution.

Thank you,

CONFIDENTIAL COMMUNICATION

This electronic mail message and any attachments are intended only for the
use of the addressee(s) named above and may contain information that is
privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If
you are not an intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for
delivering this e-mail to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified

that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is



strictly prohibited. If you received this e-mail message in error, please
immediately notify the sender by replying to this message or by telephone.
Thank you.

Sent: Sat—ur lay, AUGUSL 06, 2016 4:16 PM

ety Order, Future Inspection and Replacement

Subject: SDG& E PIPELINE 1600
Programs, and School Hazard Notices

August 8, 2016

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION - STATE OF CALIFORNIA

RE: SDG&E PIPELINE 1600 Safety Order, Future Inspection and Replacement
Programs, and School Hazard Notices

e

Many thanks to the Public Utilities Commission, my Sierra Club, and the
Union Tribune for their vigilance on this old and potentially very dangerous
pipeline. This Pipelineis approaching 70 years of age and if it was human

it would have retired, be collecting Social Security, and on Medicare. The
San Bruno explosion made clear the scale of injury and property that could
result from a pipeline failure. The Rainbow Pipeline 1600 is older, bigger,
and under higher pressure than the disastrous San Bruno pipeline.

Rainbow Pipeline 1600 passes through heavily populated urban
areas of San Diego, including my home community of City Heights. Not only
does this old gas line pass under homes and apartment buildings, it passes
through and directly adjacent to Central Elementary School, several child
carefacilities, the very and active City Heights Library, Farmers Market
and park and police complexes, the Mid City Heights Community College
campus, Clark Middle School, Hamilton Elementary School, and Webster
Elementary School, in City Heights. The San Diego Unified School District
maintains these facilities with some 2,500 or more students. Parents,
teachers, and residents are unaware of the potential danger hidden just
below the surface.

On severa occasions, | have written San Diego Gas and
Electric, the City of San Diego, the San Diego Unified School District, and
the San Diego Community College to urge inspection and possible removal of
thisaged line. | believe that any future pipeline projects should NOT be
routed through residential streets but rather should be rerouted along the
Freeway corridors that follow aong the about the same routes. This
alternate should be considered as part of the project reviews, including but
not limited to, the CEQA and NEPA processes.

If the pipeline is abandoned, then it should be considered
for reuse and reconditioning as a conduit for recycled purple pipe water;
which is produced along the pipeline North of the Highway 8 but unavailable
in our area, south of Highway Eight. Additionally, the repurposed pipeline
could be used as a secure conduit for undergrounding communications and
fiber optics, whose hub is now in City Heights, along the current pipeline's
route.



| request that the above information be considered in any
future project or remediation and inspection programs and projects. |
request notice of the ability to comment, in the future, and that such
notices, be prominently placed at each of the schools and public facilities
listed above and along the pipeline route. Such notices should be prepared
to communicate the projects proposal and the hazards, in the languages
common to our community.

| also want the Commission to carefully consider the
extensive natural habits in our community which surround the Cholas Creek,
an impaired waterway with listed floraand fauna. Our city Heights community
is awell-documented site of pre settlement native indigenes peoples. Great
care should be taken when planning any project through or along the Cholas
watershed, creeks, and canyons.

Again, thank you for your oversight.

Copy: City of San Diego, San Diego Unified School District, San Diego
Community College, SDG& E, and City Heights Planning Committee, City Heights
Community Development Corporation, SD Union Tribune

e ——
Sent: Saturday, August 6, :

To
Subject: Google Alert - sierraclub san diego

<https://www.google.com/alerts?source=al ertsmail & hl=en& al=US& msgid=NTAxMDY xNTcyODQzMzI 3NDk4NQ>Image removed by sender. Googlesierra club san diegoDaily update - August 6, 2016NEWS
<https:.//www.google.com/url rct={& sa=t& url =http://www.sandiegouniontribune.com/news/2016/aug/05/sdge-pi peline-
pressure/& ct=ga& cd=CAEYACOTNTAXMDY xNTcyODQzMzI3NDk4NTIaOWZjZjgwMWHFIMzQwY mEKNTpjb206ZW46VV M & usg=AFQjCNHyvTskaEeJKzT_BHKkoE1vAoylb5A> State orders pressure reduction
in gas pipelineThe San Diego Union-TribuneState regulators have ordered San Diego Gas & Electric to immediately ...Utility officials rejected the Sierra Club assertion and said the newpipelineis ...

<https://www.googl e.com/al erts/share?hl=en& gl=US& ru=http://www.sandi egouni ontri bune.com/news/2016/aug/05/sdge-pipeline-

pressure/& ss=gp& rt=State+orders+pressure+reducti on+in+gas+pipeline& cd=K hM 1M DEWNjE1INzI 4ANDMzMjc0OTg1Mho5ZmNmODAXY WUzNDBi Y WQ1OmNvbT plbjpV Uw& ssp=AM JHsmUQJIRPZN9uqV pmNu-
Ex2WOIWfcC1A> Imageremoved by sender. Google Plus <https://www.google.com/al erts/share?hl=en& gl=U S& ru=http://www.sandiegouniontribune.com/news/2016/aug/05/sdge-pipeline-

pressure/& ss=fb& rt=State+orders+pressure+reduction+in+gas+pipeline& cd=K hM 1M DEWNj E1NzI4NDMzMjc0OTg1Mho5ZmNmODAXY WUZzNDBi Y WQ10mNvbTpl bjpV Uw& ssp=AM JHsmUQIRPZN9uqV pmNu-
Ex2WOIWfcC1A> Imageremoved by sender. Facebook <https://www.google.com/al erts/share?hl=en& gl=US& ru=http://www.sandiegouni ontribune.com/news/2016/aug/05/sdge-pi peline-

pressure/& ss=tw& rt=State+orders+pressure+reducti on+in+gas+pipeline& cd=K hM 1M DEWNjE1INzI4ANDMzMjc0OTg1M hoSZmNmODAxYWUzN DB|YWQ10vaprI bjpVUw& ssp=AMJHsmUQJIRPZN9uqV pmNu-
Ex2WOIWfcC1A> Imageremoved by sender. Twitter <https:./www. le.com/alerts/feedback Xfu=http://www.sandi
pressure/& source=al ertsmail & hl=en& gl=US& msgid=NTAxMDY xNTcyODQzMzI SNDk4N Q& s=AB2X q4g9bJOWTbvIW4xI3GKNUBRDVVYV _SlyHgHQ>Flag as irrelevant <https://www.google.con/alerts?
9bJOWTbvIW4XI3GKNUBRDVVYV_SlyHgHQ& start=1470340981& end=1470513753& source=al ertsmail & hi=en& gl=US& m istory> See more results |
wstump%e40cox.net>

<https://www.google.com/al erts/edit?source=al ertsmail & hl id=| 9bJOWThvIW4xI3GKNUBRDVVYV_SlyHgHQ& email=j
Edit this alertY ou have received this email because you have subscribed to Google Alerts. <https://www.google.con/alerts'remove?

source=alertsmail& hl=en& gl=US& msgid=NTAXMDY xNTcyODQzMzI ANDk4NQ& s=A B2X g4g9bJOW ThvIW4xI3SGKNUBRDVVV_SlyHgHQ>Unsubscribe |<https://www.googl e.conval erts?

source=alertsmail& hl=en& gl=US& msgid=NTAXMDY xNTcyODQzMzI3N Dk4N§ 2> View all your alerts <https:/www.google.com/alerts/feeds/16865979160238951108/3833645192782525111> | mage removed by
sender RSSRecewethls alert as RSSfeed <

N & ffu=> SendFeedback- Watchdog
watchdog/>State orders pre&sure reducuon ingas plpenneCPUC acts on information reoeved in apphoauon for new line <http://www.sandiegouni ontribune.com/staff/jeff-
mmgnadb Da: ptior Mugshot of Jeff McDonaldBy <http: d/> Jeff McDonald| 7 p.m. Aug. 5, 2016

nt> Sate regul ators have orde'ed San Diego Gg & Elemnc to |mmed|ate|y reducethe pressure inside one of its gas
plpehnes saying information theyrecelved from 1he utility convinced them 1he 1&|nch line could no longer beoperated at the higher capacity without risk.Neither the California Public Utilities Commission nor SDG& E
would say whatprompted last month'’ s order, which directed the utility to lower pressure by20 percent. It also required the company to speed up inspections, replace asegment of the pipe and perform surveys to detect

i Executive Dlremor TimothySullivan wrote to SDG&E on July 8. “Please confirm in 4 working days thatSDG& E will implement these as expeditiously as

ae7al etter from CPUC regarding Line

N . X o) n. niontri n 201 7-08-

16_L E re I ing_pressure_on_| L|n > 1 >The utlllty Iowered the prsurem Line 1600 to 512 poundsper squarelnchlhe next day Theline, whlch dates back to 1949, runs from Fallbrook to
SanDlego SDG&E also said it accelerated theline's |nspect|on schedule and planned toreplace the segment identified by the commission before the end of December.Company officials also said they would continue bi-
monthly checks and aertregulators to any leaks.“Our top priority for our customers and our employeesis safety,” theutility said in a statement. “ SDG& E has an obligation and a commitment tocontinue to provide safe
and reliable service to our customersin San Diego.” The tilities commission has made pipeline safety a high priority since2010, when a Pacific Gas & Electric pipeline explosion in San Bruno killedeight people and
destroyed dozens of homes.The blast prompted stricter rules for operating pipelines. It also led to a$1.6 billion civil penalty and criminal charges against PG& E. The SanFrancisco-based utility has denied all charges and
ajury has beendeliberating the criminal case since early last week.[week of 8/1]1t is not clear what specifically prompted Sullivan to order SDG&E to reducethe pressure in Line 1600.Utilities commission spokeswoman
Terrie Prosper issued a statement sayingthe order was based on unspecified information disclosed during a review of SDG&E's application for a new $600 million pipeline the company wants tobuild between Rainbow
Valley and Miramar.“While there was no indication of an immediate safety threat, SDG& E madestatementsin A-15-09-013 that CPUC staff found to be indicative of potential issues in the future and decided to take
steps to mitigate safetyrisks,” the statement said. “SDG& E has been cooperative.” San Diego Gas & Electric and Southern California Gas, two regulatedsubsidiaries of San Diego-based Sempra Energy, want to replace
the agingLine 1600 with a nearly 50-mile pipeline capable of pushing more natural gasthrough San Diego County and beyond.The utilities currently rely on two primary lines to move natural gas acrossSan Diego
County — Line 1600 and Line 3010, which carries up to 90 percentof the load. Critics point to that disparity in saying Line 1600 could shutdown without a notable impact to service reliability. The company plan calls
for replacing Line 1600 with a 36-inch pipe runninggenerally along the east side of Interstate 15 from Riverside County toMarine Corps Air Station Miramar. The new line would be more than twice thesize of its
predecessor. The application, filed with the utilities commission in September, drewopposition from consumer and enwronmental groups, who said the prOJem isunnecessary, would raise costs and may instead be
intended to boost Sempra’ sinternational business interests.Proposed pipelineDescription:http: he '2015/10/12/sd-fi-pipelin: 2. point out that the utility monopolies
make little to no moneyproviding energy to customers, but are approved by the utilities commlmomo receive |nvamem returns on infrastructure investments, so it isintheir economic interest to keep developing more
poles, wires and pipelines. They also note the new pipeline application comes as policymakers areworking to reduce greenhouse gas-emitting fuel sources and consumer demandfor natural gas is estimated to keep
diminishing over the next decades.” California ratepayers should not foot the bill for costly new fossil fuelinfrastructure investments that are, or will soon become, stranded assets,and whose benefits appear primarily
intended to flow to Sempra’ s unregulatedsubsidiaries,” Sierra Club attorney Matthew Vespawrote in acommissionfiling.As evidence, the Sierra Club cited Sempra Energy annual reports, which saythere is enough
natural gas for the country to become a net exporter andSemprais “ evaluating the economics of converting” its liquefied natural gasimport terminal in Baja Californiato an export operation.Such amove would provide
a“first mover advantage on West Coast of NorthAmerica” and a“location/shipping cost advantage for Asia,” Sempra EnergyPresident Mark Snell told analysts at a 2014 conference, but would require* additional
pipeline capacity.”* Sempra as a company is very bullish on gas exports,” Vespa said in aninterview. “They're looking to lock in as many reliable sources as they can.This (new pipeline application) is not about

need.” Utility officials rejected the Sierra Club assertion and said the newpipelineis part of an overall strategy to improve operations, which theycall the Pipeline Safety & Reliability Project.” SDG&E has no plans to use
the proposed pipeline to export gas to Mexico, asthis pipeline is needed for safety and reliability in San Diego,” thecompany statement said. “The need for this project is distinct and separatefrom the business goals of
any other project or company.” Utility officials said even with the looming transition away from fossilfuels, natural gas will play an important role in the energy sector for manyyears to come. Customers rely on natural
gas every day to meet avariety of needs, fromhome and water heating to cooking, electric generation to transportation,” SDG& E said. “In addition to the millions of residents, small businesses andvisitors that rely on
natural gas every day, San Diego’s top natural gascustomers include the military, hospitals and electric generators.” In addition to protests from consumer organizations and environmental groups, the city of Long Beach
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http://cdn.sandiegouniontrib.com/img/news/documents/2016/08/05/UTI1800747_r900x493_1_t180.jpg?6ec45598a0efd272cf6d6631efc8bbae7a2ee918Letter
http://www.sandiegouniontribune.com/documents/2016/aug/05/letter-cpuc-regarding-line-1600/
http://cdn.sandiegouniontrib.com/news/documents/2016/08/05/07-08-16_Letter_to_SDGE_re_reducing_pressure_on_Line_1600.pdf
http://cdn.sandiegouniontrib.com/news/documents/2016/08/05/07-08-16_Letter_to_SDGE_re_reducing_pressure_on_Line_1600.pdf
http://cdn.sandiegouniontrib.com/img/photos/2015/10/12/sd-fi-pipeline-cost-02.pngCritics

has raised concerns. The city is one of thelargest municipal gas utilities in the country and relies on SouthernCalifornia Gas for service.* SoCalGas' estimated rate impact on the (transportation) rate is an increaseof 51
percent,” lawyers for Long Beach told the commission. “The 51 percentincrease isin addition to the 17.3 percent (transportation) rate increasethe applicants are currently requesting.” In June, three weeks before Sullivan
ordered the pressure lowered on Linel600, the commission's Office of Ratepayer Advocates filed amotion urgingregulators to reject the new pipeline.“ Applicants’ own information fails to show the need of the
proposed project,” the ratepayer advocate argued in its motion, rejected weeks laterby a utilities commission judge. The Utility Reform Network, or TURN, said SDG& E and Southern California Gashave not
demonstrated a need for additional pipeline capacity. Lawyers atthe San Francisco consumer group said Line 1600 can be safely operated afterappropriate testing.“ Sempra had promised to hydrotest this line several
years back, but it hasfailed to hydrotest because it prefersto replace the line,” TURN staffattorney Marcel Hawiger said. “Given the lack of a hydrotest, the(commission) properly required a pressure reduction and
additional measuresuntil the decision on whether to hydrotest or replace is made.” The utility said the Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Act of 2011, enacted in thewake of the San Bruno explosion, calls for Line 1600 to be
tested orreplaced, and constructing a new pipeline is amore appropriate solution. SDG& E is till required by law to either ‘pressure test’ or ‘replace’ thepipeline,” the company said. “We believe the Pipeline Safety &
ReliabilityProject, which was filed more than 10 months ago, is the long-term solutionfor implementing safety measures and increasing reliability.” The commission has yet to schedule a hearing on the pending
application.



STATE OF CALIFORNIA EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Govemor
PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

803 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 941023238

July 8, 2016

Lee Schavrien

San Diego Gas& Electric Company
488 8" Avenue

San Diego, CA 92101

RE: Reducing Pressure on Line 1600
Dear Mr. Schavrien:

The Commission has received information in response to the Safety and Enforcement
Division’s and the Energy Division’s data requests regarding SDG&E’s Line 1600 in
connection with Application (A.) 15-09-013. Line 1600, which was constructed in 1949,
currently operates as a transmission line. To ensure the safety of the public and the safe
operation of San Diego Gas & Electric’s (SDG&E) natural gas transmission Line 1600,
while maintaining reliability of natural gas delivery to SDG&E’s customers, I direct
SDG&E to do the following:

e Reduce pressure on Line 1600 to 512 psig, which represents a 20% reduction
from design-based maximum allowable operating pressure (MAOP),

e Perform In Line Inspections (ILI) of Line 1600 using identical technologies as
in your previous ILI run and compare the results with the 2012-2015 ILI data,
Replace segment from Engineering Stations “17-131” on Line 1600; and
Perform Quarterly Instrumented Leak Surveys on the entire transmission Line
1600.

These directives are effective immediately. Please confirm in 4 working days that
SDG&E will implement these as expeditiously as possible. If SDG&E believes that
complying with these directives may pose any risk to maintaining service reliability for
its customers, it should provide supporting information within 4 working days to my
office.

In addition, please provide a timeline for submitting the quarterly leak survey results and
a plan in advance of the ILI work as well as the design and construction plan of the
segment replacement for Engineering Stations 17-131 to the Safety and Enforcement
Division. We plan to bring this action before the Commission as soon as possible for
ratification in a manner that provides an opportunity for comment.






!ttorne at Law

CITY HEIGHTS, CALIFORNIA 92105

August 8, 2016

Mr. Tim Sullivan, Executive Director

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION - STATE OF CALIFORNIA
505 Van Ness Avenue

San Francisco, California 94102-3298

RE: SDG&E PIPELINE 1600 Safety Order, Future Inspection and Replacement Programs, and School Hazard Notices

Dear Mr. Sullivan,

Many thanks to the Public Utilities Commission, my Sierra Club, and the Union Tribune for their vigilance
on this old and potentially very dangerous pipeline. This Pipeline is approaching 70 years of age and if it was human
it would have retired, be collecting Social Security, and on Medicare. The San Bruno explosion made clear the scale
of injury and property that could result from a pipeline failure. The Rainbow Pipeline 1600 is older, bigger, and
under higher pressure than the disastrous San Bruno pipeline.

Rainbow Pipeline 1600 passes through heavily populated urban areas of San Diego, including my home
community of City Heights. Not only does this old gas line pass under homes and apartment buildings, it passes
through and directly adjacent to Central Elementary School, several child care facilities, the very and active City
Heights Library, Farmers Market and park and police complexes, the Mid City Heights Community College
campus, Clark Middle School, Hamilton Elementary School, and Webster Elementary School, in City Heights. The
San Diego Unified School District maintains these facilities with some 2,500 or more students. Parents, teachers,
and residents are unaware of the potential danger hidden just below the surface.

On several occasions, I have written San Diego Gas and Electric, the City of San Diego, the San Diego
Unified School District, and the San Diego Community College to urge inspection and possible removal of this aged
line. I believe that any future pipeline projects should NOT be routed through residential streets but rather should
be rerouted along the Freeway corridors that follow along the about the same routes. This alternate should be
considered as part of the project reviews, including but not limited to, the CEQA and NEPA processes.

If the pipeline is abandoned, then it should be considered for reuse and reconditioning as a conduit for
recycled purple pipe water; which is produced along the pipeline north of the Highway 8 but unavailable in our area,
south of Highway Eight. Additionally, the repurposed pipeline could be used as a secure conduit for
undergrounding communications and fiber optics, whose hub is now in City Heights, along the current pipeline’s
route.

I request that the above information be considered in any future project or remediation and inspection
programs and projects. I request notice of the ability to comment, in the future, and that such notices, be
prominently placed at each of the schools and public facilities listed above and along the pipeline route. Such
notices should be prepared to communicate the projects proposal and the hazards, in the languages common to our
community.

I also want the Commission to carefully consider the extensive natural habits in our community which
surround the Cholas Creek, an impaired waterway with listed flora and fauna. Our City Heights community is a
well-documented site of pre settlement native indigenes peoples. Great care should be taken when planning any
project through or along the Cholas watershed, creeks, and canyons.

Again, thank you for your oversight.

Copy: City of San Diego, San Diego Unified School District, San Diego Community College, SDG& E, and City
Heights Planning Committee, City Heights Community Development Corporation, SD Union Tribune
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From:

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC
Subject: pipeline/Mission Trails
Date: Wednesday, May 24, 2017 3:49:41 PM

Towhom it concerns,

| am alarmed that a proposed gasoline might potentially run through parts of Mission Trail Regional Park. |
frequently hike/run all over the whole park and enjoy viewing and photographing the beautiful flora and fauna. The
riparian habitat is very unique and the San Diego community is so fortunate to have the park in close proximity to
visit, which on weekendsis very busy. Just last week on one of my hikes | was so surprised to find in a recently
opened area containing thousands of polliwogs in the stream! Mission Trailsis agem to be valued and kept
untouched.

Sincerely,



From:

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC
Subject: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project-New Natural Gas Line 3602 (Application No. A.15-09-013
Date: Wednesday, May 24, 2017 6:54:43 PM

Robert Peterson
California Public Utilities Commission

Dear Mr. Peterson:
The gas pipeline proposed by SDG&E should be rejected for the following reasons:

e There is an immediate need to decrease our reliance on fossil fuels and transition to
renewable energy.

e The proposed pipeline is unnecessary and would saddle ratepayers with costs that
total over S600 million. Natural gas usage is in decline in California and SDG&E has
determined that the existing pipeline can operate reliably for 20 more years.

Ratepayers should not be asked to subsidize plans which are not necessary and are
counterproductive to California climate goals. | urge you to reject this proposal for a new gas

pipeline.

Thank you for your consideration.




From:

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC
Subject: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project — New Natural Gas Line 3602 (Application No. A.15-09-013)

Date: Wednesday, May 24, 2017 11:30:36 PM

To: Robert Peterson

Cdlifornia Public Utilities Commission
c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.
505 Sansome Street, Suite 300

San Francisco, CA 94111

RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project — New Natural Gas Line 3602 (Application No.
A.15-09-013)

Dear Mr. Peterson,

The gas pipeline proposed by SDG& E should be rejected for the following reasons:

There is an immediate need to decrease our reliance on fossil fuels and transition to
renewable energy.

The proposed pipeline is unnecessary and would saddle ratepayers with costs through
2063 totalling over $600 million. Natural gas usage isin a steep decline in Californiaand
SDG& E has determined that the existing pipeline can operate reliably for twenty more
years.

Ratepayers must NOT be asked to subsidize SDG& E plans which are not necessary and are
counterproductive to California climate goals. | urge you to reject this proposal for anew gas
pipeline.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Sent from my iPhone



From:

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC
Subject: Application No. A.15-09-013
Date: Thursday, May 25, 2017 9:28:22 AM

ATTTN: Robert Peterson

| attended the Project Public Scoping meeting in Fallbrook this week and talked to you informally afterward.

| recall aslide on your formal presentation that listed an alternative that included renewables energy alternatives -
wind and solar at least. That dlide went by too fast for me to take notes and | have not been able to locate any
reference to such an alternative on the CPUC web site.

If possible, could you forward to me a copy of that slide or a snippet of it’s content.

- Thank you.

I Resicent of Rancho Bernardo



From:

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC
Subject: Reject proposed gas pipeline 3602 (Application No. A.15-09-013)
Date: Thursday, May 25, 2017 11:46:15 AM

Hello-do not approve this gas pipeline. The future in Caiforniais solar and wind-don't waste our money on this
unnecessary project. | am against this!!!

Sent from my iPad



From:

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC

Subject: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project (Application No. A.15-09-013)
Date: Thursday, May 25, 2017 1:23:44 PM

Robert Peterson

California Public Utilities Commission

RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project
c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.

505 Sansome Street, Suite 300

San Francisco, CA 94111

RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project (Application No. A.15-09-013)

| oppose both alternative routes of the proposed gas pipeline (Line 3602). Alternative
routes through Mission Trails Regional Park and surrounding park expansion areas
are not acceptable.

The first proposed alternative would disrupt the use of and degrade Mission Trails
Regional Park’s West Sycamore Area including parts of the new Stowe Trail, as well
as the Goodan Ranch, and Fanita Ranch. These preserved areas and parklands are
used by hundreds of visitors daily. Maintaining the integrity of the preservation of
these natural lands is imperative for existing wildlife, flora, and habitat.

The second proposed alternative is equally unacceptable and would degrade Mission
Trails’s Spring Canyon and East Fortuna Staging Area, and also East Elliott, part of
MTRP’s larger ecosystem. The park and its surrounding expansion area must be
protected. A new gas pipeline does not belong in these natural habitats which are
used recreationally by park visitors.

| run and train on the trails in the park daily and it has become such a special place
for me and | know it's the same for others. It's a unique open space and needs to be
preserved. I'm certain a pipeline can be placed somewhere else. We've ruined
enough of the world, leave a few patches of earth unscathed.

Please drop or oppose these alternative routes. Thank you.



From:

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC
Subject: RE: gas pipeline re-routes (application 15-09013)
Date: Thursday, May 25, 2017 2:18:23 PM

Robert Peterson

California Public Utilities Commission

RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project
c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.

505 Sansome Street, Suite 300

San Francisco, CA 94111

RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project — New Natural Gas Line 3602 (Application No. A.15-
09-013)

| oppose both alternative routes of the proposed gas pipeline (Line 3602). Alternative routes
through Mission Trails Regional Park and surrounding park expansion areas are not acceptable.

The first proposed alternative would disrupt the use of and degrade Mission Trails Regional Park’s
West Sycamore Area including parts of the new Stowe Trail, as well as the Goodan Ranch, and
Fanita Ranch. These preserved areas and parklands are used by hundreds of visitors daily.
Maintaining the integrity of the preservation of these natural lands is imperative for existing
wildlife, flora, and habitat.

The second proposed alternative is equally unacceptable and would degrade Mission Trails’s
Spring Canyon and East Fortuna Staging Area, and also East Elliott, part of MTRP’s larger
ecosystem. The park and its surrounding expansion area must be protected. A new gas pipeline
does not belong in these natural habitats which are used recreationally by park visitors.

Please drop or oppose these alternative routes. Thank you.

Sincerely,




From:

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC
Subject: Line 3602
Date: Thursday, May 25, 2017 7:57:36 PM

To whom it may concern:

We are writing to strongly voice our opposition to the place emit of amajor gas line along Pomerado Road in the
Scripps Ranch area of San Diego. My home s less than 200 feet from Pomerado Road. The events of September 9,
2010 in San Bruno terrify me and my family. 38 homes were destroyed in San Bruno. 8 people died due to an
explosion and resulting fire of amajor gasline. Fireisa4 letter word in our community. Have you ever heard of
the Cedar Fire and the destruction it rained down on Scripps Ranch? A proposed pipeline of this magnitude does
not belong in aresidential area. On top of safety concerns, having this pipeline so close to my home has the
potential to decrease my property value as | supposeit’s existence would have to be disclosed if | wereto sell my
home.

Thereis also the disruption of the lives of the people in my community during the install ation of this pipeline. Inthe
coming months, amajor electric transmission lineis also being installed under Pomerado Road. Our lives will be
majorly disrupted by thisinstallation. | did not play the NIMBY card with thisinstallation. | decided to keep my
mouth shut and suck up the inconvenience for the greater good. The major difference with this gas pipelineis
SAFETY. It'saso my understanding that very little of the natural gas transported in thisline is actually going to be
used locally. You are putting my family at risk for your profits.

We say no to Line 3602 through Scripps Ranch.




From:
To:
Date:

Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC
Friday, May 26, 2017 1:11:06 PM




From:

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC

Cc:

Subject: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project - OMCC Support Letter
Date: Friday, May 26, 2017 1:29:11 PM

Attachments: PSRP Project SDGE (May) - OMCC Support Letter.pdf
Greetings,

Enclosed please find a support letter from the Otay Mesa Chamber of Commerce for the
PSRP.

Should you need further documentation, please let me know.

Respectfully,


https://visitor.r20.constantcontact.com/manage/optin?v=001Nz0SB4C347M-Z6qol8SHAkJYow6Q31RDj-8S3p-SrgwruIRHDBdtoQYN6Wv6dUMxO-flbsjJu7_uTn1bbeuRsA==




From:

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC
Cc:
Subject: Copies of letters submitted to PUC to be included in my scoping comments
Date: Friday, May 26, 2017 1:29:14 PM
Attachments: &882015 letter.docx
PIPELINE 1600 Safety Order Future Inspection and Replacement Programs and School Hazard

Notices.msg
07-08-16_Letter_to_SDGE_re_reducin ressure_on_Line_1600.pdf

Dear SDgaspipeline@ene.com,

| am concerned that the Southern terminus, of the project being scoped for the Rainbow pipeline
alignment, not predetermine its route through the very populated areas of San Diego’s Mid City
Heights.

| suggest that the route for the next phase follow one of the several freeway corridors South. | think
that the 1 805 corridor would be preferable over the SR 15 because it is not a major mass transit and
bicycle corridor.

Please incorporate the attached documents into my comments

Please respond in writing to these attachments as part of my comments. Please notice me of future
documents and hearings

All the best,



mailto:SDgaspipeline@ene.com

!ttorne at Law

CITY HEIGHTS, CALIFORNIA 92105

August 8, 2016

Mr. Tim Sullivan, Executive Director

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION - STATE OF CALIFORNIA
505 Van Ness Avenue

San Francisco, California 94102-3298

RE: SDG&E PIPELINE 1600 Safety Order, Future Inspection and Replacement Programs, and School Hazard Notices

Dear Mr. Sullivan,

Many thanks to the Public Utilities Commission, my Sierra Club, and the Union Tribune for their vigilance
on this old and potentially very dangerous pipeline. This Pipeline is approaching 70 years of age and if it was human
it would have retired, be collecting Social Security, and on Medicare. The San Bruno explosion made clear the scale
of injury and property that could result from a pipeline failure. The Rainbow Pipeline 1600 is older, bigger, and
under higher pressure than the disastrous San Bruno pipeline.

Rainbow Pipeline 1600 passes through heavily populated urban areas of San Diego, including my home
community of City Heights. Not only does this old gas line pass under homes and apartment buildings, it passes
through and directly adjacent to Central Elementary School, several child care facilities, the very and active City
Heights Library, Farmers Market and park and police complexes, the Mid City Heights Community College
campus, Clark Middle School, Hamilton Elementary School, and Webster Elementary School, in City Heights. The
San Diego Unified School District maintains these facilities with some 2,500 or more students. Parents, teachers,
and residents are unaware of the potential danger hidden just below the surface.

On several occasions, I have written San Diego Gas and Electric, the City of San Diego, the San Diego
Unified School District, and the San Diego Community College to urge inspection and possible removal of this aged
line. I believe that any future pipeline projects should NOT be routed through residential streets but rather should
be rerouted along the Freeway corridors that follow along the about the same routes. This alternate should be
considered as part of the project reviews, including but not limited to, the CEQA and NEPA processes.

If the pipeline is abandoned, then it should be considered for reuse and reconditioning as a conduit for
recycled purple pipe water; which is produced along the pipeline north of the Highway 8 but unavailable in our area,
south of Highway Eight. Additionally, the repurposed pipeline could be used as a secure conduit for
undergrounding communications and fiber optics, whose hub is now in City Heights, along the current pipeline’s
route.

I request that the above information be considered in any future project or remediation and inspection
programs and projects. I request notice of the ability to comment, in the future, and that such notices, be
prominently placed at each of the schools and public facilities listed above and along the pipeline route. Such
notices should be prepared to communicate the projects proposal and the hazards, in the languages common to our
community.

I also want the Commission to carefully consider the extensive natural habits in our community which
surround the Cholas Creek, an impaired waterway with listed flora and fauna. Our City Heights community is a
well-documented site of pre settlement native indigenes peoples. Great care should be taken when planning any
project through or along the Cholas watershed, creeks, and canyons.

Again, thank you for your oversight.

Copy: City of San Diego, San Diego Unified School District, San Diego Community College, SDG& E, and City
Heights Planning Committee, City Heights Community Development Corporation, SD Union Tribune



From:
To:
Subject: : 1600 Safety Order, Future Inspection and Replacement Programs, and School Hazard Notices

Attachments: image006.png
07-08-16_Letter_to SDGE_re_reducing_pressure_on_Line_1600.pdf

- 882015 letter.docx

e

| do not believe that the Mayor or City Council are engaged in any
quasi-judicial hearings concerning the dangerous pipeline, asit is a matter
of State regulation. | would, therefore, like it distributed to the Mayor
and Council.

| also think it should be distributed to the Parks & Recreation Director
(because of the pipelines proximity to City Heights Parks), Real Estate
Assets (as the pipeline passes adjacent to City |lands); Streets and
Engineering (as the pipeline passes under and adjacent to City Streets);
Storm water ( as the Pipeline crosses both San Diego River and Cholas
Creek); Water Treatment Department (as the pipeline could be repurposed, if
abandoned , to carry purple pipe recycled water) and the City Auditor (as
this pipelineis afranchise utility running under city properties).

Thank you for your attention to details

2
3
£

From;
Sent: Monday, August 8, 2016 11:08 AM
To:
Subject: RE: SDG&E PIPELINE 1600 Safety Order, Future Inspection and
Replacement Programs, and School Hazard Notices

|

Hetlo, I -

Office of the City Clerk isin receipt of your e-mail. Please advise me on
instructions for distribution.

Thank you,

CONFIDENTIAL COMMUNICATION

This electronic mail message and any attachments are intended only for the
use of the addressee(s) named above and may contain information that is
privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If
you are not an intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for
delivering this e-mail to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified

that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is



strictly prohibited. If you received this e-mail message in error, please
immediately notify the sender by replying to this message or by telephone.
Thank you.

Sent: Sat—ur lay, AUGUSL 06, 2016 4:16 PM

ety Order, Future Inspection and Replacement

Subject: SDG& E PIPELINE 1600
Programs, and School Hazard Notices

August 8, 2016

RE: SDG&E PIPELINE 1600 Safety Order, Future Inspection and Replacement
Programs, and School Hazard Notices

e

Many thanks to the Public Utilities Commission, my Sierra Club, and the
Union Tribune for their vigilance on this old and potentially very dangerous
pipeline. This Pipelineis approaching 70 years of age and if it was human

it would have retired, be collecting Social Security, and on Medicare. The
San Bruno explosion made clear the scale of injury and property that could
result from a pipeline failure. The Rainbow Pipeline 1600 is older, bigger,
and under higher pressure than the disastrous San Bruno pipeline.

Rainbow Pipeline 1600 passes through heavily populated urban
areas of San Diego, including my home community of City Heights. Not only
does this old gas line pass under homes and apartment buildings, it passes
through and directly adjacent to Central Elementary School, several child
carefacilities, the very and active City Heights Library, Farmers Market
and park and police complexes, the Mid City Heights Community College
campus, Clark Middle School, Hamilton Elementary School, and Webster
Elementary School, in City Heights. The San Diego Unified School District
maintains these facilities with some 2,500 or more students. Parents,
teachers, and residents are unaware of the potential danger hidden just
below the surface.

On severa occasions, | have written San Diego Gas and
Electric, the City of San Diego, the San Diego Unified School District, and
the San Diego Community College to urge inspection and possible removal of
thisaged line. | believe that any future pipeline projects should NOT be
routed through residential streets but rather should be rerouted along the
Freeway corridors that follow aong the about the same routes. This
alternate should be considered as part of the project reviews, including but
not limited to, the CEQA and NEPA processes.

If the pipeline is abandoned, then it should be considered
for reuse and reconditioning as a conduit for recycled purple pipe water;
which is produced along the pipeline North of the Highway 8 but unavailable
in our area, south of Highway Eight. Additionally, the repurposed pipeline
could be used as a secure conduit for undergrounding communications and
fiber optics, whose hub is now in City Heights, along the current pipeline's
route.
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| request that the above information be considered in any
future project or remediation and inspection programs and projects. |
request notice of the ability to comment, in the future, and that such
notices, be prominently placed at each of the schools and public facilities
listed above and along the pipeline route. Such notices should be prepared
to communicate the projects proposal and the hazards, in the languages
common to our community.

| also want the Commission to carefully consider the
extensive natural habits in our community which surround the Cholas Creek,
an impaired waterway with listed floraand fauna. Our city Heights community
is awell-documented site of pre settlement native indigenes peoples. Great
care should be taken when planning any project through or along the Cholas
watershed, creeks, and canyons.

Again, thank you for your oversight.

Copy: City of San Diego, San Diego Unified School District, San Diego
Community College, SDG& E, and City Heights Planning Committee, City Heights
Community Development Corporation, SD Union Tribune

From: Google Alerts [mailto:googleal erts-noreply @google.com]
Sent: Saturday, August 6, 2016 1:03 PM

To:

Subject: Google Alert - sierra club san diego

<https://www.google.com/alerts?source=al ertsmail & hl=en& al=US& msgid=NTAxMDY xNTcyODQzMzI 3NDk4NQ>Image removed by sender. Googlesierra club san diegoDaily update - August 6, 2016NEWS
<https:.//www.google.com/url rct={& sa=t& url =http://www.sandiegouniontribune.com/news/2016/aug/05/sdge-pi peline-
pressure/& ct=ga& cd=CAEYACOTNTAXMDY xNTcyODQzMzI3NDk4NTIaOWZjZjgwMWHFIMzQwY mEKNTpjb206ZW46VV M & usg=AFQjCNHyvTskaEeJKzT_BHKkoE1vAoylb5A> State orders pressure reduction
in gas pipelineThe San Diego Union-TribuneState regulators have ordered San Diego Gas & Electric to immediately ...Utility officials rejected the Sierra Club assertion and said the newpipelineis ...

<https://www.googl e.com/al erts/share?hl=en& gl=US& ru=http://www.sandi egouni ontri bune.com/news/2016/aug/05/sdge-pipeline-

pressure/& ss=gp& rt=State+orders+pressure+reducti on+in+gas+pipeline& cd=K hM 1M DEWNjE1INzI 4ANDMzMjc0OTg1Mho5ZmNmODAXY WUzNDBi Y WQ1OmNvbT plbjpV Uw& ssp=AM JHsmUQJIRPZN9uqV pmNu-
Ex2WOIWfcC1A> Imageremoved by sender. Google Plus <https://www.google.com/al erts/share?hl=en& gl=U S& ru=http://www.sandiegouniontribune.com/news/2016/aug/05/sdge-pipeline-

pressure/& ss=fb& rt=State+orders+pressure+reduction+in+gas+pipeline& cd=K hM 1M DEWNj E1NzI4NDMzMjc0OTg1Mho5ZmNmODAXY WUZzNDBi Y WQ10mNvbTpl bjpV Uw& ssp=AM JHsmUQIRPZN9uqV pmNu-
Ex2WOIWfcC1A> Imageremoved by sender. Facebook <https://www.google.com/al erts/share?hl=en& gl=US& ru=http://www.sandiegouni ontribune.com/news/2016/aug/05/sdge-pi peline-

pressure/& ss=tw& rt=State+orders+pressure+reducti on+in+gas+pipeline& cd=K hM 1M DEWNjE1INzI4ANDMzMjc0OTg1M hoSZmNmODAxYWUzN DB|YWQ10vaprI bjpVUw& ssp=AMJHsmUQJIRPZN9uqV pmNu-
Ex2WOIWfcC1A> Imageremoved by sender. Twitter <https:./www. le.com/alerts/feedback Xfu=http://www.sandi
pressure/& source=al ertsmail & hl=en& gl=US& msgid=NTAxMDY xNTcyODQzMzI SNDk4N Q& s=AB2X q4g9bJOWTbvIW4xI3GKNUBRDVVYV _SlyHgHQ>Flag as irrelevant <https://www.google.con/alerts?
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nt> Sate regul ators have orde'ed San Diego Gg & Elemnc to |mmed|ate|y reducethe pressure inside one of its gas
plpehnes saying information theyrecelved from 1he utility convinced them 1he 1&|nch line could no longer beoperated at the higher capacity without risk.Neither the California Public Utilities Commission nor SDG& E
would say whatprompted last month'’ s order, which directed the utility to lower pressure by20 percent. It also required the company to speed up inspections, replace asegment of the pipe and perform surveys to detect

i Executive Dlremor TimothySullivan wrote to SDG&E on July 8. “Please confirm in 4 working days thatSDG& E will implement these as expeditiously as

ae7al etter from CPUC regarding Line

N . X o) n. niontri n 201 7-08-

16_L E re I ing_pressure_on_| L|n > 1 >The utlllty Iowered the prsurem Line 1600 to 512 poundsper squarelnchlhe next day Theline, whlch dates back to 1949, runs from Fallbrook to
SanDlego SDG&E also said it accelerated theline's |nspect|on schedule and planned toreplace the segment identified by the commission before the end of December.Company officials also said they would continue bi-
monthly checks and aertregulators to any leaks.“Our top priority for our customers and our employeesis safety,” theutility said in a statement. “ SDG& E has an obligation and a commitment tocontinue to provide safe
and reliable service to our customersin San Diego.” The tilities commission has made pipeline safety a high priority since2010, when a Pacific Gas & Electric pipeline explosion in San Bruno killedeight people and
destroyed dozens of homes.The blast prompted stricter rules for operating pipelines. It also led to a$1.6 billion civil penalty and criminal charges against PG& E. The SanFrancisco-based utility has denied all charges and
ajury has beendeliberating the criminal case since early last week.[week of 8/1]1t is not clear what specifically prompted Sullivan to order SDG&E to reducethe pressure in Line 1600.Utilities commission spokeswoman
Terrie Prosper issued a statement sayingthe order was based on unspecified information disclosed during a review of SDG&E's application for a new $600 million pipeline the company wants tobuild between Rainbow
Valley and Miramar.“While there was no indication of an immediate safety threat, SDG& E madestatementsin A-15-09-013 that CPUC staff found to be indicative of potential issues in the future and decided to take
steps to mitigate safetyrisks,” the statement said. “SDG& E has been cooperative.” San Diego Gas & Electric and Southern California Gas, two regulatedsubsidiaries of San Diego-based Sempra Energy, want to replace
the agingLine 1600 with a nearly 50-mile pipeline capable of pushing more natural gasthrough San Diego County and beyond.The utilities currently rely on two primary lines to move natural gas acrossSan Diego
County — Line 1600 and Line 3010, which carries up to 90 percentof the load. Critics point to that disparity in saying Line 1600 could shutdown without a notable impact to service reliability. The company plan calls
for replacing Line 1600 with a 36-inch pipe runninggenerally along the east side of Interstate 15 from Riverside County toMarine Corps Air Station Miramar. The new line would be more than twice thesize of its
predecessor. The application, filed with the utilities commission in September, drewopposition from consumer and enwronmental groups, who said the prOJem isunnecessary, would raise costs and may instead be
intended to boost Sempra’ sinternational business interests.Proposed pipelineDescription:http: I he '2015/10/12/sd-fi-pipelin: 2. point out that the utility monopolies
make little to no moneyproviding energy to customers, but are approved by the utilities commlmomo receive |nvamem returns on infrastructure investments, so it isintheir economic interest to keep developing more
poles, wires and pipelines. They also note the new pipeline application comes as policymakers areworking to reduce greenhouse gas-emitting fuel sources and consumer demandfor natural gas is estimated to keep
diminishing over the next decades.” California ratepayers should not foot the bill for costly new fossil fuelinfrastructure investments that are, or will soon become, stranded assets,and whose benefits appear primarily
intended to flow to Sempra’ s unregulatedsubsidiaries,” Sierra Club attorney Matthew Vespawrote in acommissionfiling.As evidence, the Sierra Club cited Sempra Energy annual reports, which saythere is enough
natural gas for the country to become a net exporter andSemprais “ evaluating the economics of converting” its liquefied natural gasimport terminal in Baja Californiato an export operation.Such amove would provide
a“first mover advantage on West Coast of NorthAmerica” and a“location/shipping cost advantage for Asia,” Sempra EnergyPresident Mark Snell told analysts at a 2014 conference, but would require* additional
pipeline capacity.”* Sempra as a company is very bullish on gas exports,” Vespa said in aninterview. “They're looking to lock in as many reliable sources as they can.This (new pipeline application) is not about

need.” Utility officials rejected the Sierra Club assertion and said the newpipelineis part of an overall strategy to improve operations, which theycall the Pipeline Safety & Reliability Project.” SDG&E has no plans to use
the proposed pipeline to export gas to Mexico, asthis pipeline is needed for safety and reliability in San Diego,” thecompany statement said. “The need for this project is distinct and separatefrom the business goals of
any other project or company.” Utility officials said even with the looming transition away from fossilfuels, natural gas will play an important role in the energy sector for manyyears to come. Customers rely on natural
gas every day to meet avariety of needs, fromhome and water heating to cooking, electric generation to transportation,” SDG& E said. “In addition to the millions of residents, small businesses andvisitors that rely on
natural gas every day, San Diego’s top natural gascustomers include the military, hospitals and electric generators.” In addition to protests from consumer organizations and environmental groups, the city of Long Beach
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has raised concerns. The city is one of thelargest municipal gas utilities in the country and relies on SouthernCalifornia Gas for service.* SoCalGas' estimated rate impact on the (transportation) rate is an increaseof 51
percent,” lawyers for Long Beach told the commission. “The 51 percentincrease isin addition to the 17.3 percent (transportation) rate increasethe applicants are currently requesting.” In June, three weeks before Sullivan
ordered the pressure lowered on Linel600, the commission's Office of Ratepayer Advocates filed amotion urgingregulators to reject the new pipeline.“ Applicants’ own information fails to show the need of the
proposed project,” the ratepayer advocate argued in its motion, rejected weeks laterby a utilities commission judge. The Utility Reform Network, or TURN, said SDG& E and Southern California Gashave not
demonstrated a need for additional pipeline capacity. Lawyers atthe San Francisco consumer group said Line 1600 can be safely operated afterappropriate testing.“ Sempra had promised to hydrotest this line several
years back, but it hasfailed to hydrotest because it prefersto replace the line,” TURN staffattorney Marcel Hawiger said. “Given the lack of a hydrotest, the(commission) properly required a pressure reduction and
additional measuresuntil the decision on whether to hydrotest or replace is made.” The utility said the Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Act of 2011, enacted in thewake of the San Bruno explosion, calls for Line 1600 to be
tested orreplaced, and constructing a new pipeline is amore appropriate solution. SDG& E is till required by law to either ‘pressure test’ or ‘replace’ thepipeline,” the company said. “We believe the Pipeline Safety &
ReliabilityProject, which was filed more than 10 months ago, is the long-term solutionfor implementing safety measures and increasing reliability.” The commission has yet to schedule a hearing on the pending
application.



STATE OF CALIFORNIA EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Govemor
PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

803 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 941023238

July 8, 2016

Lee Schavrien

San Diego Gas& Electric Company
488 8" Avenue

San Diego, CA 92101

RE: Reducing Pressure on Line 1600
Dear Mr. Schavrien:

The Commission has received information in response to the Safety and Enforcement
Division’s and the Energy Division’s data requests regarding SDG&E’s Line 1600 in
connection with Application (A.) 15-09-013. Line 1600, which was constructed in 1949,
currently operates as a transmission line. To ensure the safety of the public and the safe
operation of San Diego Gas & Electric’s (SDG&E) natural gas transmission Line 1600,
while maintaining reliability of natural gas delivery to SDG&E’s customers, I direct
SDG&E to do the following:

e Reduce pressure on Line 1600 to 512 psig, which represents a 20% reduction
from design-based maximum allowable operating pressure (MAOP),

e Perform In Line Inspections (ILI) of Line 1600 using identical technologies as
in your previous ILI run and compare the results with the 2012-2015 ILI data,
Replace segment from Engineering Stations “17-131” on Line 1600; and
Perform Quarterly Instrumented Leak Surveys on the entire transmission Line
1600.

These directives are effective immediately. Please confirm in 4 working days that
SDG&E will implement these as expeditiously as possible. If SDG&E believes that
complying with these directives may pose any risk to maintaining service reliability for
its customers, it should provide supporting information within 4 working days to my
office.

In addition, please provide a timeline for submitting the quarterly leak survey results and
a plan in advance of the ILI work as well as the design and construction plan of the
segment replacement for Engineering Stations 17-131 to the Safety and Enforcement
Division. We plan to bring this action before the Commission as soon as possible for
ratification in a manner that provides an opportunity for comment.






From:

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC
Subject: SDG&E Pipeline Project
Date: Friday, May 26, 2017 1:45:50 PM

Hello, | am writing to voice my opposition to the proposed New Natural Gas Line 3602 running
within Pomerado Road.

| am concerned about the safety of running a pipeline within Pomerado Road adjacent to many
homes, schools, and a hospital. A newly constructed pipeline built to high safety standards doesn't
necessarily translate to a safe pipeline over the long term. My understanding is that the current
pipeline is outdated and has serious flaws. So, SDG&E currently operates a pipeline that could have
a catastrophic failure. Given enough time, it is easy to make the assumption that the new pipeline
would have the same risk. And SDG&E is already responsible for the 2007 fire that affected many
residents living near Pomerado Road.

Why build a bigger pipeline (with potentially more risk) in such a densely populated residential
area? And how can the pipeline be constructed so close to the hospital? What would happen if an

event such as an earthquake affected the pipeline and then blocked access to the hospital?

Additionally, in the near future, | am concerned how construction will impact traffic and/or noise
along Pomerado Road.

Finally, I am concerned about how the cost of this new pipeline will be passed on to existing utility
customers.

Thank you for your attention.

Sincerely,




Private consumer

San Diego, CA R

| have been hiking in Mission Trails Park regularly since moving to San Diego in 1984. It
is truly an oasis in San Diego and we are extremely fortunate to have such a natural
environment right in our own back yard. Please don't spoil it. It's so hard to find anywhere
natural and we already have it. PLEASE DO NOT PUT YOUR GAS PIPE IN OUR BACK
YARD. PLEASE KEEP IT PURE.



I

Why when the rest of the competitivie Western world is moving towards renewable
energy, are we going backwards? California’s climate plans require us to transition
rapidly from fossil fuels to renewable energy - cutting emissions to 80% below 1990
levels by 2050. Building unnecessary new fossil fuel infrastructure runs completely
counter to those goals, which polls show Californians strongly support. We want to see
investment in local renewable energy projects instead. SDG&E has acknowledged that
the existing and much smaller pipeline [16 inches] this proposed 36 inch pipeline would
replace can operate reliably for at least another 20 years. It should be pressure tested to
confirm it is reliable, as required by California law, and kept in operation as the CPUC's
Office of Ratepayer Advocates is recommending. SDG&E should also follow the CPUC
recommendations to regularly test for leaks and proper operations using the latest
technology. Natural gas usage is already in steep decline in California, projected by
SDG&E to drop about 15 percent over the next 10 years. The pipeline is not needed in
San Diego. It would be a financial windfall for SDG&E and would serve as a major gas
supply for Sempra's proposed liquefied natural gas export facility near Ensenada. The
CPUC should not force ratepayers to subsidize Sempra boondoggles that are
unnecessary and don’t support California’s climate plan. The pipeline cost is estimated at
over $600 million, which customers will be paying for until 2063. The short two-week
notice given by the CPUC for these public participation meetings is a good way to ensure

as little public participation as possible. I'm asking the CPUC to reject the proposed
pipeline. Thank you.



| have enjoyed mountain biking in the canyons and hills around Goodan Ranch and
Sycamore Canyon Open Space for 29 years. I'm 86 now, but | hope to find the area in its
natural state for many more years. Please do not disturb it with a pipe line. ||| [|GTGcHN



I
| am worried about what this pipeline will do to the flora and fauna of MTRP. | am NOT in
favor of the pipeline being redirected here!



I

I have concerns about this new pipeline with respect to those portions that will be run
under Pomerado Road, and | am opposed to the placement of the new pipeline under
Pomerado Road. For many of the neighborhoods located off of Pomerado Road,
including the "Montelena™ neighborhood where my family and I reside, the only means of
ingress and egress from the neighborhood is via Pomerado Road. This means that in the
event of an emergency, the only way the Montelena residents (as well as for numerous
others living off of Pomerado Road) could evacuate is via Pomerado Road. Clearly this
presents a serious safety issue if an evacuation was needed due to a problem with the
pipeline under Pomerado Road. Moreover, there are various schools, medical facilities,
and Pomerado Hospital itself which are all located right off of Pomerado Road. Again,
should there be a problem with the pipeline, this puts these facilities in grave danger, as
well as those who need to get to or leave these facilities. The proposed pipeline should

be re-routed through a less populated area, not one as busy as Pomerado Road where

numerous residents will be subject to great risk should an emergency situation occur with
the pipeline.



I

I have concerns about this new pipeline with respect to those portions that will be run
under Pomerado Road, and | am opposed to the placement of the new pipeline under
Pomerado Road. For many of the neighborhoods located off of Pomerado Road,
including the "Montelena" neighborhood || . < only means of
ingress and egress from the neighborhood is via Pomerado Road. This means that in the
event of an emergency, the only way the Montelena residents (as well as for numerous
others living off of Pomerado Road) could evacuate is via Pomerado Road. Clearly this
presents a serious safety issue if an evacuation was needed due to a problem with the
pipeline under Pomerado Road. Moreover, there are various schools, medical facilities,
and Pomerado Hospital itself which are all located right off of Pomerado Road. Again,
should there be a problem with the pipeline, this puts these facilities in grave danger, as
well as those who need to get to or leave these facilities. The proposed pipeline should

be re-routed through a less populated area, not one as busy as Pomerado Road where

numerous residents will be subject to great risk should an emergency situation occur with
the pipeline.



TRAFFIC Pomerado road goes through Rancho Bernardo, Poway, and Scripps Ranch.
The impacted aresas during construction would include: Paloomar Pomerado Hospital,

medical clinics,many schools, churches, stores, convelesant facilities, and a fire station.
Many of these institutions have no outlet but Pomerado Road.



RATE PAYER CONCERNS SDG&E will charge rate-payers for the cost of construction.
The no project alternative is roccomended. The cure-in-place lining systems are

adequate to repair. Existing systems are much cheaper. No increase in natural gas use is
projected for San Diego. Existing smaller gas lines should continue to be used.



I
PUBLIC SAFETY THE PIPELINE SAFETY AND RELIABILITY PROJECT IS A
MISNOMRE. Expanding the pipeline from 16 to 36 inches is a risk to public safety for the

following reasons. Increased traffic near vulnerable locations (hospitals, schools, fire

station etc) during construction. Potential "Blast Zone" near vulnerable locations (same
as above) once pipeline is in place.



We do not need another gas line. Least of all we do not need a gas line to be run through
Poway and Goodan Ranch. Please do not do this! Thank-you!



I

| oppose both alternative routes of the proposed gas pipeline (Line 3602). Alternative
routes through Mission Trails Regional Park and surrounding park expansion areas are
not acceptable. The first proposed alternative would disrupt the use of and degrade
Mission Trails Regional Park’s West Sycamore Area including parts of the new Stowe
Trail, as well as the Goodan Ranch, and Fanita Ranch. These preserved areas and
parklands are used by hundreds of visitors daily. Maintaining the integrity of the
preservation of these natural lands is imperative for existing wildlife, flora, and habitat.
The second proposed alternative is equally unacceptable and would degrade Mission
Trails’s Spring Canyon and East Fortuna Staging Area, and also East Elliott, part of
MTRP’s larger ecosystem. The park and its surrounding expansion area must be

protected. A new gas pipeline does not belong in these natural habitats which are used

recreationally by park visitors. Please drop or oppose these alternative routes. Thank
you.



It is appalling that this is even up for consideration. Mission Trails is a beautiful and
special place in a city that has been continuously overbuilt and mismanaged. We have a
jail, a dump, horrificly maintained streets, and traffic that is turing our once charming town
into a daily nightmare. Mission Trails is the one place that we can still find solitude and
peace. It is vital to preserve and maintain this ecosystem not only for us, but for the many
animals that call it home. The potential damage, and danger to the area is inappropriate,
and not necessary. Please reconsider this action, and make a decision that your
conscience can live with.



Natural Gas is literally a fossil industry, in that it is based on ancient technology no longer
relevant to modern standards, beliefs or demand. Please, please, please DENY this
project. Sometimes | think that SDG&E, a monopoly that is investor-based, just throws
project ideas against a wall to see what will stick, and how much money they can extort
from rate-payers. Do not allow them to continue this ill-fated game. Say NO to this
Natural Gas Line which is increasingly more and more unnecessary as San Diego moves
towards a solar- and wind-powered future.



As an SDG&E customer and concerned resident of San Diego, | urge the CPUC to stop
Sempra, proposed new pipeline running south from Rainbow (on the San
Diego/Riverside county line) to Miramar. | understand that the project’s estimated cost,
which will be borne by customers, is over $600 million and customers will be forces to
pay for the pipeline on their bills until 2063. There is no evidence or legitimate rationale
for the project is of providing gas supply in the event the existing large line serving San
Diego goes out of service. The fact is this last occurred in 1985 for one day only and
SDG&E has the ability to import gas through Otay Mesa on the Mexican border if
needed. This is unneeded fossil fuel infrastructure runs counter to our movement globally
and locally toward clean energy. Customers see this as a maneuver by dying fossil fuel
industries to chain the public financially for years to come. Please stop the Pipeline.



Keep existing line!!l DO NOT go into Goodan Ranch Sycamore Canyon



Please do not allow SDGE to destroy Sycamore Canyon/Goodan Ranch Open Space
preserve. So much history will be lost, along with one of the last truly unique spaces in
San Diego County. The approval of a new pipeline through the preserve would wipeout
the last Oak Grove in Goodan Ranch that survived the 2003 fire. It would possibly
damage Native American sites. Myself and many others use Sycamore Canyon/Goodan
Ranch as a sanctuary of sorts. A place you can't get in crowded Mission Trails, or
anywhere else in the county. Also consider all the other alternative routes. Miramar has
plenty of space, Kearny Mesa Rd is a direct route to mission valley that wouldn't destroy
the natural landscape that is Goodan Ranch. Someday, | want my grandchildren to know
what San Diego used to look like before people moved in. Goodan Ranch may very well
be the last place with that feel.



RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project (Application No. A.15-09-013) | oppose both
alternative routes of the proposed gas pipeline (Line 3602). Alternative routes through
Mission Trails Regional Park and surrounding park expansion areas are not acceptable.
The first proposed alternative would disrupt the use of and degrade Mission Trails
Regional Park’s West Sycamore Area including parts of the new Stowe Trail, as well as
the Goodan Ranch, and Fanita Ranch. These preserved areas and parklands are used
by hundreds of visitors daily. Maintaining the integrity of the preservation of these natural
lands is imperative for existing wildlife, flora, and habitat. The second proposed alternative
Is equally unacceptable and would degrade Mission Trails’s Spring Canyon and East
Fortuna Staging Area, and also East Elliott, part of MTRP’s larger ecosystem. The park
and its surrounding expansion area must be protected. A new gas pipeline does not
belong in these natural habitats which are used recreationally by park visitors.Please
drop or oppose these alternative routes. Thank you,



Absolutely against this pipeline going across public park land, or thru the city of Santee.

This is a government pipeline and should be routed through government land (i.e.
Miramar MCAS).



Do not take away some of the last open land easily accessible in the county for a
pipeline.



Please don't have this go through our neighborhood.



The alternative route through Santee/Mission Trails is a terrible idea and potential
environmental disaster. This public space is one of the few natural habitats enjoyed by

wildlife and residents. It also includes historical Kumeyaay sites of importance. If the
pipeline needs to be built, it should be build on already developed land.



| think this is a terrible idea to put in a pipeline that will cut through our very important bike
paths.



Please do not disrupt or destroy any hiking and recreation areas in Mission Trails.



| am submitting the following comments in opposition to the proposed New Natural Gas
Line 3602, as follows: 1) Recommended Alternative: No Project 3602. Instead, test and
repair existing line 1600 since it will soon become obsolete itself. REASONS FOR
ALTERNATIVE RECOMMENDATION. 1)Pipeline 3602 is slated to run through an area
that is highly prone to fires and has been devastated 3 times in the last 10 years by such
fires that have led to disasters to the environment,local economy, and cost loss of human
and animal lives. Placing this pipeline where it is suggested would cause much larger
damage the next time another fire happens. 2) Pipeline 3602 is slated to run through a
very heavily populated area, specially in zip codes 92128,92064 and 92131, that along
with the remaining zip codes of the various affected areas are inhabited by approximately
300,000 people, 2/3rds of whom are within a mile of the proposed line, 1/3rd within 200
yards. Pomerado Road is hugged on both sides by high density housing, and one of the
largest 55+ senior communities in the state of California, in 92128/92064 zip codes. Any
mishap would devastate the area, even a minor one. 3)As a result of it's proposed
location Pipeline 3602 will have negative effects on air quality during it's installation as
well in the event of any accident as a result of pipeline puncture due to an earthquake
(prone area), utility mishap,equipment failure, etc. 4)It would inadvertently worsen area
traffic problems already in existence due to the small size of Pomerado Rd and
surrounding roads in the context of the high population density of the area on both a
temporary and permanent basis . 5)There are numerous schools that are located within
1,000 feet of the proposed pipeline route, specially in the zip 92131 ( Chabad school,
Jerabek Elementary and Marshall Middle School) to mention some. 6) SDGE/Sempra is
already planning a high power, underground, transmission line, to pass through some of
the same parts of Pomerado Rd as the proposed gas line route. 7) Proposed Pipeline
passes very closely to a number of heavily frequented recreation areas and parks as well
in zip codes 92029,92128, 92064 and 92131. 8) The initial cost of the pipeline, in 2015,
was in the $550 million range, it now stands at @669 million and will likely reach 1
BILLION by proposed construction time in 2020, cost that will be paid by many fixed
income seniors in the affected communities that can not afford to and which will affect the
rest of their economic lifestyle/survival. 9) This line is being rendered
unnecessary/obsolete, as we speak, due to the following facts, from the California Energy
Commission's site. a) Natural Gas use in San Diego County has declined from 2010 to
2015, from 560.8 millions of Therms to 464.5 millions. b)Energy usage has only
increased from 18978.25 GWh to 19781.18, or 4.2% at the same period, while
c)Population increased 6.6% from 3.095.342 to 3.299.521, implying rising energy
efficiencies, d)Sempra energy has increased the production of RENEWABLE energy
provided to 40% of total from 30% in just 3 years (14-16) according to the CEO and the
annual reports, e) Patrick Lee, a Sempra energy VP, clearly stated, on May 25th, at
UCSD, in a speech, that Sempra is presently capable of providing 100% of it's energy
from renewable sources, f) Various state laws and the De Leon proposal that will make
100% renewable energy mandatory in the state by 2045, will make this pipeline obsolete,
as well, before it's economic life use, g) Rooftop Solar Energy, alone, as part of San
Diego energy consumption has reached 200.2 MegaWatts as of 5/24/2017 and is rapidly



increasing, as well. For the proposed expense for pipeline 3602, Sempra can install
rooftop solar systems in over 10% of the county's housing units, doubling coverage and
benefiting the environment. Thank you.



As a homeowner [l in Santee, | do not want gas pipeline anywhere close, possible
danger factor. As someone who enjoys Mission Trails often, | do not want gas pipeline.

The construction would cause severe damage to terrain, plants & dislocation of native

wild life. The construction would take away access to area for too long and be an eye
sore.



Please don't route pipelines through MTRP or wild land. It's not necessary.



As a resident of Oaks North community the pipeline will directly impact our community.
Our only route in and out of our community it Pomerado Road. This same stretch of road
which is our direct line anywhere also is used by Caltrans as an alternate route when the
I-15 is blocked and is used by all the offices and business in South Poway as a direct
route to the I-15. There is Pomerado Hospital on this road along with a fire station an
assisted living facility and St. Michael's School, a children’'s soccer field, plus several
shopping centers. This is not only a wrong place to be placing this pipeline, but will also

be putting the residents and all the community services in great jeopardy by allowing this
to proceed.



The proposed pipeline would cut off access to a lot of open space that is used by many
different groups.



| truly hope no one is even considering putting a gas pipeline on Pomerado Rd. . The
existing pipeline is out of that area FOR A GOOD REASON! No only is it an escape route
for RB and Poway, but it is used extensively for school bus routes as well as commuters.

It is a densely populated area. The Danger to the public needs to be addressed, as well

as the disruption to the communities it will impact. PLEASE do not approve a time bomb
for Pomerado Rd.



Please keep to SDG&E's proposed plan for the proposed pipeline route - not through
Mission Trails Park, a beautiful unspoiled area. In addition to being perhaps the most
popular nature park in San Diego, it's also home to a lot of wildlife not seen elsewhere. If
you would like a tour of this area, please let me know and one will be arranged.



I

I

| oppose the new pipeline construction alternate route through the regional park and the
city of Santee. It's a ridiculous idea. Only even entertained because the Marine Corp is
crying about the best route coming through their uninhabited land that's already
destroyed with military drills. Selecting this alternate route will never be accepted by the
citizens who will be impacted by such a maneuver. It will be challenged every step of the

way. Please use common sense (lacking in government these days) to come to the
correct decision. Don't bow to pressure from the US military. Thank you



Stephen Zolezzi

Food & Beverage Association of SDC
3110 Camino Del Rio South #215
San Diego, CA 92108

California Public Utilities Commission, Concerning the New Natural Gas Line 3602 and
De-rating Line 1600--- On behalf of the Food & Beverage Association Board of Directors
and our over 1200 member Hospitality businesses in San Diego County we
wholeheartedly support the proposed new line which will help insure safe and adequate
supplies of natural gas to our region. It's instillation is long overdue and proposed path is
well planned to be most efficient and least disruptive to our businesses. Stephen A
Zolezzi President, Food & Beverage Association of San Diego County 619 228 2291
fbasd@foodnbeverage.org



| attended the CPUC Scoping meeting at Alliant University in Scripps Ranch, 92131 on
25 May 2017 and | am very interested in the routes discussed as likely options for the
Natural Gas Line. My comments are directed at the options that will affect Scripps Ranch
traffic and safety issues. If any of the the Pomerado Road options (from Scripps Poway
Road towards Interstate Highway (I-15), are selected then | expect the lengthy installation
period will significantly affect traffic flow especially during peak traffic hours. Pomerado
Road is a two lane road with a number of traffic intersections..in addition to the fact that it
winds in several places making traffic visibility difficult. Further, Pomerado Road is a
documented Fire / Emergency Evacuation Route critical for the safety of a large number
of Scripps Ranch residents (2003 Cedar Fire, 2007 Witch Creek Fire, for example) in
addition to a very high number of Poway and Ramona evacuees. During those
evacuations very heavy traffic congestion existed even without the added construction
interference that this project will cause. In 2003, the Eucalyptus trees on both the north
and south sides of Pomerado Road burned. The trees have re-grown in even greater
numbers/density. Further, the adjacent Federal Wetlands along the south side of
Pomerado Road increase the likelihood of those conditions being repeated during an
emergency because it has precluded significant clearing of existing non-native trees
(Eucalyptus, Mexican Palms). | would like to request that CPUC include the safety issues
associated with the Evacuation Route, density/closeness of highly flammable trees, and
extremely limited options for evacuating a large population under those emergency
conditions.



I

| am against the natural gas pipeline down our street - Encino Drive to Bear Valley. My
concerns are about safety during the installation and afterwards. There are schools in this
route and a church that will be affected. Felicita and Encino is a busy narrow street. Bear
Valley is very busy thoroughfare bringing traffic from Valley Center and East Escondido

to get on | 15. There is an alternative route for this pipeline and this is to continue down
Centre City and then on to S. Escondido Blvd. Is the pipeline even needed?



The gas pipeline should NOT be routed through such highly populated areas of
Escondido, Poway and Scripps Ranch, as is being suggested. While the consumers no
doubt will be paying for this, safety should still be the main concern, and the route of the
pipeline, though more costly, should be routed through less populated areas. My wife and
| oppose the currently suggested route. Please keep us informed of ALL pending and

future developments. Thank you.
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Calitornia Public Utilities Commission

RE: FIPELIINE SAFETY AND RELIABLLITY PROJECTY
€/0 Ecology and Environment, Inc.

B05 Sansome St. Suite 300
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KE. PLPELLING SAFETY AND RELIABILITY PROJECT - NEW NATURAL BAS LiNG

3602 (APPLLCATION NO. A.15-09-013)
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Alternative routes ‘thmugh Mission Trails Regional Park and surrounding park
exXpansion areas are not acceptabie.

The Tirst proposed aifernative would disrupt The use of and degrade Mission Trais
Regional Park's West Sycamare Area, including parts of the new Stowe Trail, as well
as the Goodan Ranch, and Fanita Ranch. These preserved areas and parklands are
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these noturdl lands is imperative for existing wildlife, flora and habitat.

The second proposed alvernative is equaily unocceprabie and would degrade Mission
Trails Spring Canyon and East Fortuna Staging Area, and alse East Elliott, part of
MTRF's larger ecosystem. The park and its surrounding expansion area must be
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used recreationally by the numerous visitors to the park.
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Robert Peterson

California Public Utilities Commission

RE: FIFELINE SAFETY AND RELIABILITY PROJECT
C/0 Ecology and Environment, Inc.

505 Sansome 5t. Suite 300
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RE: PIPELINE SAFETY AND RELIABILLTY PRUJECT -~ NEW NATURAL 5AS LINE
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3602 (APPLICATION NO. A.15-09-013)
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Alternative routes through Mission Trails Regional Park and surrounding park
expansion areas are not acceptabie.

The first proposed aiternative would disrupt the use of and degrade fission Trails
Regional Park's West Sycamore Area, including parts of the new Stowe Trail, as well

as the Goodan Ranch, and Fanita Ranch. These preserved areas and parklands are
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used by hundreds of visitere daily. Maintaining the intrgrity of the preservation of

these natural lands is imperative for existing wildlife, flora and habitat.

The second proposed alfernative is equaily unaccepiable and wouid degrade Mission
Trails Spring Canyon and East Fortuna Staging Area, and also East Elliott, part of
MTRP's larger ecosystem. The park and its surrounding expansion area must be
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used recreationally by the numerous visitors to the park.
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1 have lived in Sanfee Tor over 40 years and have enjoyed fission Trails Park
throughout these years: by myself, with family and friends, and with my dogs. It is
a place To 'zscape’ to that is nearby. It restores my spirit, provides me with the
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with family and friends. It's a lot more fun to get your exercise walking the many
traiis in the park Than on a treadmiil in Family Fitness,

iRy Thiree nephews waik The Traiis with me, we have picnics of peanut butter
sandwiches and bananas, nuts and prunes, etc. We just sit on rocks under a shade
tree and enjoy. We've seen lizards, bunnies, coyotes, hawks, nesting birds (with
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grinding rocks, the river after a rain when streams run info it, or when it's low
during The drought. We have walked the traiis in different seasons, ai different




times of the day, in different weather. Each visiT is a unique experience. 1t's a
place where ‘play' doesn't have to be 'structured’. Kids can throw rocks in the river

and see who makes the biggest splash. They can throw a stick in the river on one
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comes out (these things are FUN..remember??)

1 believe my iove of nature and the outdeors stems from my experiences as a child.
I had an aunt who would take my brother and me for walks in and around a nearby
creek. We had many adventures. Sometimes the creek was dry, but after a rain,
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(remember when tires had tubes). We'd use sticks to move aleng in the water like
Huckieberry Finn.ha ha. Anyway, T want To pass This important value on to The next
generation....I started with my nephews, and will continue now that T have a little
granddaughter.

1 have so many memories, 1 couid go on and on, but I Think you get the picture. This
is a place that is not to be spoiled. You must visit before you make a decision., and
you will see that you can't allow this wonder'fui place and surrounding areas to be
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Let's keep Mission Trails Regional Fark the haven that i is.

Thank you,



















Untitled

SDG&E and soCalGas have applied to the CPUC to build a new natural gas pipeline from
Rainbow through MCAS Miramar to Mission valley, Miramar is requesting alternative
pipeline routes through Mission Trails Regional Park, East Elliott, and Goodman
Ranch INSTEAD of through Miramar. The alternative routes would be a major
degradation to our natural areas and a disruption to park visiters and native flora
and fauna. They are unacceptable.

KEY ACTION ITEM: The number one action is to send an email or letter NOW - before
the close of public comments on June 12. Your letter should explain why the pipeline
should NOT travel through MTRP, East Elliott, or Goodan Ranch.

You may use the brief Jetter below (copy and paste) or (better) craft vour own
;e%ter. *%*%Be sure to add your name and city to the bottom of the drafted letter
aelow.

EMAIL vour letter to SDgaspipeline@ene.com OR submit comments online here:
http://sdgaspipeline.cores.ene.com/submitComment/

DETAILS: A 36" high ?ressure natural gas "transmission 1ine" is being built from
Rainbow to Mission valley to reﬁTace the 70 year-old pipeline currently in use.
Unfortunately, Colonel woodwortn, the Miramar CO, wants the California Public
Utilities Commission (CPUC) and SDG&E to consider alternative routes that avoid
Miramar completely, The two alternative routes would impact MTRP, the Goodan Ranch,
and the City of Santee.

SDG&E would Tike the piﬁg?ine to pass through Miramar providing the ch@aﬁest and
most direct route for this infrastructural upgrade project. However, without action
by the affected communities, the alternatives could become reality.

The two alternative routes proposed by SDG&E pass through MTRP and the City of
Santee. The first alternative route travels from Poway through the MTRP West
Sycamore Area, the Goodan Ranch, the Fanita Ranch Property, under Fanita Parkway,
turning west under Carlton oaks Blvd, and terminating at the Rumson Rd Natural Gas
Pige]ine access point, The second alternative route travels from Poway through East
Elliott, down MTRP's Spring Canyon, through the East Mission Trails Staging Area,
under the SR-52/Mast intersection, under the West Hills Pkwy/Mast intersection
terminating at the Rumson Rd Natural Gas access point.

Both of these alternatives are unacceptable! SMT will oppose this project through
the grassroots methods which we employed to stop the quail Brush Power Plant! That
means YOU taking action NOW. If this Transmission Pipeline is placed in Santee and
MTRP, we have strong concerns that another Power Plant proposal will follow.

MORE INFO: View the SDG&E's pipeline project website or the CPUC's PSRP website.

ADDITIONAL ACTIONS TO TAKE:

A) ATTEND a PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING to comment in writing or verbally. The May 25
meeting is in San Diego. These meetings ﬁrovide another opportunity to comment and
share 1nfo on the proposed project and the environmental review.

The public scoping meetin?s will be held from 2:00 to 4:00 p.m. AND 6:00 to 8:00
p.m., each day, at the following locations:

Tuesday, May 23, 2017
pala Mesa Resort, Ballroom, 2001 0l1d Highway 395, Fallbrook, cA 92028

wednesday, May 24, 2017
pPark Avenue Community Center, Auditorium 210 E. park Ave., Escondido, CA 92025

Thursday, May 25, 2017
Alliant International University, San Diego Campus, Green Hall, 10455 Pomerado

Road, San Diego, CA 92131

Project Name: Pipeline safety and Reliability Project - New Natural Gas Line 3602
and De-rating Line 1600 (PSRP) Environmental Impact Report (EIR) Notification -
Legal Notice process. (Application No. A.15-09-013)
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From:

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC
Subject: New natural Gas Line 3602
Date: Sunday, May 28, 2017 11:41:18 PM

Robert Peterson

Cadlifornia Public Utilities Commission
RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project
c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.

505 Sansome Street, Suite 300

San Francisco, CA 94111

RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project - New Natural Gas Line 3602
(Application No. A.15-09-013)

Hello,

| oppose both alternative routes of the proposed gas pipeline (Line 3602).
Alternative routes through Mission Trails Regional Park and surrounding park
expansion areas are not acceptable.

The first proposed alternative would disrupt the use of and degrade Mission
Trails Regional Park's West Sycamore Areaincluding parts of the new Stowe
Trail, aswell as the Goodan Ranch, and Fanita Ranch. These preserved areas
and parklands are used by hundreds of visitors daily. Maintaining the
integrity of the preservation of these natural lands is imperative for

existing wildlife, flora, and habitat.

The second proposed alternative is equally unacceptable and would degrade
Mission Trails's Spring Canyon and East Fortuna Staging Area, and also East
Elliott, part of MTRP's larger ecosystem. The park and its surrounding
expansion area must be protected. A new gas pipeline does not belong in
these natural habitats which are used recreationally by park visitors. It

also could increase the fire danger risk within Mission Trails Regional

park.

Please drop or oppose these alternative routes. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Keep SDG& E's proposed route (below), don't use aternative routes through
Mission Trails Regional Park!



From:

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC
Subject: Gas Line Under Pomerado Road
Date: Monday, May 29, 2017 5:59:42 PM

To whom it may concern:

| have concerns about this new pipeline with respect to those portions that will be run under
Pomerado Road, and | am opposed to the placement of the new pipeline under Pomerado
Road. For many of the neighborhoods located off of Pomerado Road, including the
"Montelena" neighborhood where my family and | reside, the only means of ingress and
egress from the neighborhood is via Pomerado Road. This means that in the event of an
emergency, the only way the Montelena residents (as well as for numerous others living off of
Pomerado Road) could evacuate is via Pomerado Road. Clearly this presents a serious safety
issue if an evacuation was needed due to a problem with the pipeline under Pomerado Road.
Moreover, there are various schools, medical facilities, and Pomerado Hospital itself which are
all located right off of Pomerado Road. Again, should there be a problem with the pipeline,
this puts these facilities in grave danger, as well as those who need to get to or leave these
facilities. The proposed pipeline should be re-routed through a less populated area, not one
as busy as Pomerado Road where numerous residents will be subject to great risk should an
emergency situation occur with the pipeline.

Sincerely,



From:

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC
Subject: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project
Date: Tuesday, May 30, 2017 2:44:23 PM

Reaching out to ask if there is a better option for the proposed pipeline placement? Are the
benefits/ risks of the proposed placement truly being weighed in reference to our community,
schools, and hospitals along the route?

There must be a better option.

Thank you for finding one,

Poway Resi !ent



From:

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC
Subject: Gas Pipeline

Date: Monday, May 29, 2017 7:03:33 PM

Robert Peterson

California Public Utilities Commission

RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project
c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.

505 Sansome Street, Suite 300

San Francisco, CA 94111

RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project (Application No. A.15-09-013)

As a nearby resident and equestrian, | oppose both alternative routes of the proposed
gas pipeline (Line 3602). These routes through Mission Trails Park and Gooden

Ranch are in some of the most loved and utilized park areas left in San Diego County.

The first proposed alternative would disrupt the use of and degrade Mission Trails
Regional Park’'s West Sycamore Area including parts of the new Stowe Trail, as well
as the Goodan Ranch, and Fanita Ranch. These preserved areas and parklands are
used by hundreds of visitors daily. Maintaining the integrity of the preservation of

these natural lands is imperative for existing wildlife, flora, and habitat.

The second proposed alternative is equally unacceptable and would degrade Mission
Trails’s Spring Canyon and East Fortuna Staging Area, and also East Elliott, part of
MTRP’s larger ecosystem. The park and its surrounding expansion area must be
protected. A new gas pipeline does not belong in these natural habitats which are

used recreationally by park visitors.



Miramar is a more direct route and would not damage our preserves. Please do not

support these two alternate routes.

Thank you,



From:

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC
Cc:

Subject: Line 3602 Pipeline through Scripps Ranch
Date: Saturday, May 27, 2017 9:06:27 PM

To Whom It May Concern:

Please accCept this letter as a Strohg Opposition to the placement Of a Ma)or gas
line along Pomerado Road in the SCripps Ranch area of Sah Diego. A pipeline of
this maghitude does not belong in a residential area. 1 have horrificC Visions of the
Sanh Bruno pipeline explosion that Killed people and destroyed homes. This is a
heighborhood full of families and many, many Children. This pipeline will be far too
close to the many schools in this neighborhood.

This is a heighborhood that has already experienced devastation in the Cedar Fire
Of 2003. T wWas onhe Of the people Who |ost their home in that fire; ohe Of the
approximately 350 homes that were destroyed. T dont want to go through that
again, and I Certainly don’t want any type of endangerment to my neighbors and
friends...especCially the Children.

1 Know there are other alterhatives; ahd onhes that do hot run through a heavily
packed residential area. Safety Of our families is Of the essence. My family,
friends and neighbors are at risk.

And this is to say hothing about the disruption Of lives during the installation of
this pipeline. Tt isjust not a Viable option, and 1 say NO to Line 3602 through
SCripps Ranch.




From:

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC
Subject: RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project (Application No. A.15-09-013)
Date: Tuesday, May 30, 2017 5:28:27 PM

Robert Peterson

Cadlifornia Public Utilities Commission
RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project
c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.

505 Sansome Street, Suite 300

San Francisco, CA 94111

RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project (Application No. A.15-09-013)

| oppose both alternative routes of the proposed gas pipeline (Line 3602). Alternative routes through Mission Trails
Regional Park and surrounding park expansion areas are not acceptable. Thisis my HOME, | live one street south of
Rumson and | do not want to see my exploded neighborhood on the news and my life destroyed. | use Mission
Trailson aregular basis, fought the Quail Brush Powerplant along with my fellow Santee neighbors. Please do not
alow this happen to Santee.

Thefirst proposed aternative would disrupt the use of and degrade Mission Trails Regional Park’s West Sycamore
Areaincluding parts of the new Stowe Trail, as well as the Goodan Ranch, and Fanita Ranch. These preserved areas
and parklands are used by hundreds of visitors daily. Maintaining the integrity of the preservation of these natural
lands isimperative for existing wildlife, flora, and habitat.

The second proposed alternative is equally unacceptable and would degrade Mission Trails's Spring Canyon and
East Fortuna Staging Area, and also East Elliott, part of MTRP' s larger ecosystem. The park and its surrounding
expansion areamust be protected. A new gas pipeline does not belong in these natural habitats which are used
recreationally by park visitors.

Please drop or oppose these alternative routes. Thank you.



From:

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC
Subject: "Fracked"| Gas Line 3602 (Application No. A.15-09-013)
Date: Wednesday, May 31, 2017 9:50:28 PM

Robert Peterson

California Public Utilities Commission

RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project
c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.

505 Sansome Street, Suite 300

San Francisco, CA 94111

We must reduce - not expand the use of fossil fuels! Study an alternative in the EIR that maintains
the existing line until it can be decommissioned permanently. A new gas supply line through our
parks and open spaces is unacceptable. Our parks are not profit corridors for private utilities.

This is a place for families to spend time in nature and the risk is too high. Find another way. We
care about our open space and do not want to see it destroyed!



https://www.andrewbutterfieldphotography.com/

From:

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC

Subject: CRA Comment Letter on Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project
Date: Wednesday, May 31, 2017 1:05:14 PM

Attachments: CRA Pipeline Comments.pdf

Please find CRA Attached for your review.
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May 30, 2017

Robert Peterson

California Public Utilities Commission

RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project
c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.

505 Sansome Street, Suite 300

San Francisco, CA 94111

To Whom It May Concern,

On behalf of the San Diego Chapter of the California Restaurant Association, | want to express support
for SDG&E’s proposed natural gas pipeline, the Pipeline Safety & Reliability Project.

The California Restaurant Association is a leading voice for the food service industry here in San Diego
and throughout the State of California. Founded in 1906, the Association assists its members through
advocacy, education and support while creating a better climate for their businesses. In San Diego
County, more than 180 restaurants are members of our association, collectively employing thousands of
San Diegans.

The overwhelming majority of these restaurants, and other eateries throughout our region, rely on
natural gas to cook and store food, sanitize kitchens, and clean linens. That’s in addition to the
important role natural gas plays in electric generation, which ensures that restaurants can operate and
patrons can enjoy a pleasant dining experience. Ensuring the availability of this resource is a top priority
for the Association and restaurants throughout San Diego.

That’s why the California Restaurant Association supports the Pipeline Safety & Reliability Project. By
replacing an aging pipeline with a new, state-of-the-art pipeline, we can greatly reduce the risk of being
without natural gas, which restaurants need to stay in business. This, in turn, helps to keep more than
100,000 local residents who work at restaurants gainfully employed and our regional economy strong.

On behalf of the San Diego Chapter of the California Restaurant Association, | urge you to move forward
on the Pipeline Safety & Reliability Project. Doing so will benefit our region’s economy and residents,

and support our thriving restaurant and hospitality industry.

Sincerely,

Chris Duggan, Director, Local Government Affairs
California Restaurant Association



From:

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC
Subject: Public concerns

Date: Wednesday, May 31, 2017 2:30:06 PM
May 30, 2017

| went to the meeting last week at Alliant University and have a few big concerns. 1) If one of
the reasons for moving the pipeline is to get it away from populated areas, does that mean
that the pipeline is not 100% safe? They are proposing to put it in an area that is developing in
the future. This is especially a concern up by the Lawrence Welk resort, a very dense project
right along Old Hwy. 395.

2) Adjacent to the Welk property is also where they plan to put Main Line Valve 4. ||| ]
- the property slated for MLV4 and the planned development for that property is a gas
station and restaurant. It is not safe to have the valve so close to this new development.

Thank You for Recommending Me to Your Friends!



From:

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC
Subject: NO PIPELINE THROUGH MISSION TRAILS AND SURROUNDING AREAS!

Date: Thursday, June 1, 2017 1:00:45 AM

Robert Peterson

California Public Utilities Commission

RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project
c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.

505 Sansome Street, Suite 300

San Francisco, CA 94111

RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project (Application No. A.15-09-013)

| oppose both alternative routes of the proposed gas pipeline (Line 3602). Alternative
routes through Mission Trails Regional Park and surrounding park expansion areas
are not acceptable.

The first proposed alternative would disrupt the use of and degrade Mission Trails
Regional Park’'s West Sycamore Area including parts of the new Stowe Trail, as well
as the Goodan Ranch, and Fanita Ranch. These preserved areas and parklands are
used by hundreds of visitors daily. Maintaining the integrity of the preservation of
these natural lands is imperative for existing wildlife, flora, and habitat.

The second proposed alternative is equally unacceptable and would degrade Mission
Trails’s Spring Canyon and East Fortuna Staging Area, and also East Elliott, part of
MTRP’s larger ecosystem. The park and its surrounding expansion area must be
protected. A new gas pipeline does not belong in these natural habitats which are
used recreationally by park visitors.

Please drop or oppose these alternative routes. Thank you.

Si ncereli,



From:

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC
Subject: SDG&E Pipeline Project - Support Letter
Date: Thursday, June 1, 2017 1:13:45 AM
Attachments: SDG&E Support Letter - EDS.pdf
Dear Sirs,

| hope you are well.

Please find attached the signed Support Letter for the Pipeline Project.

Best Regards,




May 31, 2017

California Public Utilities Commission
505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102

Re: Urging Approval of SDG&E’s New Pipeline Project

To Whom It May Concern,

| wish to express support for SDG&E’s new natural gas pipeline project in San Diego County. Approval of
the Pipeline Safety & Reliability Project would enhance natural gas access for SDG&E customers
throughout the region.

| am the President and CEO of Eat.Drink.Sleep., a leading lifestyle hospitality group that owns and
operates numerous hotels and restaurants throughout Southern California. In this highly competitive
market, we are always looking for ways to stay ahead of our competitors. Natural gas helps do that
because it is one of the most affordable and reliable energy sources available to our region.

Natural gas is attractive to hotels and restaurants because it is cost-effective and easy to use. This is why
we rely heavily on it for cooking, cleaning, electricity and more. For this reason, the success of my
company’s numerous business ventures is dependent on consistent access to clean and safe natural gas.

As this project is decided before the California Public Utilities Commission, | urge you to not only
consider the strong need for this pipeline, but also the vast benefits that natural gas offers San Diego’s
business community and residents alike.

Sincerely,

Brett Miller
President & CEO, Eat.Drink.Sleep



From:

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC
Subject: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project
Date: Wednesday, May 31, 2017 9:06:23 PM

Attachments: Letter of Support SDGE Natural Gas Pipeline Reliability Project 5.31.17.pdf

To Whom It May Concern:

Please see attached, a letter of support from the Downtown San Diego Partnership regarding
SDG&E’s proposed Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project. Please confirm that this transmission has
been received and let me know if you have any questions.

Best Regards,










From:

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC

Subject: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project (Application No. A.15-09-013)
Date: Wednesday, May 31, 2017 11:46:51 PM

Robert Peterson

Cdlifornia Public Utilities Commission
RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project
c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.

505 Sansome Street, Suite 300

San Francisco, CA 94111

| oppose both aternative routes of the proposed gas pipeline (Line 3602). Alternative routes
through Mission Trails Regional Park and surrounding park expansion areas are not
acceptable.

Thefirst proposed aternative would disrupt the use of and degrade Mission Trails Regional
Park’s West Sycamore Areaincluding parts of the new Stowe Trail, as well as the Goodan
Ranch, and Fanita Ranch. These preserved areas and parklands are used by hundreds of
visitors daily. Maintaining the integrity of the preservation of these natural landsisimperative
for existing wildlife, flora, and habitat.

The second proposed aternative is equally unacceptable and would degrade Mission Trails's
Spring Canyon and East Fortuna Staging Area, and also East Elliott, part of MTRP s larger
ecosystem. The park and its surrounding expansion area must be protected. A new gas pipeline
does not belong in these natural habitats which are used recreationally by park visitors.

Please drop or oppose these alternative routes. Thank you



From:
To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC
Subject: RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project (Application No. A.15-09-013)
Date: Thursday, June 1, 2017 9:56:33 PM

To Whom it may concern,

| oppose both aternative routes of the proposed gas pipeline (Line 3602). Alternative routes
through Mission Trails Regional Park and surrounding park expansion areas are not
acceptable.

The first proposed alternative would disrupt the use of and degrade Mission Trails Regional
Park’s West Sycamore Areaincluding parts of the new Stowe Trail, as well as the Goodan
Ranch, and Fanita Ranch. These preserved areas and parklands are used by hundreds of
visitors daily. Maintaining the integrity of the preservation of these natural landsisimperative
for existing wildlife, flora, and habitat.

The second proposed aternative is equally unacceptable and would degrade Mission Trails's
Spring Canyon and East Fortuna Staging Area, and also East Elliott, part of MTRP s larger
ecosystem. The park and its surrounding expansion area must be protected. A new gas pipeline
does not belong in these natural habitats which are used recreationally by park visitors.

Now, more than ever, we must take a strong stance to protect our environment and nature, for
yearsto come.

Please drop or oppose these alternative routes. Thank you.

Sincerely,




From:

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC
Subject: support for PSRP

Date: Thursday, June 1, 2017 10:33:18 PM

Subject: Opinion in support of PSRP

In regard the pending proposal of a 47-mile gas-
transmission line in San Diego County, I respectfully
submit my views in support.

1. While a significant share of energy supply at present is
already based upon natural gas, the need for it will be
increased even as alternate energy sources become
developed more. Both solar and wind power fluctuate in
their diurnal availability, and electric storage in order to
assure continuity strongly raises costs. For natural gas,
storage is only a logistics option and not cost-intensive by
comparison to electric storage.

2. The extensive presentations by SDG&E demonstrate
that an exceptional effort has been made to provide for an
above-standard level in the design, construction and
eventual operation of the line. The upgrade of
infrastructure will assure that disasters such as the San
Bruno line failure in 2010 are not likely to occur.

3 In view of the concentration of military and important
public installations in the San Diego area, it appears only
prudent to keep the entire natural gas supply system
within our national borders.

4.  The traffic burden and other inconvenience due to
complex construction work may be painful to many but it
should be realized that the most suitable pathway has
been chosen after very careful analysis of the possible



routing.




From:

To: Rainbow Natural Gas Pipeline. CPUC

Subject: Proposed route for natural gas pipeline (Line 3602)
Date: Friday, June 2, 2017 9:40:34 AM

Robert Peterson

California Public Utilities Commission

RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project
c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.

505 Sansome Street, Suite 300

San Francisco, CA 94111

RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project (Application No. A.15-09-013)

As a frequent visitor to Mission Trails Regional Park and an East County resident, |
oppose both alternative routes of the proposed gas pipeline (Line 3602). Alternative
routes through Mission Trails Regional Park and surrounding park expansion areas
are not acceptable.

The first proposed alternative would disrupt the use of and degrade Mission Trails
Regional Park’s West Sycamore Area including parts of the new Stowe Trail, as well
as the Goodan Ranch, and Fanita Ranch. These preserved areas and parklands are
used by hundreds of visitors daily. Maintaining the integrity of the preservation of
these natural lands is imperative for existing wildlife, flora, and habitat.

The second proposed alternative is equally unacceptable and would degrade Mission
Trails’s Spring Canyon and East Fortuna Staging Area, and also East Elliott, part of
MTRP’s larger ecosystem. The park and its surrounding expansion area must be
protected. A new gas pipeline does not belong in these natural habitats which are
used recreationally by park visitors.

Please drop or oppose these alternative routes. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Life is not about waiting for the storms to pass,
It's about learning how to dance in the rain
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San Diego, CA 92124

RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project (Application No. A.15-09-013) | oppose both
alternative routes of the proposed gas pipeline (Line 3602). Alternative routes through
Mission Trails Regional Park and surrounding park expansion areas are not acceptable.
The first proposed alternative would disrupt the use of and degrade Mission Trails
Regional Park’s West Sycamore Area including parts of the new Stowe Trail, as well as
the Goodan Ranch, and Fanita Ranch. These preserved areas and parklands are used
by hundreds of visitors daily. Maintaining the integrity of the preservation of these natural
lands is imperative for existing wildlife, flora, and habitat. The second proposed
alternative is equally unacceptable and would degrade Mission Trails’s Spring Canyon
and East Fortuna Staging Area, and also East Elliott, part of MTRP’s larger ecosystem.
The park and its surrounding expansion area must be protected. A new gas pipeline does
not belong in these natural habitats which are used recreationally by park visitors. Please
drop or oppose these alternative routes. Thank you



San Diego, CA 92106

Robert Peterson California Public Utilities Commission RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability
Project c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc. 505 Sansome Street, Suite 300 San
Francisco, CA 94111 RE: Pipeline Safety and Reliability Project (Application No.
A.15-09-013) | oppose both alternative routes of the proposed gas pipeline (Line 3602).
Alternative routes through Mission Trails Regional Park and surrounding park expansion
areas are not acceptable. The first proposed alternative would disrupt the use of and
degrade Mission Trails Regional Park’s West Sycamore Area including parts of the new
Stowe Trail, as well as the Goodan Ranch, and Fanita Ranch. These preserved areas
and parklands are used by hundreds of visitors daily. Maintaining the integrity of the
preservation of these natural lands is imperative for existing wildlife, flora, and habitat.
The second proposed alternative is equally unacceptable and would degrade Mission
Trails’s Spring Canyon and East Fortuna Staging Area, and also East Elliott, part of
MTRP’s larger ecosystem. The park and its surrounding expansion area must be
protected. A new gas pipeline does not belong in these natural habitats which are used
recreationally by park visitors. Please drop or oppose these alternative routes. Thank
you. ###



ESCONDIDO, CA 92027

In sunny San Diego County, solar is the obvious choice, with resources more
appropriately directed toward solar energy storage. SDG&E reports the current line 1600
will be serviceable for 20 years without significant overhaul, but wants San Diego rate
payers to pay $600,000,000 to promote expanded use of fossil fuel. California is
continuing to lead in renewable energy, incentivising manufacturer and consumer
selection of greener options. Rooftop solar panels are becoming ubiquitous, including in
commercial properties and blue collar neighborhoods. Natural gas use has decreased,
and will likely decrease more rapidly with appliance manufacturing conversion of
traditionally gas-dependent products to electric. | urge the CPUC and SDG&E to upgrade
existing line 1600, and recognize the value of investing rate payer money in renewable
energy storage, rather than expanding natural gas transmission, which may soon prove
most useful to SDG&E/Sempra as an expensive upgrade to its transmission line to
Mexico, financed by San Diego ratepayers.



TaxPayer

valley center, CA 92082

CONCERNS: concern for public safety with old pipeline still being used and removing
regulator stations. 50 miles with only 10 stations is a concern. That seems to be a long
distance between stations if there are issues that require shutoffs. Construction
temporarily blocking access roads in case of fire (i.e. Rice fire) or medical emergency.
Figure 1 is out of date for rural communities - each of the north county communities were
larger than the 2012/2017 representation back in 1992. Concern that decisions are based
on out of date data. Concern that the local tribes are not actively engaged and that
construction will adversely affect archaeological sites. In the rural areas some homes are
on wells. What are the guarantees that water safety will be maintained? Do the lines
cross earthquake faults? There's a private airstrip on old castle road. When it rains water
pools in some low lying locations along hwy 15 area. this is frequented by migrating birds
and butterflies/moths. Sycamore Canyon Preserve - | don't live close to it but it's a jewel.
Any construction on that site will cause damage. If SDG&E screws up on this
construction (i.e. the power plant) - who will get stuck with the bill? Rate Payers or
Shareholders? What is being done to ensure quality materials and construction? What
are the affects of long term low level exposures to natural gas? Are all the interfaces
welded or glass sealed? (to avoid leaks) Is there potential issues for any materials that
aren't welded? will the new line have in-line sensors for monitoring any mix of oxygen?
(i.e. a few years ago a neighborhood had a leak and several houses blew up) Is the line
pre-tested before it's installed? Before it goes online? Construction workers - will these
be locally hired? If not, why not? What is being done to mitigate any issues for new
residents that want to build a home or move off of septic - i.e. to access sewer or water.
Are they able to cross above the gas line? What is being done to improve the safety of
the old lines other than just dropping the pressure? Is there a plan for replacements for
these? If there's a construction mishap will SDG&E be transparent and advise the public?



RE: Natural Gas Line 3602 (Application No. A.15-09-013) Dear CPUC, SDG&E's fracked
gas pipeline project should be abandoned. The pipeline expansion is not needed. Natural
Gas use is declining in the region. The likely conversion of ratepayer-financed
infrastructure to export LNG would be contrary to California’s climate goals and contrary
to the public interest. Our parks are not intended to be sacrificed for utility profits.

sincerety, N
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RE: Natural Gas Line 3602 (Application No. A.15-09-013) Dear CPUC, SDG&E's fracked
gas pipeline project should be abandoned. The pipeline expansion is not needed. Natural
Gas use is declining in the region. The likely conversion of ratepayer-financed
infrastructure to export LNG would be contrary to California’s climate goals and contrary

to the public interest. Our parks are not intended to be sacrificed for utility profits. Save
the environment and our quality of life. It is not for sale. Sincerely, ||| GcGcTcTcGN



Natural Gas Line 3602 (Application No. A.15-09-013) SDG&E's fracked gas pipeline
project should be abandoned. The pipeline expansion is not needed. Natural Gas use is
declining in the region. The likely conversion of ratepayer-financed infrastructure to

export LNG would be contrary to California’s climate goals and contrary to the public
interest. Our parks are not intended to be sacrificed for utility profits. Sincerely, ||| Gz



SDG&E's fracked gas pipeline project should be abandoned. The pipeline expansion is