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Allison Chan
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

MICHAEL PENILLA <mpenilla@msn.com>
Saturday, April 12, 2014 3:30 PM
Moorpark-Newbury
claudia4slowgrowth; linda parks; Len Akers; kam.javid; Vic Degutis; Richard Penilla; Paul
Mugar; Paul Adalian; Morry Cohen; Mihai Blidarescu; Marta & Victor; Maria Workman;
Lorraine La Frenaye; Jim Dunbar; John Manocchio; jorge.rubio; todd.mcnamee; Ana
Reconcoj
POWER LINES

Importance:

High

We reside in Newbury Park and have endured the uncontrolled and
unsightly/unhealthy installation of power poles and other Edison equipment
over the last 40 years. Now, for the first time in recent memory, the community
and our elected officials have said "ENOUGH". Our community deserves health
security and regulated growth, replacement and upgrade to ALL
Edison equipment and installations. We truly believe that should it be
determined by the community, our city and county leaders and finally Edison
that new consruction,upgrades or replacement be truly needed, it should be
REQUIRED to be buried under ground for a variety of reasons. The list is long,
but includes: health risk, electrical interference, visual pollution, above ground
safety risks, etc.
Edison has, in the past, avoided or resisted working with communities to
protect the environment, health, safety or electrical interference. In my opinion
it is passed time to immediately start to regulate ALL current and future work
by Edison to provide and service power needs to our cities and county. It is my
firm belief that only the burying of electrical cables and support equipment will
suffice to mitigate energy needs to our communities.
Pease consider these comments and suggestions in this important matter. I
believe that if Edison really wanted to be a friend to the community and its
customers, it would accept this plan to bury this utility equipment to supply the
electrical needs it claims to have identified.
Michael L. Penilla
1036 Fernhill Ave
Newbury Park, CA 91320
Tele: 805.498.7845
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Allison Chan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Cathryn Andresen <barn93012@yahoo.com>
Thursday, April 17, 2014 10:04 AM
Moorpark-Newbury
Moorpark-Newbury Project objection

To: Mr. Michael Rosauer

From: Cathryn Andresen
9715 Santa Rosa Road
Camarillo, CA 93012

e-mail: barn93012@yahoo.com

Regarding: Public review on the Southern California Edison Moorpark-Newbury
Subtransmission project.
I am a property owner directly affected by this project and do not want the
SCE project granted permission to proceed as planned .
My parcel shares a property line with the Southern California Edison right-of-way
included in the Moorpark-Newbury 66 Kilovolt Subtransmission Line Project. I object to
additional transmission lines placed on the east side of the right-of-way adjacent to our
property and suggest two possible alternatives.
My ranch and its residences have been here for more than 100 years – long before
SCE gained the right-of-way. Family and tenants live and sleep as close as 20 feet
from the property line. We object to, and request that, no additional active electrical
transmission lines to be placed even closer to our living spaces than SCE lines that
already exist.
Please consider a way to route the new transmission lines away from our joint property
line (east of the current lines). Here are my suggestions:

1. After the new lines (proceeding north) cross Santa Rosa Road, rout them to the
west side of the SCE right-of-way, where no homes are adjacent, and where they can
be routed to the original east-side route after they are beyond our shared property line;
2. After the new lines cross Santa Rosa Road, put the new lines underground until
they are past our northern property line and past our residences.
Perhaps there are other possible ways to keep the new lines away from our homes
and lives. I ask that you seriously consider all alternative routes.
1

Please let me know that this request has reached the person who can give our
request the proper consideration and solution.
I can be reached at 805 491-3242 (afternoons).
Thank you for your prompt attention,
Cathryn Andresen
9715 Santa Rosa Road
Camarillo, CA 93012
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Allison Chan
From:
Sent:
To:

Glen Longarini <glenlongarini@gmail.com>
Thursday, April 17, 2014 2:35 PM
Moorpark-Newbury

I would like to be added to the information list for te Moorpark – Newbury Transmission Line
project.

Thanks,

Glen Longarini
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Santa Rosa Valley
Municipal Advisory Council
Rosemary Allison, Mark Burley, Kevin Cannon, Janis Gardner, Ruth Means
Chair: Rosemary Allison
rosemaryallison@aol.com
11521 Sumac Lane,
Santa Rosa Valley, CA 93012

April 18th 2014

Mr. Michael Rosauer
CUP Environmental Project Manager
c/o Environmantal Science Associates
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco CA 94108
Re: Moorpark-Newbury Project Notice of Preparation
Dear Mr. Rosauer,
I am writing on behalf of the Santa Rosa Valley Municipal Advisory Council.
Thank you for the recent Educational Workshop and Scoping meeting that was held in
Santa Rosa Valley concerning the proposed Moorpark-Newbury 66 kv Subtransmission
Line Project.
The EIR for this project must include all work that has been already completed before the
CPUC required this EIR. Work already completed on this project has already created
visual impacts and has destroyed agricultural assets. No doubt there have already been
other environmental impacts. Only by studying this project from its inception can the
cumulative impact of this project be properly analysed.
It is our understanding that CEQA does not allow the division of a project into smaller
projects that would thereby limit the cumulative impacts and/or the scope of the analysis.
In this case, the current proposed EIR not only breaks the total project into smaller projects
but also chooses to totally ignore the already completed project.
Please add our chairperson, Rosemary Allison, to your contact list for this EIR at the e-mail
address in the letterhead.
Sincerely,

Mark Burley,
SRV MAC member
CC: Ventura County Supervisor Linda Parks

Santa Rosa Valley
Municipal Advisory Council
Rosemary Allison, Mark Burley, Kevin Cannon, Janis Gardner, Ruth Means
Chair: Rosemary Allison
rosemaryallison@aol.com
11521 Sumac Lane,
Santa Rosa Valley, CA 93012

June 20th 2014

Mr. Michael Rosauer
CUP Environmental Project Manager
c/o Environmantal Science Associates
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco CA 94108
AND
Mr. Mike Manka, Project Director
Mr. Matthew Fegundes, Project Director
1425 N. McDowell Blvd., Suite 200
Petaluma, CA 94954
SUPPLEMENTAL SCOPING COMMENT
Re: Moorpark-Newbury Project Notice of Preparation
Dear Mr. Rosauer, Mr. Manka and Mr. Fegundes,
This letter is further to the letter from Santa Rosa Valley Municipal Advisory Council
regarding this proposed project, dated April 18th 2014.
A number of new facts regarding the Newbury-Moorpark proposed project have
come our attention since then. The MAC met with members of the community who
recently identified and brought to our attention nine additional alternatives to the
proposed Moorpark-Newbury 66 KV line project.
They are summarized in the attachment. Eight of these, if implemented singularly,
would completely address the proposed project’s “need” based on the loading
projection. It is important to note that these newly identified alternatives greatly
exceed the expected “need” with little or no impact to the environment.
One of the nine new alternatives is the reconnection of the CAMgen generation and
substation to the Newbury substation. This alternative solves three issues. It would:

1. Double the capacity provided by the existing Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy line,
2. Return the Newbury substation to its pre-2005 capacity
3. Re-establish the lost third power source for the Newbury Substation.
The remaining eight alternatives are also viable and could be implemented on an as
needs basis over the next 2-3 years. These are all less expensive and would do
less damage to the environment than the proposed project that will bisect our
community and abut residential properties.
On June 19th 2014 the Santa Rosa Valley MAC voted on and passed a resolution to
request that you consider these newly identified alternatives as part of your
environmental review of this project.
Please confirm that these alternatives will be included in the scope of this EIR.
Sincerely,

Mark Burley,
SRV MAC member
CC: Ventura County Supervisor Linda Parks
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SUPPLEMENTAL SCOPING COMMENT ATTACHMENT

SCE’s Project Justification
“In 2005, SCE initiated the Project in Ventura County (PEA Figure 1.1-1). The Project was first
identified to address forecasted overloads on a section of the existing Moorpark-NewburyPharmacy 66 kV Subtransmission Line (a.k.a. Moorpark-Newbury tap). In addition, the
Project also would enhance reliability and operational flexibility in the Electrical Needs Area
(ENA). The ENA is defined as the area served by Newbury Substation and Pharmacy
Substation within the Moorpark 66 kV Subtransmission System (PEA Figure 1.1-2).”
The primary cause for the conditions outlined in the PEA was the 2005 loss of the third circuit to
Newbury substation that ran from CAMgen substation to the Newbury substation. As part of the
conversion of California State Mental Hospital to the CSU Channel Islands campus, the Site
Authority took over the ownership of the land and CAMgen. The route of the CAMgen to
Newbury line was slated for use as homes and townhouses for CSUCI Faculty and Students.
SCE lost the right to place poles on the land after the land was transferred to the Site Authority.
The map below identifies the Colonia-CAMgen-Newbury circuit in yellow and green pins as of
2004. The yellow represents the lines currently in place and the green represents the line
removed as part of the transfer of the land to the CSUCI Site Authority. The red pin is the
CAMgen substation and the orange pin is the terminus of the line that still connects to Newbury.
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SCE’s Projected Loading
SCE's PEA contains limited information regarding the Projected Loading on the current
Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy line. Although additional data has been requested, it is clear from
the data supplied in PEA Tables 2.2-1 and 2.1-2 (above) that the Projected Loading is
overstated. To support this statement, the following data is supplied.

1. SCE predicted an Overloading in each of the last 9 years 2005-2012; however, an
Overloading event has never occurred on the Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy line.
2. The predicted Projected Loading by SCE has ranged from a high of 967 Amps (“A”), with the
lowest of 926 A for year 2008; however, the current Loading is at 842 A.
3. The only public data on Peak Demand in the same city was the data published on the
Presidential Substation which shown that the Peak Demand in MW dropped by 12% from
2008 to 2013. Similarly, the Projected Loading of the current Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy
line in 2008 of 926 A has dropped to 842 A in 2013, or a decline in actual Loading of 9%, in
the same time period.
4. Known projects at the Hill Canyon Wastewater Treatment Plant [HCTP], which is in the ENA
and served by the Newbury substation, will save over 17 A in 2014. The SCE projection for
ENA growth in 2014 is 3 A. This would indicate that other customers in the ENA would drive
growth by 20 A and it is unclear where the 20 A of growth would occur given the decline
over the last 5 years of 9% in the actual Loading.
5. The ENA consists of a fully built up portion of the City of Thousand Oaks. The MoorparkNewbury-Pharmacy line loading has dropped 1.5% per year since 2008; however, SCE
projects that it will reverse to a growth of 1.5% per year. The growth rate of 1.5% is not
explained or supported in the assumptions of the PEA.
6. Several factors will influence the Projected Loading in 2014, most would reduce Projected
Loading. They include but are not limited to:
A. All small and medium businesses are now on Time of Use rating. TOU will impose a
surcharge on use during peak time, encouraging conservation for the majority of
businesses, which in turn will lower Peak Demand and Loading.
B. SmartConnect is still in the learning and adoption stage. The bulk of the 5% reduction
in peak demand expected from SmartConnect, which directly impacts Projected
Loading, is yet to be realized.
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C. The largest employer in the ENA, AMGEN, continues to reduce employee head
count. Amgen has reduced employees by 15% since 2007 peak. Reductions in
employees will result in a lower HVAC requirement and lower Projected Loading
attributed to the facility.
D. Prop 39 will provide significant resources to the Conejo Valley Unified School District.
Prior to passage of Prop 39 there were 3.6 MW or 32 A of projects expected in the ENA
by the CVUSD. As in the case of HCTP it is unclear if currently planned projects for the
CVUSD or new Prop 39 projects were considered in the Projected Loading.
Given the significant impact of items A-D that will likely reduce the Loading for 2014, it would
seem prudent to review the actual Loading after the effects are realized.

Project Alternatives
The GRC 2015 budget request for the new Moorpark-Newbury line suggests that there are only
two Alternatives. SCE advances the need for a new dual circuit 66 kv line and abandons the
alternative of upgrading the currently Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy line. That second
Alternative, acknowledged by SCE, is the upgrade of the conductors of the two circuits
supplying the Newbury Substation.
The type and scope of the ten additional proposed Alternatives to the project would yield a total
of 1,685 A. They are offered as a menu of projects that can be authorized to offset the Projected
Loading shortfall of 37 A. The ten Alternatives are based on proven technologies, all of which
can be implemented within 2-3 years to avoid any Overloading condition. These ten alternatives
we recently have identified are:
1. Re-connect the Colonia-CAMgen-Newbury line to CAMgen substation.
Approximately 1.5 miles of 66 kV circuit can be installed on public right of way (Potrero
Road) to restore the third circuit and additional Amp capacity to Newbury Substation.
Assuming that the line is reconnected with the lower rated conductor of 653.9,
approximately 920 A would be added in capacity to the current 920 A. The two circuits
would total 1840 A, which is significantly higher than the 957 Amps projected by SCE for
the ENA in 2022.
2. Have the major commercial sites in the ENA enroll a portion of their 50.7 MW of backup generators into a demand response program.
If only 50% of the customers accepted the natural gas upgrades the 50.7 MW would
reduce the Amp draw on the Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy line from a projected 957 A
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to only 737 A. The resultant Loading of 737 A is well under the 920 A rating of the
existing Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy line.
3. Install 10 MW of rooftop or centralized thermal storage units in the commercial section
of the ENA.
The installation can either be one-time or incremental to match SCE’s projected growth
in Amps of 1.5% annually. The commercial area north of SR101 at Borchard Rd includes
many large commercial structures ideal for thermal HVAC thermal storage. The 10 MW
of thermal storage would reduce the peak demand by 87 A to 870 A compared to a
rating of 920 A.

4. Install solar PV on selected commercial rooftops throughout the ENA.
There are 0.9 MW of solar projects postponed in the Newbury zip code of 91320. If
funded, in lieu of a 66kV line, the impact would negate the one year of projected growth.
5. Increase the capacity of the existing conductors of Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy and
Thousand Oaks-Newbury lines.
This would increase the Amp capacity to approximately 1000 A and well over the project
957 A. This Alternative is the only Alternative to the new Moorpark-Newbury lines that is
discussed in the PEA and the GRC 2015.
6. Re-Connect the CAMGen generating station on CSU Channel Islands campus to
provide 28+ MW of generation through the reconnected Colonia-CAMGenNewbury line.
A retrofit of the CAMgen facility, with waste heat recovery, could increase the saleable
energy to 35-50 MW. The 28 MW is partially allocated to the CSUCI campus, leaving
approximately 25 MW or 220 Amps for Newbury’s ENA. The re-connection of the
CAMGen plant would reduce the Projected Loading to 737 A, well under the current line
rating of 920 A
7. Convert the 5.4 MW of stand-by generation at the Hill Canyon Treatment Plant [HCTP]
to SGIP with a retrofit to natural gas to meet emissions standards.
The 5.4 MW would reduce the Amps on the Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy circuit by 47
A and reduce the projected peak Amps from 957 A to 910 A, below the rating of the
current line of 920 A.
8. Increase generation and reduce peak demand at the HCTP.
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The HCTP is connected to the Newbury Substation and has significantly reduced its
peak demand in 2014 by .5 MW through EE, SGIP and Solar PV. In addition, there is
additional capacity to increase the Bio Gas and solar PV generation by 1.6 MW. The
combined impact of changes in 2014 and the available installs total 2.1 MW or 18 A.
9. Implement pending Conejo Valley Unified School District [CVUSD] energy projects.
The CVUSD has numerous facilities located in the ENA. CVUSD has done extensive
energy audits and Solar PV feasibility analysis. The pending projects would generate 4.2
MW or 37 A. These projects when implemented would reduce the Projected Loading to
920 A, the current capacity of the Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy line.
10. Implement Solar PV projects in the ENA.
The GRC 2012 settlement with Vote Solar provides for a Solar PV projects to be
considered in an RFP as an Alternative to a Transmission/Distribution project. The ENA
provides an excellent site for implementation of the Settlement RFP given the large
number of commercial flat rooftops, the solar index, the concentration of buildings, and
the 9 years before the Projected Loading may exceed the current capacity of 920 A. In
addition to the rooftop solar PV, there are numerous disturbed sites that would support a
ground install of 5 MW (or 44 A) to bring the Projected Loading below the current rating
of 920 A.

The type and scope of these Alternatives total 1,685 A. They are suggested as a menu of
potential projects to offset the Projected Loading shortfall of 37 A. These Alternatives are based
on proven programs and technologies and can be implemented within 2-3 years, well before the
Projected Loading Overloading of 37 A in 2021.

The Table below summarizes the Increased Capacity and Load Reduction for each of the ten
Alternatives:
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The CAMgen RE-Connect Option, Alternative #1:
As can be seen in the above table, the Alternative alone would meet the projected needs of the
Newbury ENA at an estimated cost of $1 million. A site map is provided below.
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The map identifies the Colonia-CAMgen-Newbury circuit in yellow and green pins as of 2004.
The yellow pins represent the lines currently in place. The green pins represent the lines
removed as part of the transfer of the land to the CSUCI Site Authority.
The lowest red pin on the map is the CAMgen substation site. The orange pin is the terminus of
the 66 kV line already connected to Newbury. The blue solid line on the southern border of the
map represents the route option for Re-Connect Alternative (one of ten Alternatives being
suggested). The line depicts the re-connection of the severed Colonia-CAMgen-Newbury line
Alternative on 1.5 mile of existing right of way as a pole replacement project. There is no project
estimate from SCE for the reconnection. The terrain is public roadway (Potrero Road), so it is
expected this would cost less than $1 million (roughly $0.6 million per mile of TSP with 66kV
circuit). It would entail little environmental disturbance as it is simply a pole replacement project
in the 1.5 mile area where the re-connection would be established.

Allison Chan
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Jeff Hargleroad <jeffhargleroad@gmail.com>
Wednesday, April 23, 2014 10:48 AM
Moorpark-Newbury
Terri Hargleroad
Moorpark Newbury Park Project EIR

My wife and I own and live on land that has the recorded easement of the 325' corridor on this project. I wanted
to write this email in support of the current plan and pole positioning. Any changes to the project in our
opinion are inconsistent with the intent of the easement recorded in 1970 (which is on everyone's title and thus
known) and would have a negative impact on other properties and their use, viewshed and incur unknown
increases in costs that rate payers would have to bear.
We would both like to be included on the dissemination of information on this project. Rudy Gonzales from
SCE indicated this email and comments would allow us to be a party to information on this project's progress.
Thanks in advance; email addresses below:
jeffhargleroad@gmail.com
thargleroad@aol.com

1

Allison Chan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

stephen fusci <steve@internationalfilters.com>
Wednesday, April 23, 2014 11:47 AM
Moorpark-Newbury
Moorpark-Newbury Park EIR

Mr. Michael Rosauer
I own 3070 Cerzanne in Moorpark. The transmission power lines relative to the above referenced EIR traverse a portion
of my property.
I purchased the ranch in 1988 with my father and subsequently built his retirement dream home on the property. I
intend to pass on this home to my daughter.
When I purchased this property my title report clearly indicated, how and where , my property was burdened by the
SCE easement. Plain and simple.
So..... now that the infrastructure is completed there appears to to be some people that are objecting to the current
plan and pole positioning.
The first clue for these objectors should have been to read their title reports and then make an informed decision as to
whether they want to proceed forward with the purchase. The SCE easement is crystal clear...... SCE has the right to
construct within their current easement.
I will oppose any possible relocation of the poles and take it to what ever legal level I need to escalate it to. There will
not be any SCE incursion onto my property without an extensive legal challenge by me.
" So... your Honor..... SCE wants to relocate the power poles on my property and abandon the current infrastructure
because someone is complaining."
This would be my opening statement in defense of any possible condemnation proceedings SCE would care to
undertake.
I support the current plan and pole positioning.
Please include me in the dissemination of information on this project.
Thank You
Stephen Fusci
Steve@Internationalfilters.com
805-604-0411
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April 23, 2014

MR. Michael Rosauer
Moorpark- Newbury Project
C/O Environmental Science Associates
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
Subject: NOP, Permit to Construct the Moorpark-Newbury 66KV Subtransmission Line
Project (A.13-10-021)
Dear Mr. Rosauer:
Danalynn Pritz, Alan and Peggy Ludington and I filed the April 15, 2010 Application for Rehearing
of Resolution E-4243, appealing the first attempt to secure approval for the Project. Now, I am also
a party to the pending matter of the Application for Permit to Construct, Case No. A.13-10-021.
Collectively, we wish to state our objections to the CPUC decision to deem the Permit to Construct
(PTC) application #A.13-10-021 (the Application) for the Moorpark-Newbury 66KV
Subtransmission Line Project (The Project) complete. CPUC failed 1) to base the Project on the
Project described in Advice Letter 2272-E and incorporate the administrative record, and 2) to
adequately analyze the information in the Application1 including the description of the Project when
it deemed the Application complete on November 27, 2013. The Notice of Preparation (NOP) is
misleading and fails to describe the “whole of the project”. The NOP fails to provide necessary
information to permit the public and governments to properly asses the potential effects of the
Project and make informed comments on the scope of the EIR and the alternatives to be considered.
Southern California Edison (SCE/the Applicant) has intentionally withheld adverse environmental
consequences associated with the Project and continues to deny potential environmental impacts
(refer to Application and supporting information). CPUC Staff is biased, in favor of the Applicant as
evidenced by the administrative record of Advice Letter 2272-E, CPUC Decision 11-11-019 and
action to deem the current Application complete. Therefore, CPUC Staff is not the appropriate
entity to administer the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for the Project. CPUC must
select an independent entity to administer CEQA, or assign the Lead Agency status to another
affected agency. As a result of the Applicants failure to disclose critical information, the CPUC’s
failure to prevent Project construction activities and the Applicant’s misrepresentation of the CEQA
status to responsible agencies, the environment has been damaged. Appropriate Project mitigation is
mandated for impacts caused by Project construction activities, as well as, disciplinary actions
against the Applicant and those at CPUC responsible for allowing Project construction to occur.

1

APPLICATION OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY (U 338-E) FOR A PERMIT TO
CONSTRUCT ELECTRICAL FACILITIES WITH VOLTAGES BETWEEN 50 KV AND 200 KV: MOORPARKNEWBURY 66 KV SUBTRANSMISSION LINE PROJECT
Environmental and Regulatory Specialists, Inc.  223 62nd Street  Newport Beach, Ca. 92663
phone: 949-646-8958  website: www.earsi.com  e-mail: dave@earsi.com
Page 1 of 9

NOP comment, PTC Project A.13-10-021
4-23-14

Our objections are articulated below.


The Application does not address the whole of the Project. CPUC is allowing the
Applicant to redefine the Project, to piecemeal the Project to reduce the Projects scope,
minimize environmental impacts and to avoid and/or minimize compliance with the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). CPUC failed to base the Project on Advice
Letter 2272-E and the administrative record up to and including CPUC Decision 11-11-019,
prior to deeming the Application complete. This attempt to piecemeal the Project is
supported by the CPUC. Had the CPUC considered the administrative record, the scope of
the Project would at a minimum have included the Project described in Advice Letter 2272-E
and the administrative record up to and including CPUC Decision 11-11-019.



The Project is part of a larger project. The Project is an amendment to a local area2 within
the ISO Controlled Grid3 to correct local reliability issues in compliance with NERC
Planning Standards. The “Project” must include the affected grid and describe all other
reasonably foreseeable changes, now and in the future. The Project must include a
description of other relevant programs4 that have the potential to affect the environmental
impacts of proposed Project on the environment. This includes any considerations being
considered by SCE to fulfill their responsibility to manage the existing grid in a prudent
manner in expectation of possible future needs that will effect the decision making ability for
the Project.



The Application is not complete. The Application is not complete for the reasons stated
above. In addition, the Project is not consistent with the policy of the CPUC, as reflected in
the Garamendi Principles (SB 2431, Chapter 1457, Statutes of 1988, Garamendi). The
Garamendi Principles state:
1. “Encourage the use of existing rights-of-way by upgrading existing transmission
facilities where technically and economically justifiable.”
While the use of existing rights-of-way by upgrading existing transmission facilities
are encouraged. This Project proposes to construct new transmission facilities, not
upgrade existing facilities. In so doing, this Project will overload the Ormond BeachMoorpark right-of-way/easement resulting in power lines dangerously close to
sensitive land uses, impact habitat for protected species, have the potential to impact
cultural resources and resulted in aesthetic impacts from public view corridors. Prior
to the PTC Application being deemed complete, the Application must demonstrate
that it is not technically and economically justifiable to use the existing rights-of-way
by upgrading existing transmission facilities as required by Garamendi.

2

The term “local area” includes but is not limited to the “Moorpark System”.
The term “Grid” as used herein includes all transmission lines, substations and electrical facilities.
4
Including but not limited to: The 2014 Energy Storage Procurement Plan.
3

Environmental and Regulatory Specialists, Inc.  223 62nd Street  Newport Beach, Ca. 92663
phone: 949-646-8958  website: www.earsi.com  e-mail: dave@earsi.com
Page 2 of 9

NOP comment, PTC Project A.13-10-021
4-23-14

2. “When construction of new transmission lines is required, encourage expansion
of existing rights-of-way, when technically and economically feasible.”
No evidence has been presented to the public that the Applicant/CPUC considered
expansion of existing rights-of-way; nor has the Applicant disclosed other future
needs within the ROW to fulfill their responsibility to “manage the existing ROW in a
prudent manner in expectation of possible future needs”. While not defined in this
Application, this responsibility has been used to limit the range of Project
alternatives. There has been no disclosure of technical and economical feasible or
feasibility of alternatives to the Project. Prior to the PTC Application being deemed
complete by the CPUC, the Application must consider expansion of the existing
ROW as required by Garamendi.
3. “Provide for the creation of new rights-of-way when justified by environmental,
technical, or economic reasons, as determined by the appropriate licensing
agency.”
No evidence has been presented to the public that the Applicant considered the
creation of new rights-of-way. It is justified in this case because the Project will
overload the easement and result in environmental impacts (including but not limited
to power lines dangerously close to sensitive land uses, impact habitat for protected
species, has the potential to impact cultural resources and resulted in aesthetic
impacts from public view corridors). Project construction activities have already
resulted in adverse impacts to the environment.5 Prior to the PTC Application being
deemed complete, the Application must consider creation of new rights-of-way as
required by Garamendi.
4. “Where there is a need to construct additional transmission, seek agreement
among all interested utilities on the efficient use of that capacity.”
No evidence has been presented that the Project Applicant has sought agreement
among all interested utilities on the efficient use of that capacity.
To be consistent with Garamendi, utilities should take appropriate mitigation measures to
reduce the environmental impacts of proposed projects. Based on the information presented
to the public, the proposed Project reflects the absence of coordinated transmission and landuse planning. The lack of planning and coordination is a major impediment to transmission
development in California resulting in higher costs to ratepayers. The Applicant’s PTC
application materials deny the Project has the potential to affect the environmental. The facts
indicate the Project encroaches into urban areas where expansion of transmission facilities
within the Ormond Beach-Moorpark right-of-way could pose significant environmental
problems, hence, the CPUC decision to require an EIR for the Project. The basic principles
and policies expressed in Garamendi formed a sound foundation for assessing and
5

Refer to PTC Application; Proponent’s Environmental Assessment, Section 4.0 Biological Resources (and Appendix F)
and Streambed Alteration Agreement(s) ((SAA) No. 1600‐2011‐0325‐R5, Revision 2 (which includes mitigation for
Significant Project Impacts)).
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designating transmission corridors then and are still persuasive today, over 20 years after
they were first articulated.
The Project is not consistent with SB 2431, Chapter 1457, Statutes of 1988, (Garamendi).
Without the information required by Garamendi, the Application is incomplete and fails to
provide necessary information to permit the public and governments to properly asses the
potential effects of the Project and make informed comments on the scope of the EIR and the
alternatives to be considered.


The Application misrepresents the Project. The Project is not “a rate-setting proceeding”
as stated in the Application6.



The definition of the Project is unclear. It is unclear from the Application what the details
of the Project are. There are contradictory statements in the Application. Based on the
public file referenced by the NOP, CPUC requested clarification7 and it is not clear what
action the CPUC took to accept the responses8 as adequate or modify the Project Application.
The CPUC Website provided the notice for the April 10th public Scoping Meeting. The
information on the CPUC Website is misleading. The notice states the purpose of the Project
is to “address forecasted overloads on a section of the existing line and to enhance reliability
and operational flexibility”, but the NOP states a different purpose of the Project (refer to
website9). As a result of the different Project purposes we and other members of the public
and local governments are confused. As a result, we and other members of the public and
governments are unable to properly asses the potential effects of the Project and make
informed comments on the scope of the EIR and the alternatives to be considered.



The NOP is incomplete and misleading. Based on the inadequacy of the PTC Application,
the NOP is incomplete, misleading and depriving the public and governments the
information needed to properly asses the proposed Project and make informed comments on
the scope of the EIR and the alternatives to be considered.

Therefore, we demand:


CPUC immediately cease all CEQA proceedings and re-examine the Application to
determine if it is complete.



CPUC determine the Application incomplete and notify SCE that the Application must
addresses the whole of the Project.



CPUC conduct a new CEQA Scoping process. The CPUC conduct a new CEQA scoping
process/NOP informing the public and governments of the Project history, all legal and

6

Rule 2.1(c) of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure (California Code of Regulations, Title 20)
Data Request Letter No. 1, February 3rd, 2014
8
SCE Responses, February 14, 2014
7

9

http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/esa/moorpark_newbury/index.html
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administrative decisions and the relationship of this Project, as well as all other reasonably
foreseeable changes to the local area grid, including a full disclosure of factors being
considered by SCE to manage the existing ROW in a prudent manner in expectation of
possible future needs (note: the requirement to “manage the existing ROW in a prudent
manner in expectation of possible future needs” while not defined in this Application has
been used to limit the range of alternatives.).


CEQA scoping process provide information on Applicant related planning efforts. The
new CEQA scoping process provide information on all SCE’s related planning efforts and
the potential impact of those planning efforts10 on the Project’s potential environmental
effects.

Only when all of the above have been made available to the public will the public and governments
have sufficient information to properly asses the potential effects of the Project and make informed
comments on the scope of the EIR and the alternatives to be considered.
Independent Investigation:


We demand CPUC cause an independent investigation to be conducted to determine if the
Applicant withheld information from the public, local governments and CPUC on the
Project’s potential environmental consequences during CPUC processing of Advice Letter
2272-E11.



We demand CPUC cause an independent investigation to be conducted to determine if the
Applicant withheld information on the appeal of Advice Letter 2272-E12 in applying for
permits, certifications and or agreements from state and federal government agencies to
construct a portion of the Project described in Advice Letter 2272-E.

Should either investigation reveal the Applicant or CPUC withheld information from the public,
local governments on the Project’s potential environmental consequences, we demand: 1) the CPUC
invalidate all permits, certifications and/or agreements issued for the Project, 2) cause the
improvements to be removed and 3) assess punitive damages against those responsible. Such
damages should not result in additional fees to ratepayers.

10

Including but not limited to: SCE - 2014 Energy Storage Procurement Plan.
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/NR/rdonlyres/71548FD1-B5EB-456E-8AAA-FCD25EADE77E/0/SCE_StorageTestimony.pdf
11
Including but not limited to: 1) December 2007 letter from Owl Clan Consultants to Philippe Lapin, SCE, Subject
Native American Consultation regarding Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy 66kV New Source Line project, Ventura
County, California; and
2) Response of Southern California Edison Company (U 338-E) to Application of Alan and Peggy Ludington,
Danalynn Pritz, and David J. Tanner for Rehearing of Resolution E-4243, Dated: 02/03/2014. Was the Applicant aware
that their 2008 report did not comply with 2009 CDFG protocols during CPUC consideration of Advice Letter 2272-E
and the Rehearing of Energy Division Resolution E-4243 Affirming Resolution E-4225 Related to Southern California
Edison’s Proposed Moorpark-Newbury 66kV Subtransmission Line Project, March 20, 2010?
12
Including but not limited to: April 15, 2010 Petition for Rehearing filed by Alan and Peggy Ludington, Danalynn Pritz
and I.
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Should the CPUC determine the Application is complete and addresses the whole of the Project and
a new Scoping process is not required, we have the following comments on the scope of the EIR.
Scope of EIR


The Projects Description must include Project Goals and Objectives. Please have the Project
include the following goals and objectives:
o The Project will use best available technology to conserve energy and reduce GHG
emissions;
o The Project will avoid long-term visual impacts;
o The Project will avoid impacts to sensitive flora and fauna;
o The Project will avoid impacts to human health;
o The Project will utilize the most cost effective technology to meet the Projects goals and
objectives; and
o The Project will be designed in compliance with all applicable rules, regulations and
policies.



The Project Description must include Project Phasing/timeline.



In order for the EIR to fully evaluate the Project’s effect on the environment and identify
alternatives (or the feasibility of potential alternatives) to reduce the Project’s potential
impacts on the environment, the EIR must identify:
o The analysis used to conclude that forecasted overloads will occur on a the local area
grid, the type of overloads projected (N-1/N-2);
o The analysis used to conclude the Project will enhance reliability and operational
flexibility;
o Existing easement(s) entitling SCE to construct the Project in the manner proposed;
o Any other uses planned or permitted improvements within the easement(s) effected by
the Project. Including factors being considered to “manage the existing ROW in a
prudent manner in expectation of possible future needs” and other relevant planning
programs which could affect SCE ability to manage the existing ROW in a prudent
manner in expectation of possible future needs;
o The EIR must explain the Project’s administrative record including Advice Letter 2272-E
and the administrative record up to and including CPUC Decision 11-11-019. In light of
the administrative record, the EIR must explain why the Project scope is limited to the
remaining undeveloped portion of the Project. Why prior environmental impacts
resulting from Project construction were not subject to CEQA (one example being
significant impacts to biological resources identified in the PTC Application; Proponent’s
Environmental Assessment, Section 4.0 Biological Resources (and Appendix F) as well
as Streambed Alteration Agreement (SAA) No. 1600‐2011‐0325‐R5, Revision 2 (which
includes mitigation for Significant Project Impacts)). Only then will the public and
governments have the information necessary to properly asses the potential effects of the
Project and make informed comments on the adequacy of the EIR and the alternatives
being considered;
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o The EIR must explain why the Project is being piecemealed, in light of the administrative
record. The EIR must explain why the Project is not an attempt by the Applicant and
CPUC to reduce the Project’s scope, thereby reducing the Project’s impacts on the
environmental in an effort to circumvent CEQA;
o The EIR must identify if the use of any area within the Project ROW or easement(s) is
not available due to constraints, including but not limited to, SCE’s efforts to manage the
existing ROW in a prudent manner in expectation of possible future needs.
o The EIR must explain the Project’s relationship to the local Area Grid and identify any
current or planned changes to the local area grid, including but not limited to, SCE’s
efforts to manage the existing grid in a prudent manner in expectation of possible future
needs; and
o The EIR must identify rules, regulations and other relevant planning programs governing
the Project and discuss the Project’s compliance/impact with each, including but not
limited to consistency with NERC Planning Standards, the Garamendi Principles (SB
2431, Chapter 1457, Statutes of 1988, Garamendi) and SCE 2014 Energy Storage
Procurement Plan.


The EIR must evaluate Alternatives to the Project which will reduce or eliminate one or more
of the Project’s potentially significant adverse environmental effects. Alternatives should
include but not be limited to:
o The No Project Alternative (mandatory);
o Alternative technologies capable of meeting all of the Project’s goals and objectives
which avoid or reduce one or more of the Project’s potentially significant adverse
environmental impacts;
o Alternative technologies capable of meeting most of the Project’s goals and objectives
which avoid or reduce one or more of the Project’s potentially significant adverse
environmental impacts;
o Design alternatives capable of meeting all of the Project’s goals and objectives which
avoid or reduce one or more of the Project’s potentially significant adverse environmental
impacts;
o Design alternatives capable of meeting most of the Project’s goals and objectives which
avoid or reduce one or more of the Project’s potentially significant adverse environmental
impacts;
o Conservation measures that can be implemented to avoid the need for the Project or
reduce the scale of the Project, thereby reducing potential adverse impacts associated
with the Project;
o Alternatives consistent with SCE’s 2014 Energy Storage Procurement Plan which avoid
or reduce one or more of the Project’s potentially significant adverse environmental
impacts; and
o Alternatives consistent with the Garamendi Principles (SB 2431, Chapter 1457, Statutes
of 1988, Garamendi)



The list of “Cumulative Projects” must be identified.



Project Design Features must be identified in the Project Description
Environmental and Regulatory Specialists, Inc.  223 62nd Street  Newport Beach, Ca. 92663
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The nature of the Project is very technical. The EIR must be written as CEQA intended, in
plain English capable of being understood by the average (educated) citizen.

Only when all of the above have been made available to the public will the public and governments
have sufficient information to properly asses the potential effects of the Project and make informed
comments on the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
CEQA Compliance to be conducted by an Independent Party:
SCE has submitted biased information to the CPUC claiming exemption from CEQA (Advice Letter
2272-E). Following CPUC Decision 11-11-019, SCE submitted the Application with a reduced
Project scope in an attempt to piece-meal the Project to circumvent CEQA. The Application denies
any possibility that the Project will have an adverse impact on the environmental.
The CPUC is not an independent party. CPUC Commission President Michael Peevey is a former
President of SCE. The CPUC sided with SCE in their approval of Advice Letter 2272-E, which was
subsequently invalidated. CPUC again sided with SCE by failing to prevent construction of the
Project while the Rehearing of Resolution E-4243 was pending. CPUC sided again with SCE when
it deemed the PTC Application complete and failed to require the Application to encompass the
whole of the Project.
Any future information provided by SCE must be independently verified. All technical reports and
the draft EIR must be prepared by an independent 3rd party. Not CPUC staff or an entity under the
control of the Applicant or CPUC.
The NOP is biased:
The NOP is based on the Application, which is comprised of material submitted by the Applicant.
The Application contains a PEA prepared by SCE which denies there is any possibility that the
Project will result in any adverse environmental effect. The fact is the Applicant’s PEA and its
technical reports identify Project-related adverse environmental impacts. These impacts are
minimized and characterized less than significant.
The NOP states “in its PEA, SCE identified a number of alternatives that will be analyzed by the
CPUC’s EIR team….” How can SCE possibly propose alternatives that will reduce the Project’s
environmental effects if it denies the existence of any adverse environmental effect?
The Way Forward:
Quit wasting ratepayer money!
The CPUC should apply for the State of California Electric Program Investment Charge (EPIC)
grant program offered by the California Energy Commission13. Specifically, the CPUC should apply
13

EPIC website: http://www.energy.ca.gov/research/epic/
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for the grant entitled “Establish Strategies for Enhanced Local Regulatory Assistance and Permit
Streamlining That Will Accelerate Deployment of Clean Energy Infrastructure”.
This Project has been on-going for years. It has wasted an inordinate amount of ratepayer money.
The tactics CPUC and the Applicant have employed to obtain Project permitting have been rejected
and will continue to be rejected until improvements in the process are implemented. Perhaps this
grant opportunity can provide recommendations to allow improvements in the manner in which SCE
and CPUC approach project permitting now and in the future.
The accusations contained herein are not exhaustive; they demonstrate one or more instances where
the Application is incomplete, the NOP misleading, and reasons why the CEQA process should be
turned over to an independent third party. They are intended to provide a factual basis for the
accusations and the need for a through investigation.
Feel free to contact me if you have any questions.
Sincerely,

David J. Tanner
President
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Allison Chan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Beverly <bevg@hvwonline.com>
Wednesday, April 23, 2014 1:48 PM
Moorpark-Newbury
Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Transmission Line

Mr. Michael Rosauer:
We attended a meeting last night with some of our fellow neighbors to discuss Southern California
Edison's Moorpark-Newbury Project. We are in full support of Southern California Edison maximizing
their existing resources already acquired to facilitate their increasing demands.
SCE acquired the easement for this sole purpose and there is no justification for considering
relocating the power lines to another location just because there is a group of homeowners that "just
doesn't want it". Edison has a legal right to expand their equipment within the existing
easement. Alternatively, if Edison pursues an expansion of the poles on Gerry Road, it could not be
accomplished within the existing easement so condemnation would be a factor. Additionally, the title
reports for each homeowner along Gerry Road clearly states that the power poles are to be wooden
poles only which wouldn't be adequate for this expansion.
Finally I just want to conclude that the homeowners who are contesting Edison's Project were fully
aware of the existing easement when they purchased their homes so it's unclear why they are
protesting now. The property owners along Gerry Road Road would be negatively impacted. It's just
not logical for Edison to consider an alternate location for this project. SCE should proceed with it's
legal right to expand within their existing easement.
Thank you.

Beverly Gutierrez
HOFFMAN, VANCE & WORTHINGTON, INC.
1000 S. Seaward Avenue
Ventura, CA 93001
bevg@hvwonline.com
(805) 642-0211

1

Allison Chan
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

swaz <richard.schwasnick@verizon.net>
Wednesday, April 23, 2014 2:04 PM
Moorpark-Newbury
dslelande@yahoo.com
NOP for A.13-10-021

Dear Mr. Michael Rosauer,
In a recent meeting with other property owners, regarding the NOP for 66 KV sub-transmission line project A.13-10-021, it was
discussed that an Edison upgrade may be in consideration on our property at 9079 Santa Rosa Rd.
I have many concerns with this. A few years ago, a metal "upgraded" pole fell in our property causing minimal damage to our
avocado trees. I was not ever informed if it was due to a faulty pole or wind that sweeps thru the valley. I do not wish to have more of
these poles all along my property line that may fall on our existing house or future structures.
Secondly, Adding larger poles and lines will further devalue our property in several ways. EMF, obscured views, inability to continue
farming operations, and limiting future use of the property to start with. Farming requires some aerial work. Adding higher lines may
impede this process.
Last but not least, I do not like to see waste. There are poles already in place for this transmission line. They were put in with a
previously approved EIR on an existing large right of way. The view is already impaired by much larger towers. I can not see how this
will further impair the view. It makes no sense to me to ruin other views down the valley. All this seems to be a waste of money,
resources, and other views.
Thank you for your consideration,
Michelle Lelande
McCloskey Ranch Co.
6345 Casitas Pass Rd.
Carpinteria, CA 93013
805-684-0084

1

April 23, 2014
Vernon Dransfeldt
11648 Barranca Road
Santa Rosa Valley, CA 93012
Mr. Michael Rosauer
Moorpark-Newbury Project
c/o Environmental Science Associates
Via email attachment: moorpark-newbury@esassoc.com
Dear Mr. Rosauer,
I own the 99 acre property at 10248 Presilla Road, which has the existing 220kV lines running along my eastern
border, and upon which the additional pole in the series of poles for the new 66kV line is installed. The entire
length of my eastern property line is shared with the parcels owned by Alan and Peggy Ludington.
It is my understanding the Ludington’s and their cohorts are trying to get at least one of the four following
results accomplished: 1) get the new line relocated from the East side of the existing 220kV poles to the West
side of those poles in the same easement (less than 200’ away from where new poles have already been
installed), or 2) get the lines buried underground, or 3) get the new 66kV line moved a lot further to the West to
a small existing easement along Gerry Road, or, 4) not install the line at all. Please consider the following
points in this matter:

1. When the Ludington’s purchased their property in the 1980’s, the Edison easement and power lines were in place,
just as they were in place when I purchased my property in 1997. Adding the new 66kV poles and lines in the
existing easement is entirely appropriate, cost effective, and without question the most efficient place to locate the
additional lines. And no, I do not like the new line on my property, but I recognize the right of Edison to utilize
the existing easement for the transmission of electricity in the most efficient and cost-effective manner, as
outlined in the Ventura County Master Plan. It is the most financially and socially responsible way to provide for
the greater good of the community.
2. All of us who live along those lines, including the Ludington’s, will see the new installation alongside the much
larger existing 220kV lines. It is to be expected that at some point additional capacity would have to be added.
There are, unfortunately, people who demand that their utility needs be met, but only at others’ expense or
inconvenience. Every imaginable argument against the new 66kV line has been raised except the obvious one:
some don’t want it in their back yard, yet are more than willing to try to have it located elsewhere at others’
expense.
3. Moving the line from the East side of the existing 220kV poles to the West side of those poles: This would
directly affect the agricultural properties (such as mine) that have the easement on their property, by reducing
plantable acres. The easement and existing poles occupy land that is along property lines, and thus is often “dead
space”. To move the new 66kV poles from the property line side (east side) of the easement to the farmland side
of the easement would impact the productive land area for most property owners along the easement.
Furthermore, on my particular property, there is a dramatic drop-off just to the west of the existing towers at the
South-East corner of my property, which would make installing footing to erect a new pole in that area dangerous,
nearly impossible to access for normal Edison maintenance, and require an enormous amount of grading and
disruption to the existing chaparral.
4. Burying the 66kV lines underground: My understanding is that running high capacity underground lines for
such a distance has only been done in one or two instances in other countries, not in the U.S. The disruption to
the existing residents and farm operations along the line would be enormous, and run great risk of damage due to
normal farming operations. I do not want to be one of the potential victims of such an experiment! Nor do I think
it is reasonable to have other Edison customers pay for such an expensive and unnecessary undertaking.

5. Get the new 66kV line moved a lot further to the west along the existing small easement along Gerry Road
to Moorpark: This is perhaps the most egregious of the suggestions. Notwithstanding the fact that a
considerable amount of disruption would occur at the Moorpark substation to get the lines across the 118 highway
in Moorpark, all the property owners along the way would have much of their productive farmland condemned to
accommodate the necessary wider easement, and they would also have additional disruption and safety issues to
contend with, such as the higher poles that would replace the existing wooden poles which would be a major
hazard to aerial helicopter activities. Additionally, the disruption at the south end of that run would apparently be
enormously expensive and disruptive to property owners and the natural habitat in that area as well.
6. Not install the line at all: I understand that the power disruptions due to inadequate supply are already occurring
in Moorpark, and have been or will likely be exacerbated because the project has been stopped. The quickest
solution is to complete the original plan of installation in the existing corridor.

SUMMARY: The greatest miracle of this country is that when we flip a light switch, turn on our water faucet,
dial our cell phone, or otherwise partake of various utility services, we are rarely disappointed. Unfortunately
for the vast majority of the population, some individuals are unwilling to have any inconvenience in regard to
the provision of those services. In this particular case, the complainers have absolutely no valid reason to object
to the new 66kV installation. The expenses incurred by SCE in stopping the installation process have been
enormous, and every one of the Edison customers will end up paying for those costs. The expense of any of the
proposed alternatives are nearly incomprehensible, and have been proposed only for selfish personal interests. I
trust that common sense and reason will prevail in this matter.
Sincerely,
Vern Dransfeldt

Allison Chan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

hdental.xray@gmail.com on behalf of Dan Halpert <dhalpert@hdxray.com>
Thursday, April 24, 2014 10:54 AM
Moorpark-Newbury
Moorpark-Newbury Park Project coments
SCE_ESA_Community_letter_FINALK.docx

Dear Mr. Rosauer,
I moved to this part of Moorpark with full knowledge and acceptance of the existing power lines and the
inherent hazards of living close to them.
We need to find a way to minimize any increase in the exposure to these hazards by any reasonable means
utilizing routing and technology advances not available when the original project was conceived. The best
route and method is not necessarily the lease expensive one.
I urge you and your committees to look long and hard at a way to minimize the health impacts to our
neighborhood residents.
I have attached a letter written by others more familiar with this project than I am as a show of support for our
mutual interests.
Regards,
Daniel Halpert
10763 Citrus Drive
Moorpark, CA 93021
6805-529-2645
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April 24, 2014
Mr. Michael Rosauer, CPUC Environmental Project Manager,
Mr. Mike Manka, Project Director
Mr. Matthew Fagundes, Project Director
c/o Environmental Science Associates
Moorpark-Newbury Project
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
RE: Moorpark-Newbury Project
Scope of Environmental Impact Report
Dear Mssrs. Rosauer, Manka and Fagundes:
We are so incredibly grateful for your time and effort in meeting with the
community to discuss the impending Environmental Impact Report and hear the concerns
of our community members. We appreciated very much the opportunity for both.
Mr. Rosauer confirmed that the current EIR order is only to review remaining
construction of this Project, although it is already 60% installed by SCE’s estimates. Only
SCE benefits from such a truncated review. Since it has already completed a significant
portion of the environmental disruption the spirit of CEQA would again be subverted.
CEQA specifically requires that past projects are to be included in an EIR. How is the
60% not a past project?
The County and the community have consistently urge the CPUC to order an EIR
on this previously unexamined right of way. At every turn, the environmental issues that
will now be explored were raised and dismissed by the Energy Division. How is it
possible the Energy Division granted Exemption G to the Project in 202, despite public
outcry, while the Administrative Law Judge in A. 13-10-021 ordered complete
environmental examination? Something went horribly wrong.
Mr. Rosauer stated he would bring this issue to the Commission’s Legal Division
to determine if the scope can be increased to include 100% of the Project. CEQA is
served only if the “whole project” is examined. CEQA specifically prohibits the division
of larger project into smaller projects that thereby would limit the scope of analysis,
precisely what SCE has attempted here. Clearly, CEQA does not allow the kind of
piecemealing that has occurred here.
Presently, ESA has been retained to look at only 40% of the project and even less
of its environmental impact. It is clear an independent third party looking at this situation
would agree that:
1. CEQA requires a full review of past and present projects.

2. The portion already installed by SCE is part of the same Project for which it
seeks a permit to construct.
3. The total cumulative environmental impact from the Project includes the work
completed to date as well as work yet to be completed.
4. Any Alternative to the Project should require the removal of all installations to
date.
5. To avoid a legal challenge in the future, the CEQA review of the Project
should be based on the full project rather than parsing out the installed
portion.
There is no question SCE considers this a single project, as it describes in its
Application for PTC: “SCE originally commenced construction of the Project in October
2010 under the assumption that the Project was exempt from CPUC permitting pursuant
to GO 131-D Section III.B.1.g. (‘Exemption G’).” Why would the Energy Division limit
environmental review to the yet-to-be-built phases ? It defies logic and the facts.
We urge that the Project’s EIR “Project Description” be redrafted to include
100% the activities related to the Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV subtransmission line,
consistent with SCE’s description of the Project. To do otherwise effectively would
circumvent CEQA once again.
I. Scope of the Evaluation – CEQA Mandates Analysis of “Whole Project”
A. Entire Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Project Must Be Reviewed
The authority upon which SCE based its Fall 2010 notice of construction was
the 3/20/10 Resolution E-4243. The community immediately challenged the
resolution by Petition for Rehearing filed 4/14/10. Rehearing was granted and the
resolution vacated 19 months later by CPUC order dated 11/10/11. However, SCE
failed to notify the Energy Division that the resolution was under review when it
gave construction notice in Fall 2010.
The community believes Resolution E-4243 was secured under false
pretenses. SCE manipulated facts and data to gain CEQA exemption:
(1) It characterized the Project as a mere “maintenance operation within an
existing ROW,” which led the Energy Division to assume the ROW was so disturbed
by public uses that review was unnecessary.
(2) It failed to disclose a number of known potentially significant
environmental impacts.
(3) It has presented skewed need projections since 2005, none of which have
been substantiated by actual demand.
(4) While stakeholders were awaiting further settlement discussions, it
restored the draft resolution to the CPUC’s agenda, without notice to stakeholders.
SCE’s misrepresentations and omission provided the grounds upon which approval
of Resolution-4243 was based.

Regardless, CEQA does not allow the division of a larger project into smaller
projects that thereby would limit the scope of analysis, which is precisely what SCE
has manipulated the system into doing.
B. “Whole Project” Should Include SCE’s Master Plan
CEQA requires meaningful environmental review of the “whole project.”
There is no question SCE knows how it intends to expand and energize its
grid. Allowing it to reveal only what it wishes prevents meaningful analysis of the
cumulative environmental impact. This piecemeal tactic is calculated to ensure as
little regulation as possible.
The community submits that, at a minimum, SCE should disclose, and this
EIR should include, any projects affecting the Thousand Oaks, Moorpark and
Newbury Park communities, the Moorpark Substation, or the M-N-P and MoorparkOrmond Beach ROWs, including the recently disclosed gas-generated power plant
proposed to be built behind the Moorpark Substation to replace Ormond and
Mandalay plants. It should also include the planned a third o 220 kV line on the west
side of the Moorpark-Ormond Beach ROW disclosed by SCE just days before the
9/18/09 public hearing – this should be evaluated as part of its plan for the ROW.
What if the Project is simply a justification for requested rate increases?
What if Moorpark-Ormond Beach 220 kV lines are no longer needed for Moorpark
Substation, and are only part of larger plan to send power outside Ventura County?
These are hard fact one should know when examining what this Project takes from
the sensitive environment of Ventura County.
II. Alternatives – Less Costly, More Environmentally Friendly
A. Co-location with the existing 66 kV
Since the Project first came to public awareness following the 10/3/08
Advice Letter, the County and the community have urged that the project be colocated with the line it is designed to enhance – the Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy
(M-N-P) 66 kV line, 1,800 feet to the west. This would relieve line stress with little
or no environmental damage. [See SCE’s General Rates Case 2015, page 61, which
describes it as merely replacing conductors with higher rated 954 AC conductors –
no new poles, no additional lines.] It is less expensive than the current Project. This
is truly the environmentally superior option.
B. Undergrounding
Underground is one of the many options SCE has dismissed as too costly.

C. Locating On West Side Of The 220 kV Towers, Farther From Homes
This was another option SCE declined. Initially it dismissed it as to costly.
Later, SCE disclosed it had additional 220 kV towers planned for the west side.
D. Renewable Energy Alternatives
Since the Project’s conception, the State of California has witnessed an
explosion of solar installations, in private, commercial and industrial settings, with
the attendant outcome of an increase in distributed solar.
SCE is required by the State to produce 33% “clean” energy by 2020 [Vivint
Solar], which is why it has allowed solar companies to use its grid. And now solar is
set to soon become a direct competitor with electricity. Solar storage batteries are
coming into play. They program is being implemented and fine tuned in Hawaii and
is soon to hit the mainland. Once business and homeowners begin to use batteries
as solar stories, the grid will become less necessary, and according to some solar
companies, obsolete.
The solar potential of Thousand Oaks is equal to if not greater than Fontana,
where SCE’s ratepayers are making massive rooftop SPVP investments. In addition
to multiple large tracts well suited for ground solar installations, there also are three
large shopping malls in the Thousand Oaks/Newbury Substation service area. A
number of retail stores already have rooftop solar in place, proof that it is practical
for expansion to the retail malls, all within close proximity to the existing facilities.
Additionally, the multi-acre campus of Amgen – SCE’s largest area consumer – has
enormous roof space.
E. Energy Saving Programs Alternative
The EIR should examine the available energy saving programs like:
1. Demand response programs (examples - SmartConnect and TI&TA)
and other energy efficiency programs that affect electrical use and
peak demand,
2. Programs for HVAC replacement and retrofits for older units, and
3. Installation of approved cycling devices for commercial and newer
homes (saves about 15% use).
Note: These programs easily could reduce peak energy demand by 40MW
and negate the need for the Oxnard Peaker Plant that is designed to produce 40MW
for the Ventura region.
The advantages of these incremental approaches, compared to the Project’s
infrastructure enhancement, are:

1. As technology and efficiency improve, their costs will decrease.
2. They benefit consumers and the environment with lower overall
usage.
3. The environmental and human impact is nearly zero.
4. They are funded based on true demand growth, as needed.
5. They generate more local employment and sales tax revenue.
F. The "No Project" Alternative – Environmental Superior Alternative
At the scoping meeting, you have been instructed to evaluate two “no
project” alternatives. You indicated this is quite “unusual.” We are not sure if the
“unusual” part is that the CPUC might allow SCE to leave poles and footings in place,
or that the CPUC might order SCE to remove every piece of its construction. In any
case, the latter is the community’s top choice.
To secure approval, a project must meet some specific projection of need.
Ever since the 10/2/08 Advice Letter, the community has questioned SCE’s
assessment of “need.” SCE’s skewed need projections since 2005 have not been
substantiated by actual demand.
If the need projections were based on 2003-04 actual demand data and the
Project was initially conceived in 2004-05, why did SCE wait until late 2008 start
this process?
1. Outdated “Need” Data
This Project arose from outdated “need” data spawned by the 2005 “heat
storm peak loading” projections that have time and again proven false. [See eg. SCE
GRE 2012 – CPUC refused to included the Presidential Substation, serving the same
community, as the need was questionable. By inference, the need data is equally
weak here.]
The 2003-2004 need data dates back to a different era, before the housing
market crash, the recession, the “greening” of America’s energy, and the discovery of
Enron’s fraudulent manipulation of the energy market. SCE’s need projections are
based on speculative growth, growth that has not materialized in the 9 years since
the Project’s conception. Rather, decreased need due to the recession, alternative
energy sources and energy conservation programs is now documented. Yet, SCE
continues to fabricate “need” in a region where additional need is doubtful within
the ten-year planning period.
Amgen is likely the greatest consumer in electrical need area. Over the years,
the community has watched it grow, and now, shrink. Amgen is cutting another 252
jobs this month, which brings the total to jobs lost to 1,150 since 2007. That means
that more than 15% of its workforce is gone. [See Pacific Coast Business Times, on
line, 3/6/14.] SCE designed this Project based on projections from 2003 or 2004

data. The shrinking of Amgen's Newbury Park campus has to affect those
projections.
2. Fuzzy Math
But the problem goes deeper. There is now ample evidence of SCE’s “fuzzy
math.” On numerous different occasions, it has given the community at least four
different forecast dates by which the new 66 kV lines must be energized to avoid
overload (and most recently, a drop in voltage):
“2005”
“Late 2010
“Mid-June 2012”
“Mid-2016

(Source: PEA, Table 2.1-1 – the basis for the Project)
(Source: Advice Letter 10/8/10}
(Source: Lawsuit against farmers July 2011)
(Source: 10/28/14 Notice of Application for PTC)

Why do these dates keep changing? Seemingly, at a very minimum, SCE’s
modeling programs do not work. Its own PEA supporting the Application For PTC
reveals the mathematic liberties it has taken.
PEA Table 2.1-1 (attached) documents SCE’s historical projection of need for
2005 – 2013. The projected load exceeds line capacity (920 Amp) for the entire
period, reaching 967Amp in 2009, then drops to a low of 929 Amp after the
anticipated completion of the project. Note: The projection for 2013 was 937 Amp.
Comparatively, PEA Table 2.1-2 documents SCE’s current projections for
2013 – 2022. For 2013, the projected load is now 842 Amp – that’s 87 Amp less
than SCE’s previous projections, and way below capacity. As for the anticipated year
in which load will exceed capacity, that is now projected to be 2021, when it will
reach 937 Amp (the previous projection for 2013). Can SCE’s modeling programs
really be this inaccurate?
3. Bottom Line
In reality, actual peak demand has dropped from its high point in 2008 and
has not gone up. SCE’s forecast models seem to anticipate growth no matter what. It
has not happened. As protestors forecasted, need has actually declined – whether
due to the economic downturn and recession, the tanking of the housing market, the
explosion of solar installations, or the effectiveness of energy saving programs
already in place – need has declined. Yet SCE’s consistently uses its data to tell a
different and highly questionable story. Here, SCE does not plan to resume
construction of the Project until late 2016 – Where is the pressing need?
Add to this the likely closure of SCE’s power plants at Ormond Beach and
Mandalay Bay under AB 248, the future efficacy of the entire 220 kV transmission
corridor comes into question.

We strongly urge the “no project” alternative requiring SCE to dismantle
construction to date be found the Environmentally Superior Alternative, under
CEQA Section 15126.6 (2), especially given the lack of demonstrated need.
III. Environmental Issues
This ROW in question has never undergone environmental review. The 1970
condemnation order that created it predates CEQA. After the 220 kV towers were
built in the early 1970’s, the ROW was allowed to revert to its bucolic origins. The
north-south run of the 9-mile Project cuts through orchards, farmland, protected
sensitive habitat, riparian resources, and known historical resources. It straddles
the active Simi-Santa Rosa Fault and is embedded in a region known for its high fire
hazard. It traverses three jurisdictions and four distinct regions. It twice rises and
drops approximately 1,000 over the Santa Rosa Valley ridge and the Conejo Valley
ridge.
The ROW forms the eastern boundary of the 2-mile wide “greenbelt” that
runs from north to south through Santa Rosa Valley and separates it from the City of
Camarillo. It is a continuous swath of open space and agricultural land. [The existing
M-N-P 66 kV ROW lies entirely within this greenbelt.] Before SCE’s construction
activities in 2011, the only “disturbance” within this 7+ mile stretch of the ROW
were the 220 kV tower footing built in the early 1970’s, visually softened by the
plants and trees that had grown around and between them in the decades that
followed.
The residentially zoned communities of Santa Rosa Valley and Moorpark
grew up to the east of the ROW. The 220 kV towers were constructed in the
approximate center of the 325’ wide ROW. Its previously unused, undisturbed
eastern flank was a strip of land more than 100 feet wide. The County could rely on
this generous 100+ foot “buffer zone” in allowing residential development of the
land to the east. To our knowledge, all of those homes to the east were between
1975 and 1989-90.
The Notice Of Preparation touched on nearly all of the environmental issues
below. However, this discussion will highlight the specific ways in which they apply.
A. Hazards – Public Safety
The California Environmental Health Investigations Branch of the California
Department of Public Health has taken the position no group of people should bear a
disproportionate share of harmful environmental consequences. In this case, residents
along the ROW are already bearing the burden of the Moorpark-Ormond Beach 220
kV lines and their deleterious effects –noise, EMF, heightened danger of brushfires
and downed lines in an earthquake, not to mention negative aesthetic impacts and
loss of property value. How much is enough for one community to bear?

1. Brushfire
The Setting: About one mile west of the Gabbert Road Substation in
Moorpark, the Project hooks sharply to the south. Its remaining 8 miles plow
through farmland and protected open space. From the moment it angles southward,
the new line’s entire path falls within an area designated by Cal Fire as a “Very High
Fire Hazard Severity Zone.” Native brush still cloaks all of the two ridgelines that
create Santa Rosa Valley. The southern ridge is land protected by the Conejo Open
Space Conservation Agency. The northern ridge is part of the property on which our
home is built.
The Issues: At least four of the state’s most catastrophic fires were ignited by
downed power lines in the relatively recent past. Five catastrophic fires were
caused by downed lines in 2007 and 2008 .
The loss of life and property attributable to electrically ignited brushfires is
staggering. Wind-driven brushfires no longer adhere to a “red flag” season; the
season is year-round. As noted above, the ROW traverses an extremely firesensitive, rural residential region. The increased number of lines, the proximity of
existing conductors to proposed conductors, and the Project’s closer proximity to
homes, per se heighten the statistical probability of electrical ignition. SCE’s 66 kV
Project moves this ignition source within 40 feet of residential properties.
2. Earthquake
Turning to the phenomenon of earthquakes, the underlying active Simi-Santa
Rosa Fault is further evidence of the ROW’s sensitive environment, one that has
never undergone environmental study. Environmental review should include sitespecific geological surveys to identify geological hazards, identifying areas of slope
instability, landslides, expansive soils, or areas of tectonic activity, collection of
samples for carbon dating to determine if it is safe to undertake construction in this
area.
The new 66 kV line compounds the risks of property damage and personal
injury or death if a pole were to topple into the 220 kV lines, or onto residential
properties or the two highways it bisects. There is a very real potential for
significant impact to the public and area residents.
By way of illustration, during the 1994 Northridge earthquake (with its
epicenter 9 miles to the southeast), local residents watched the 220 kV lines arc and
send cascades of sparks toward the ground. Fortunately, this quake happened in the
middle of a green January and no fire resulted. Given the change in our climate, the
community cannot rely on rain to insulate it from highly flammable brushfire
conditions. In a larger quake, or a quake on the Simi-Santa Rosa Fault, it also cannot
rely on the lines staying affixed to their poles. This could prove catastrophic.

3. Electromagnetic Field (EMF) Exposure
The CPUC has a long-standing policy of prudent avoidance of EMF exposure.
Co-locating the new line with the existing M-N-P facility 1,800 to the west of our
communities would be a lower cost alternative to the proposed project that brings
lines within 40 feet of residential properties. This would be the “low cost” option.
The “no-cost and low-cost” standard the CPUC adopted was an action plan
established in CPUC Decision 93-11-013. The fact that the CPUC has not
promulgated any further guidelines, but this does not diminish the potentially
significant impact of EMF, or the necessity for environmental review. The unhealthy
impact of EMF exposure is real and documented. This is a significant issue
warranting study in this EIR. The compound impact of even more lines, closer to
homes, should be addressed. Again, how much is enough for one community to
bear?
B. Particularly Sensitive Habitat - USFWS Designation
The United States Fish and Wildlife Service has designated large areas of the
Santa Rosa Valley “Particularly Sensitive Habitat” with know protected species of
animals and plants.
For example, sensitive plants—i.e., Lyon’s Pentacheata and Conejo Dudleya—
are known to exist in the Project area, as well as protected avian species—i.e., the
Least Bells Vireo and California Gnatcatcher. [See Ventura County General Services
Agency, Mitigated Negative Declaration LU 04-0064 (Endangered species observed
in the project area p.13) http://www.earsi.com/public/MND_SR_Park.pdf ] The
recent discovery of the endangered red-legged frog in the Simi Valley hillsides raises
the question of other protected species that may be identified through a thorough
and unbiased examination of the area.
SCE scoffed at this potential impact, saying its focus study failed to reveal any
of the protected species present. However, even if none were present at the time,
the Project has the potential of significant impact on all of them because of the
resultant loss of habitat. Conducive habitat has independent value as its loss impacts
the recovery of the species.
This project has resulted, and will result, in a disturbance and loss of habitat.
Its construction efforts to date have thereby endangered animal and plant species
known to exist in the area. Already more than 14 acres of land have been disturbed.
Future efforts will only compound this disruption. It is essential the EIR address the
negative impact of: (1) habit loss, (2) physical “take” of species and (3) the
impairment of species recovery.
C. Riparian Resources

This project spans four riparian streambed resources. No jurisdictional
delineations have been included in the Project description. Any impact to riparian
resources is considered significant and requires discretionary permits from the US
Army Corps (404 Permit), CDFG (1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement) and
RWQCB (401 Water Quality Certification) and possibly a USFWS 10A Permit.
Mitigation will be required for impacts to jurisdictional waters.
D. Historical and Cultural Resources
The County and public have continuously voiced concern for the
archeological resources in Santa Rosa Valley. It was once home to the largest
Chumash community in this region. SCE knew the Santa Rosa Valley was an area
rich in Chumash historical and cultural resources. [See letters attached to SCE’s
Response to the Data Request Set, 2/3/14.
E. Public Viewshed – Aesthetics
Santa Rosa Valley and the unincorporated hillsides of Moorpark provide a
glimpse of what the open space of Ventura County once looked like. Both areas
provide scenic pastoral views for all who pass through or have the privilege of living
nearby. In the four decades since its construction, even the Moorpark-Ormond
Beach 220 kV ROW had reverted to this greenbelt of agriculture and open space.
There are no “public Improvements” in the north-south run of the ROW in
question. There is no public access to it. Private driveways and dirt farm roads
provide the only access to these widely spaced tower bases, which had remained in
their current configuration—virtually untouched. There were no other SCE
“improvements” in the span between tower bases. Almost every set of towers in the
north-south run had crops, orchards and native brush growing around and between
their footings. For the most part, the line was rarely patrolled; maintenance visits
were few.
As so aptly put by Santa Rosa Valley’s Municipal Advisory Committee
Member, Mark Burley, at the September 2009 CPUC Public Hearing, the exquisite
beauty of this rural agricultural and protected open space region is dying the “death
of a thousand cuts” at the hands of SCE’s piecemealed projects. One need only look
at the overhead web of lines crisscrossing the Santa Rosa and Moorpark Roads
intersection at the light north of Santa Rosa Technology Magnet School. It is
unconscionable.
The proximity of new poles to residences surely has and will negatively
impact the property of contiguous and adjacent homes.
F. Land Use and Planning

Since 2008, the Ventura County Board of Supervisors has expressed concern
over the lack of environmental review for this Project. It has actively tried working
with SCE to address its land use concerns – namely an alternative, any alternative
that will move the lines farther from homes or underground. SCE has stonewalled
these efforts. Consequently, the Board issued a resolution opposing it and the now
tabled Presidential Substation and requesting alternatives consistent with County’s
land use and planning goals.
Damon Wing of Supervisor Linda Parks’ office presented the County’s
position at the Scoping Meeting. He reiterated the Board’s consistent concern that
this Project has had no environmental review, and urged that any impacts that have
occurred subsequent to the 2008 Advice Letter be comprehensively reviewed. He
again urged that the line be moved farther from homes.
G. Agricultural and Forestry Resources
As SCE began work on the Project, it contacted farmers, demanding they
remove decades-old orchard trees. After convincing a judge it was urgent it begin
construction by 8/8/11, it cut down several hundred trees in August and mandated
farmers never replant these areas. As a result, several acres have been rendered
permanently un-farmable.
Additionally, at the dead end of Presilla Road stood an enormous and very old
eucalyptus tree, nearly 100 feet tall with a 12-½ foot trunk girth – a designated
“Heritage Tree” per the Ventura County Tree Protection Ordinance. This tree
visually softened the “industrial” impact of the existing transmission facilities. In
August 2011, SCE demolished it; it took days. Not much later, a crew arrived to cut
down three additional very mature eucalyptus trees in the same tree line but on the
west side of the easement, where no construction was even planned.
Off Gerry Road, another farmer was forced to give up an old California
Peppertree growing within the 325’ wide easement, nowhere near the 220 kV
towers or the proposed construction. There may have been any number of other
mature and/or protected trees demolished in SCE’s construction efforts—
construction that was undertaken under the authority of a Resolution granted under
false pretenses and later overturned by the 11/10/11 Order Granting Rehearing.
These trees were part of the vegetative mitigation that had grown in and
around the ROW in the past 40 years. Some of them predated it. The local
community had long enjoyed the visual mitigation provided by all of these trees.
H. Noise
Even at distances of 1,000 feet from the existing 220kV lines, in the evenings,
one can hear the constant crackle coming from them. It is loud, continuous, and

alarming to say the least. An additional line even closer to homes would only
exacerbate the burdensome noise pollution that currently exists.
IV. Conclusion
These proposed power lines run straight through two rural communities.
Most of us living here purposefully moved away from the suburbs a means of
providing a “safe haven” for us and our families. The information above lends very
little to feeling “safe” (whether for the humans, the wildlife, or the surrounding
natural habitat) and certainly depletes if not negates the idea of a “haven”. No
community, whether rural or otherwise, should be subjected to such a burden.
According to nearly a decade of commentary by Sperling’s "Best Places" to
live, Moorpark, California is a great place to raise a family. Tragically, for families
and property values alike – but most importantly for our children – this may all
come to a crashing end, as Moorpark has recently been designated as a cancer
cluster. Many fingers are pointing to the electromagnetic fields as a cause for so
many cases of childhood leukemia and other cancers.
As you absorb the facts and the legalities of this situation, please also take us,
the people, the families, the land owners and dwellers, into serious consideration—
we are the human environmental impact of this Project. We know making this
evaluation and the ultimate decision will be but a flash in the pan for the ESA and
the CPUC. It is a lifelong decision for the residents of these communities.
We sincerely appreciate your thoughtful and thorough consideration.
DATED: 4/24/14
/s/ Daniel Halpert
_______________________________________________________
Daniel Halpert
10763 Citrus Dr.
Moorpark CA 93021
805 529 2645
dhalpert@hdxray.com
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April 24, 2014

Mr. Michael Rosauer, CPUC Environmental Project Manager,
Mr. Mike Manka, Project Director
Mr. Matthew Fagundes, Project Director
c/o Environmental Science Associates
Moorpark-Newbury Project
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
RE: Moorpark-Newbury Project
Scope of Environmental Impact Report
Dear Mssrs. Rosauer, Manka and Fagundes:
We are so incredibly grateful for your time and effort in meeting with the community to discuss the impending Environmental
Impact Report and hear the concerns of our community members. We appreciated very much the opportunity for both.
Mr. Rosauer confirmed that the current EIR order is only to review remaining construction of this Project, although it is
already 60% installed by SCE’s estimates. Only SCE benefits from such a truncated review. Since it has already completed a
significant portion of the environmental disruption the spirit of CEQA would again be subverted. CEQA specifically requires that past
projects are to be included in an EIR. How is the 60% not a past project?
The County and the community have consistently urge the CPUC to order an EIR on this previously unexamined right of way.
At every turn, the environmental issues that will now be explored were raised and dismissed by the Energy Division. How is it
possible the Energy Division granted Exemption G to the Project in 202, despite public outcry, while the Administrative Law Judge in
A. 13-10-021 ordered complete environmental examination? Something went horribly wrong.
Mr. Rosauer stated he would bring this issue to the Commission’s Legal Division to determine if the scope can be increased to
include 100% of the Project. CEQA is served only if the “whole project” is examined. CEQA specifically prohibits the division of
larger project into smaller projects that thereby would limit the scope of analysis, precisely what SCE has attempted here. Clearly,
CEQA does not allow the kind of piecemealing that has occurred here.
Presently, ESA has been retained to look at only 40% of the project and even less of its environmental impact. It is clear an
independent third party looking at this situation would agree that:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

CEQA requires a full review of past and present projects.
The portion already installed by SCE is part of the same Project for which it seeks a permit to construct.
The total cumulative environmental impact from the Project includes the work completed to date as well as work yet to
be completed.
Any Alternative to the Project should require the removal of all installations to date.
To avoid a legal challenge in the future, the CEQA review of the Project should be based on the full project rather than
parsing out the installed portion.

There is no question SCE considers this a single project, as it describes in its Application for PTC: “SCE originally
commenced construction of the Project in October 2010 under the assumption that the Project was exempt from CPUC permitting
pursuant to GO 131-D Section III.B.1.g. (‘Exemption G’).” Why would the Energy Division limit environmental review to the yet-tobe-built phases ? It defies logic and the facts.
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We urge that the Project’s EIR “Project Description” be redrafted to include 100% the activities related to the MoorparkNewbury 66 kV subtransmission line, consistent with SCE’s description of the Project. To do otherwise effectively would circumvent
CEQA once again.

I. Scope of the Evaluation – CEQA Mandates Analysis of “Whole Project”
A. Entire Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Project Must Be Reviewed
The authority upon which SCE based its Fall 2010 notice of construction was the 3/20/10 Resolution E-4243. The
community immediately challenged the resolution by Petition for Rehearing filed 4/14/10. Rehearing was granted and the
resolution vacated 19 months later by CPUC order dated 11/10/11. However, SCE failed to notify the Energy Division that
the resolution was under review when it gave construction notice in Fall 2010.
The community believes Resolution E-4243 was secured under false pretenses. SCE manipulated facts and data
to gain CEQA exemption:
(1) It characterized the Project as a mere “maintenance operation within an existing ROW,” which led the Energy
Division to assume the ROW was so disturbed by public uses that review was
unnecessary.
(2) It failed to disclose a number of known potentially significant environmental impacts.
(3) It has presented skewed need projections since 2005, none of which have been substantiated by actual
demand.
(4) While stakeholders were awaiting further settlement discussions, it restored the draft resolution to the CPUC’s
agenda, without notice to stakeholders. SCE’s misrepresentations and omission provided the grounds upon which
approval of Resolution-4243 was based.
Regardless, CEQA does not allow the division of a larger project into smaller projects that thereby would limit the
scope of analysis, which is precisely what SCE has manipulated the system into doing.
B. “Whole Project” Should Include SCE’s Master Plan
CEQA requires meaningful environmental review of the “whole project.”
There is no question SCE knows how it intends to expand and energize its grid. Allowing it to reveal only what it
wishes prevents meaningful analysis of the cumulative environmental impact. This piecemeal tactic is calculated to ensure
as little regulation as possible.
The community submits that, at a minimum, SCE should disclose, and this EIR should include, any projects
affecting the Thousand Oaks, Moorpark and Newbury Park communities, the Moorpark Substation, or the M-N-P and
Moorpark-Ormond Beach ROWs, including the recently disclosed gas-generated power plant proposed to be built behind
the Moorpark Substation to replace Ormond and Mandalay plants. It should also include the planned a third o 220 kV line
on the west side of the Moorpark-Ormond Beach ROW disclosed by SCE just days before the 9/18/09 public hearing –
this should be evaluated as part of its plan for the ROW.
What if the Project is simply a justification for requested rate increases? What if Moorpark-Ormond Beach 220 kV
lines are no longer needed for Moorpark Substation, and are only part of larger plan to send power outside Ventura
County? These are hard fact one should know when examining what this Project takes from the sensitive environment of
Ventura County.
II. Alternatives – Less Costly, More Environmentally Friendly
A. Co-location with the existing 66 kV
Since the Project first came to public awareness following the 10/3/08 Advice Letter, the County and the
community have urged that the project be co-located with the line it is designed to enhance – the Moorpark-NewburyPharmacy (M-N-P) 66 kV line, 1,800 feet to the west. This would relieve line stress with little or no environmental damage.
[See SCE’s General Rates Case 2015, page 61, which describes it as merely replacing conductors with higher rated 954
AC conductors – no new poles, no additional lines.] It is less expensive than the current Project. This is truly the
environmentally superior option.
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B. Undergrounding
Underground is one of the many options SCE has dismissed as too costly.
C. Locating On West Side Of The 220 kV Towers, Farther From Homes
This was another option SCE declined. Initially it dismissed it as to costly. Later, SCE disclosed it had additional
220 kV towers planned for the west side.
D. Renewable Energy Alternatives
Since the Project’s conception, the State of California has witnessed an explosion of solar installations, in private,
commercial and industrial settings, with the attendant outcome of an increase in distributed solar.
SCE is required by the State to produce 33% “clean” energy by 2020 [Vivint Solar], which is why it has allowed
solar companies to use its grid. And now solar is set to soon become a direct competitor with electricity. Solar storage
batteries are coming into play. They program is being implemented and fine tuned in Hawaii and is soon to hit the
mainland. Once business and homeowners begin to use batteries as solar stories, the grid will become less necessary,
and according to some solar companies, obsolete.
The solar potential of Thousand Oaks is equal to if not greater than Fontana, where SCE’s ratepayers are making
massive rooftop SPVP investments. In addition to multiple large tracts well suited for ground solar installations, there also
are three large shopping malls in the Thousand Oaks/Newbury Substation service area. A number of retail stores already
have rooftop solar in place, proof that it is practical for expansion to the retail malls, all within close proximity to the
existing facilities. Additionally, the multi-acre campus of Amgen – SCE’s largest area consumer – has enormous roof
space.
E. Energy Saving Programs Alternative
The EIR should examine the available energy saving programs like:
1. Demand response programs (examples - SmartConnect and TI&TA)
energy efficiency programs that affect electrical use and
peak demand,
2. Programs for HVAC replacement and retrofits for older units, and
3. Installation of approved cycling devices for commercial and newer
(saves about 15% use).

and other

homes

Note: These programs easily could reduce peak energy demand by 40MW and negate the need for the
Oxnard Peaker Plant that is designed to produce 40MW for the Ventura region.
The advantages of these incremental approaches, compared to the Project’s infrastructure enhancement, are:
1. As technology and efficiency improve, their costs will decrease.

2. They benefit consumers and the environment with lower overall
3. The environmental and human impact is nearly zero.
4. They are funded based on true demand growth, as needed.
generate more local employment and sales tax revenue.

usage.
5. They

F. The "No Project" Alternative – Environmental Superior Alternative
At the scoping meeting, you have been instructed to evaluate two “no project” alternatives. You indicated this is
quite “unusual.” We are not sure if the “unusual” part is that the CPUC might allow SCE to leave poles and footings in
place, or that the CPUC might order SCE to remove every piece of its construction. In any case, the latter is the
community’s top choice.
To secure approval, a project must meet some specific projection of need. Ever since the 10/2/08 Advice Letter,
the community has questioned SCE’s assessment of “need.” SCE’s skewed need projections since 2005 have not been
substantiated by actual demand.
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If the need projections were based on 2003-04 actual demand data and the Project was initially conceived in
2004-05, why did SCE wait until late 2008 start this process?
1. Outdated “Need” Data
This Project arose from outdated “need” data spawned by the 2005 “heat storm peak loading” projections that
have time and again proven false. [See eg. SCE GRE 2012 – CPUC refused to included the Presidential Substation,
serving the same community, as the need was questionable. By inference, the need data is equally weak here.]
The 2003-2004 need data dates back to a different era, before the housing market crash, the recession, the
“greening” of America’s energy, and the discovery of Enron’s fraudulent manipulation of the energy market. SCE’s need
projections are based on speculative growth, growth that has not materialized in the 9 years since the Project’s
conception. Rather, decreased need due to the recession, alternative energy sources and energy conservation programs
is now documented. Yet, SCE continues to fabricate “need” in a region where additional need is doubtful within the tenyear planning period.
Amgen is likely the greatest consumer in electrical need area. Over the years, the community has watched it grow,
and now, shrink. Amgen is cutting another 252 jobs this month, which brings the total to jobs lost to 1,150 since 2007.
That means that more than 15% of its workforce is gone. [See Pacific Coast Business Times, on line, 3/6/14.] SCE
designed this Project based on projections from 2003 or 2004 data. The shrinking of Amgen's Newbury Park campus has
to affect those projections.
2. Fuzzy Math
But the problem goes deeper. There is now ample evidence of SCE’s “fuzzy math.” On numerous different
occasions, it has given the community at least four different forecast dates by which the new 66 kV lines must be
energized to avoid overload (and most recently, a drop in voltage):
“2005”
“Late 2010
“Mid-June 2012”
“Mid-2016

(Source: PEA, Table 2.1-1 – the basis for the Project)
(Source: Advice Letter 10/8/10}
(Source: Lawsuit against farmers July 2011)
(Source: 10/28/14 Notice of Application for PTC)

Why do these dates keep changing? Seemingly, at a very minimum, SCE’s modeling programs do not work. Its
own PEA supporting the Application For PTC reveals the mathematic liberties it has taken.
PEA Table 2.1-1 (attached) documents SCE’s historical projection of need for 2005 – 2013. The projected load
exceeds line capacity (920 Amp) for the entire period, reaching 967Amp in 2009, then drops to a low of 929 Amp after the
anticipated completion of the project. Note: The projection for 2013 was 937 Amp.
Comparatively, PEA Table 2.1-2 documents SCE’s current projections for 2013 – 2022. For 2013, the projected
load is now 842 Amp – that’s 87 Amp less than SCE’s previous projections, and way below capacity. As for the
anticipated year in which load will exceed capacity, that is now projected to be 2021, when it will reach 937 Amp (the
previous projection for 2013). Can SCE’s modeling programs really be this inaccurate?
3. Bottom Line
In reality, actual peak demand has dropped from its high point in 2008 and has not gone up. SCE’s forecast
models seem to anticipate growth no matter what. It has not happened. As protestors forecasted, need has actually
declined – whether due to the economic downturn and recession, the tanking of the housing market, the explosion of solar
installations, or the effectiveness of energy saving programs already in place – need has declined. Yet SCE’s consistently
uses its data to tell a different and highly questionable story. Here, SCE does not plan to resume construction of the
Project until late 2016 – Where is the pressing need?
Add to this the likely closure of SCE’s power plants at Ormond Beach and Mandalay Bay under AB 248, the future
efficacy of the entire 220 kV transmission corridor comes into question.
We strongly urge the “no project” alternative requiring SCE to dismantle construction to date be found the
Environmentally Superior Alternative, under CEQA Section 15126.6 (2), especially given the lack of demonstrated need.
III. Environmental Issues
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This ROW in question has never undergone environmental review. The 1970 condemnation order that created it
predates CEQA. After the 220 kV towers were built in the early 1970’s, the ROW was allowed to revert to its bucolic
origins. The north-south run of the 9-mile Project cuts through orchards, farmland, protected sensitive habitat, riparian
resources, and known historical resources. It straddles the active Simi-Santa Rosa Fault and is embedded in a region
known for its high fire hazard. It traverses three jurisdictions and four distinct regions. It twice rises and drops
approximately 1,000 over the Santa Rosa Valley ridge and the Conejo Valley ridge.
The ROW forms the eastern boundary of the 2-mile wide “greenbelt” that runs from north to south through Santa
Rosa Valley and separates it from the City of Camarillo. It is a continuous swath of open space and agricultural land. [The
existing M-N-P 66 kV ROW lies entirely within this greenbelt.] Before SCE’s construction activities in 2011, the only
“disturbance” within this 7+ mile stretch of the ROW were the 220 kV tower footing built in the early 1970’s, visually
softened by the plants and trees that had grown around and between them in the decades that followed.
The residentially zoned communities of Santa Rosa Valley and Moorpark grew up to the east of the ROW. The
220 kV towers were constructed in the approximate center of the 325’ wide ROW. Its previously unused, undisturbed
eastern flank was a strip of land more than 100 feet wide. The County could rely on this generous 100+ foot “buffer zone”
in allowing residential development of the land to the east. To our knowledge, all of those homes to the east were
between 1975 and 1989-90.
The Notice Of Preparation touched on nearly all of the environmental issues below. However, this discussion will
highlight the specific ways in which they apply.
A. Hazards – Public Safety
The California Environmental Health Investigations Branch of the California Department of Public Health has taken
the position no group of people should bear a disproportionate share of harmful environmental consequences. In this
case, residents along the ROW are already bearing the burden of the Moorpark-Ormond Beach 220 kV lines and their
deleterious effects –noise, EMF, heightened danger of brushfires and downed lines in an earthquake, not to mention
negative aesthetic impacts and loss of property value. How much is enough for one community to bear?

1. Brushfire
The Setting: About one mile west of the Gabbert Road Substation in Moorpark, the Project hooks sharply to the
south. Its remaining 8 miles plow through farmland and protected open space. From the moment it angles southward, the
new line’s entire path falls within an area designated by Cal Fire as a “Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone.” Native brush
still cloaks all of the two ridgelines that create Santa Rosa Valley. The southern ridge is land protected by the Conejo
Open Space Conservation Agency. The northern ridge is part of the property on which our home is built.
The Issues: At least four of the state’s most catastrophic fires were ignited by downed power lines in the relatively
recent past. Five catastrophic fires were caused by downed lines in 2007 and 2008 .
The loss of life and property attributable to electrically ignited brushfires is staggering. Wind-driven brushfires no
longer adhere to a “red flag” season; the season is year-round. As noted above, the ROW traverses an extremely firesensitive, rural residential region. The increased number of lines, the proximity of existing conductors to proposed
conductors, and the Project’s closer proximity to homes, per se heighten the statistical probability of electrical ignition.
SCE’s 66 kV Project moves this ignition source within 40 feet of residential properties.
2. Earthquake
Turning to the phenomenon of earthquakes, the underlying active Simi-Santa Rosa Fault is further evidence of the
ROW’s sensitive environment, one that has never undergone environmental study. Environmental review should include
site-specific geological surveys to identify geological hazards, identifying areas of slope instability, landslides, expansive
soils, or areas of tectonic activity, collection of samples for carbon dating to determine if it is safe to undertake
construction in this area.
The new 66 kV line compounds the risks of property damage and personal injury or death if a pole were to topple
into the 220 kV lines, or onto residential properties or the two highways it bisects. There is a very real potential for
significant impact to the public and area residents.
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By way of illustration, during the 1994 Northridge earthquake (with its epicenter 9 miles to the southeast), local
residents watched the 220 kV lines arc and send cascades of sparks toward the ground. Fortunately, this quake
happened in the middle of a green January and no fire resulted. Given the change in our climate, the community cannot
rely on rain to insulate it from highly flammable brushfire conditions. In a larger quake, or a quake on the Simi-Santa Rosa
Fault, it also cannot rely on the lines staying affixed to their poles. This could prove catastrophic.
3. Electromagnetic Field (EMF) Exposure
The CPUC has a long-standing policy of prudent avoidance of EMF exposure. Co-locating the new line with the
existing M-N-P facility 1,800 to the west of our communities would be a lower cost alternative to the proposed project that
brings lines within 40 feet of residential properties. This would be the “low cost” option.
The “no-cost and low-cost” standard the CPUC adopted was an action plan established in CPUC Decision 93-11013. The fact that the CPUC has not promulgated any further guidelines, but this does not diminish the potentially
significant impact of EMF, or the necessity for environmental review. The unhealthy impact of EMF exposure is real and
documented. This is a significant issue warranting study in this EIR. The compound impact of even more lines, closer to
homes, should be addressed. Again, how much is enough for one community to bear?
B. Particularly Sensitive Habitat - USFWS Designation
The United States Fish and Wildlife Service has designated large areas of the Santa Rosa Valley “Particularly
Sensitive Habitat” with know protected species of animals and plants.
For example, sensitive plants—i.e., Lyon’s Pentacheata and Conejo Dudleya—are known to exist in the Project
area, as well as protected avian species—i.e., the Least Bells Vireo and California Gnatcatcher. [See Ventura County
General Services Agency, Mitigated Negative Declaration LU 04-0064 (Endangered species observed in the project area
p.13) http://www.earsi.com/public/MND_SR_Park.pdf ] The recent discovery of the endangered red-legged frog in the
Simi Valley hillsides raises the question of other protected species that may be identified through a thorough and
unbiased examination of the area.
SCE scoffed at this potential impact, saying its focus study failed to reveal any of the protected species present.
However, even if none were present at the time, the Project has the potential of significant impact on all of them because
of the resultant loss of habitat. Conducive habitat has independent value as its loss impacts the recovery of the species.
This project has resulted, and will result, in a disturbance and loss of habitat. Its construction efforts to date have
thereby endangered animal and plant species known to exist in the area. Already more than 14 acres of land have been
disturbed. Future efforts will only compound this disruption. It is essential the EIR address the negative impact of: (1) habit
loss, (2) physical “take” of species and (3) the impairment of species recovery.
C. Riparian Resources
This project spans four riparian streambed resources. No jurisdictional delineations have been included in the
Project description. Any impact to riparian resources is considered significant and requires discretionary permits from the
US Army Corps (404 Permit), CDFG (1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement) and RWQCB (401 Water Quality
Certification) and possibly a USFWS 10A Permit. Mitigation will be required for impacts to jurisdictional waters.
D. Historical and Cultural Resources
The County and public have continuously voiced concern for the archeological resources in Santa Rosa Valley. It
was once home to the largest Chumash community in this region. SCE knew the Santa Rosa Valley was an area rich in
Chumash historical and cultural resources. [See letters attached to SCE’s
Response to the Data Request Set, 2/3/14.
E. Public Viewshed – Aesthetics
Santa Rosa Valley and the unincorporated hillsides of Moorpark provide a glimpse of what the open space of
Ventura County once looked like. Both areas provide scenic pastoral views for all who pass through or have the privilege
of living nearby. In the four decades since its construction, even the Moorpark-Ormond Beach 220 kV ROW had reverted
to this greenbelt of agriculture and open space.
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There are no “public Improvements” in the north-south run of the ROW in question. There is no public access to it.
Private driveways and dirt farm roads provide the only access to these widely spaced tower bases, which had remained in
their current configuration—virtually untouched. There were no other SCE “improvements” in the span between tower
bases. Almost every set of towers in the north-south run had crops, orchards and native brush growing around and
between their footings. For the most part, the line was rarely patrolled; maintenance visits were few.
As so aptly put by Santa Rosa Valley’s Municipal Advisory Committee Member, Mark Burley, at the September
2009 CPUC Public Hearing, the exquisite beauty of this rural agricultural and protected open space region is dying the
“death of a thousand cuts” at the hands of SCE’s piecemealed projects. One need only look at the overhead web of lines
crisscrossing the Santa Rosa and Moorpark Roads intersection at the light north of Santa Rosa Technology Magnet
School. It is unconscionable.
The proximity of new poles to residences surely has and will negatively impact the property of contiguous and
adjacent homes.
F. Land Use and Planning
Since 2008, the Ventura County Board of Supervisors has expressed concern over the lack of environmental
review for this Project. It has actively tried working with SCE to address its land use concerns – namely an alternative, any
alternative that will move the lines farther from homes or underground. SCE has stonewalled these efforts. Consequently,
the Board issued a resolution opposing it and the now tabled Presidential Substation and requesting alternatives
consistent with County’s land use and planning goals.
Damon Wing of Supervisor Linda Parks’ office presented the County’s position at the Scoping Meeting. He
reiterated the Board’s consistent concern that this Project has had no environmental review, and urged that any impacts
that have occurred subsequent to the 2008 Advice Letter be comprehensively reviewed. He again urged that the line be
moved farther from homes.
G. Agricultural and Forestry Resources
As SCE began work on the Project, it contacted farmers, demanding they remove decades-old orchard trees. After
convincing a judge it was urgent it begin construction by 8/8/11, it cut down several hundred trees in August and
mandated farmers never replant these areas. As a result, several acres have been rendered permanently un-farmable.
Additionally, at the dead end of Presilla Road stood an enormous and very old eucalyptus tree, nearly 100 feet tall
with a 12-½ foot trunk girth – a designated “Heritage Tree” per the Ventura County Tree Protection Ordinance. This tree
visually softened the “industrial” impact of the existing transmission facilities. In August 2011, SCE demolished it; it took
days. Not much later, a crew arrived to cut down three additional very mature eucalyptus trees in the same tree line but on
the west side of the easement, where no construction was even planned.
Off Gerry Road, another farmer was forced to give up an old California Peppertree growing within the 325’ wide
easement, nowhere near the 220 kV towers or the proposed construction. There may have been any number of other
mature and/or protected trees demolished in SCE’s construction efforts—construction that was undertaken under the
authority of a Resolution granted under false pretenses and later overturned by the 11/10/11 Order Granting Rehearing.
These trees were part of the vegetative mitigation that had grown in and around the ROW in the past 40 years.
Some of them predated it. The local community had long enjoyed the visual mitigation provided by all of these trees.
H. Noise
Even at distances of 1,000 feet from the existing 220kV lines, in the evenings, one can hear the constant crackle
coming from them. It is loud, continuous, and alarming to say the least. An additional line even closer to homes would
only exacerbate the burdensome noise pollution that currently exists.
IV. Conclusion
These proposed power lines run straight through two rural communities. Most of us living here purposefully
moved away from the suburbs a means of providing a “safe haven” for us and our families. The information above lends
very little to feeling “safe” (whether for the humans, the wildlife, or the surrounding natural habitat) and certainly depletes if
not negates the idea of a “haven”. No community, whether rural or otherwise, should be subjected to such a burden.
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According to nearly a decade of commentary by Sperling’s "Best Places" to live, Moorpark, California is a great
place to raise a family. Tragically, for families and property values alike – but most importantly for our children – this may
all come to a crashing end, as Moorpark has recently been designated as a cancer cluster. Many fingers are pointing to
the electromagnetic fields as a cause for so many cases of childhood leukemia and other cancers.
As you absorb the facts and the legalities of this situation, please also take us, the people, the families, the land
owners and dwellers, into serious consideration—we are the human environmental impact of this Project. We know
making this evaluation and the ultimate decision will be but a flash in the pan for the ESA and the CPUC. It is a lifelong
decision for the residents of these communities.
We sincerely appreciate your thoughtful and thorough consideration.
DATED: 4/24/14
/s/ Krista Pederson
_______________________________________________________
Krista Pederson
10767 Citrus Dr.
Moorpark CA 93021
805 795 4443
ladybuggk@aol.com
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Allison Chan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Peggylud <peggylud@aol.com>
Thursday, April 24, 2014 11:14 AM
Moorpark-Newbury
Moorpark-Newbury Project Application for PTC A.13-10-021
SCE Ludington NOP Comment 4-23-14.pdf

Mr. Michael Rosauer
Mr. Rosauer,
Please find the attached comments on the NOP for PTC A.13-10-021. These are address specifically to you on the issue
of expanding the "Project Description" for the EIR to include 100% (rather than 40%) of the Project. I am send a hard copy
with the various attachments since they are quiet lengthy. It will go out tomorrow.
Please don't hesitate to call if you have any questions.
All the best,
Peggy Ludington
805-657-0430
10300 E. Presilla Rd.
Santa Rosa Valley, CA 93012
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ALAN AND PEGGY LUDINGTON
10300 EAST PRESILLA ROAD
SANTA ROSA VALLEY, CALIFORNIA 93012

Telephone (805) 523-0445 Facsimile (805) 532-1762

April 23, 2014

Mr. Michael Rosauer
Energy Division
c/o Environmental Science Associates
Moorpark-Newbury Project
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
RE: Moorpark-Newbury Project
Comments on Scope of Environmental Impact Report
Dear Mr. Rosauer:
Again, we so appreciate your traveling to our community to see the actual project site and
to inform the public of the scope of pending environmental review. We also are grateful for your
patience in listening to our concerns and input.
You confirmed that the current EIR order is only to review remaining construction of this
Project, although it is already 60% installed by SCE’s estimates. [See Figure 3.4-1a and Table
3.7-3 of Application for PTC, Attachment “A” and “B” respectively.] Only SCE benefits from
such a truncated review. Since it has already completed a significant portion of the
environmental disruption (discussed below), the spirit of CEQA would again be subverted.
CEQA specifically requires that past projects are to be included in an EIR. [CEQA Guidelines,
Section 15168.] Ordering SCE to submit to EIR for only the yet-to-be built portion of its project
is like ordering the guy who built most of his house without a permit to pay permit fees only for
the tasks that remain.
You may recall that Danalynn Pritz, David Tanner and we filed the April 15, 2010
Application For Rehearing of Resolution E-4243, appealing the original approval of this Project.
[We incorporate their concurrent written comments to you and ESA herein by this reference.]
Now, we are also parties to the pending matter, Application For Permit to Construct, Case No.
A.13-10-021.
The County and the community have consistently urged the CPUC to order an EIR on
this previously unexamined right of way (ROW), from lodging original objections to the Project
in October 2008 to filing the Application For Rehearing in April 2010. At every turn, all of the
environmental issues that will now be explored were raised and dismissed out of hand by the
Energy Division. How did the Energy Division grant Exemption G to the Project in E-4243, over
our numerous environmental challenges, while the Administrative Law Judge in A. 13-10-021
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found the issue compelling enough to order complete environmental examination for remaining
40%? Something went horribly wrong between 10/3/08 and 3/25/14.
You stated you would bring this issue to the Commission’s Legal Division to determine if
the scope can be increased to include 100% of the Project as originally noticed in the 2008
Advice Letter. CEQA is served only if the “whole project” is examined. CEQA specifically
prohibits the division of larger project into smaller projects that thereby would limit the scope of
analysis, precisely what SCE has attempted here.
You indicated several times that this Project and EIR present an “unusual situation.” At
very minimum, this Project is akin to a “Multiple or Phased Project” (CEQA Guidelines, Section
15165) or a “Program EIR” (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15168).
Section 15165 provides:
Where individual projects are, or a phased project is, to be undertaken and where
the total undertaking comprises a project with significant environmental effect, the
Lead Agency shall prepare a single program EIR for the ultimate project as
described in Section 15168. Where an individual project is a necessary precedent for
action on a larger project, or commits the Lead Agency to a larger project, with
significant environmental effect, an EIR must address itself to the scope of the larger
project.
Section 15168 provides for a single EIR when there is a series of actions that can be
characterized as one large project that are related either by geography, being logical parts in the
chain of contemplated actions, or individual activities under the same regulatory authority and
having generally similar environmental effects. The Project meets all three of these criteria.
Clearly, CEQA does not allow the kind of piecemealing that has occurred here.
This is further underscored by CEQA’s constant emphasis on the “cumulative impact” of
past, present and probable future projects. [CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15130 and 15355.] If a
project’s impact is individually limited but “cumulatively considerable,” the impact is
significant. "Cumulatively considerable" means that the incremental effects of a project are
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other
current projects, and the effects of probable future projects. [Section 21083 (b).] Cumulative
impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant projects taking place over
a period of time. [Section 15355.] Thus, even if the 60% completed construction is considered a
“past project,” its cumulative impact must be addressed.
Presently, ESA has been retained to look at only 40% of the project and perhaps even less
of its environmental impact. It is clear an independent third party looking at this situation would
agree that:
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1. CEQA requires a full review of past and present projects.
2. The portion already installed by SCE is part of the same Project for which it seeks a
permit to construct.
3. The total cumulative environmental impact from the Project includes the work
completed to date as well as work yet to be completed.
4. Any Alternative to the Project should require the removal of all installations to date.
5. To avoid a legal challenge in the future, the CEQA review of the Project should be
based on the full project rather than parsing out the installed portion.
In its Application For PTC, SCE describes “the Project” as 100% of the 9-mile
66 kV line. (Pages 1-2) Therein, there is no question SCE considers this a single project, as it
goes on to describe: “SCE originally commenced construction of the Project in October 2010
under the assumption that the Project was exempt from CPUC permitting pursuant to GO 131-D
Section III.B.1.g. (‘Exemption G’).” [Application for PTC, Page 2.] So if SCE included the
entire 66 kV line in “The Project,” why would the Energy Division limit environmental review to
the yet-to-be-built phases in the EIR “Project Description?” It defies both logic and the facts.
“There is no dispute that CEQA forbids ‘piecemeal’ review of the significant
environmental impacts of a project. This rule derives, in part from section 21002.1, subdivision
(d), which requires the lead agency . . . to ‘consider[] the effects, both individual and collective,
of all activities involved in [the] project.’” Berkeley Kepp Jets Over the Bay Committee v. Board
of Port Commissioners, 11 Cal. Rptr. 2d 598, 608.
We urge that the Project’s EIR “Project Description” be redrafted to include 100% the
activities related to the proposed Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV subtransmission line, consistent with
SCE’s description of the Project. To do otherwise effectively would circumvent CEQA once
again. We believe that the chronology of events and the evidence of SCE’s manipulation of facts
and data (below) further support this conclusion.
As an aside, it became apparent at the Scoping Meeting that the Commission has been
misled and misinformed by SCE’s tactics, just as the community has for the past 5-½ years.
What previously had looked like biased rubber-stamping of SCE’s wishlist by the Energy
Division was simply the product of this erroneous information. That SCE gave notice of
construction in Fall 2010 without advising the Energy Division of our pending 4/14/10
Application for Rehearing is another example of SCE’s manipulation of the truth to serve its
goals. Further, somehow SCE left the Energy Division with the false impression that our Petition
for Rehearing was not filed until after construction was underway. No wonder the Commission
ordered an EIR only for yet-to-be-built construction!
If, on the other hand, the uninterrupted series of patently pro-SCE decisions was driven
by any bias, let this letter serve as: (1) our objection to either the CPUC or its Energy Division
acting as Lead Agency and (2) our demand that the Commission recuse itself, especially the
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Energy Division, from acting in that capacity and order that an independent third party be
appointed to act a Lead Agency.
I. CHRONOLOGICAL OVERVIEW OF ORDER GRANTING REHEARING:
March 15, 2010
April 15, 2010
October 2010
July 20, 2011
August 3, 2011
August 8, 2011
November 10, 2011
October 28, 2013

Resolution E-4243, Exemption G
Petition For Rehearing
SCE’s Notice to Energy Division Re Intent To Construct
Letter to Governor Brown Re Delay of Rehearing Ruling
Temporary Restraining Order Against Farmers
Visible construction commenced, often 6-7 days/week
Order Granting Rehearing with “Cease and Desist”
SCE’s Application for PTC

After Resolution E-4243 issued on 3/15/10, Danalynn Pritz, CEQA Expert David Tanner
and we timely filed an Application for Rehearing on 4/15/10. We began to wait. We had no idea
SCE had formally notified the Energy Division of its intent to construct in Fall 2010. However,
we had started calling and emailing the Commission to determine the status of our Application.
In December 2010, SCE began contacting landowners, demanding they clear
“encroachments” in the ROW that had been allowed to revert to its agricultural and native
chaparral nature for decades following the 1971-72 construction of the 220 kV lines. We own a
20-acre lemon farm in the Project’s path. Several of us farmers along the ROW asked SCE on
what authority it based its demand we clear 100 radial feet around each tower footing and the
Project’s construction site. [Nothing in the 1970 condemnation order mentioned any clearance
zone for vegetation except for trees that might interfere with conductors and wires.] Meetings
were held; letters were exchanged.
In July 2011, we had grown so confused by the unexplained 15-month delay on our
Application for Rehearing that we wrote Governor Brown requesting his assistance on July 22.
Around the same time in late July 2011, while farmers were awaiting SCE’s land
clearance authority confirmation, SCE filed a lawsuit against them, alleging interference with its
ROW. Just days later, on 8/3/11, SCE managed to convince a judge it was urgent construction
begin by 8/8/11 or risk overload on the line by June 2012.
By 8/8/11, SCE had cleared 72 full production lemon trees from our farm and another
approximately 125 such trees from neighboring farms. Thereafter, construction activities were
obvious along the ROW. It was also obvious SCE crews were working at breakneck speed,
sometimes 6 and 7 days a week. We watched trees fall, land cleared and nearly all poles erected
in the 93 days between 8/8/11 and 11/10/11 (Order Granting Rehearing) – that is when all
environmental disturbance to date occurred.
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Finally, the CPUC issued its Order Granting Rehearing on 11/10/11 under Case Number
A-10-04-020. This felt like a hollow victory. Between August 8 and November 10, SCE had
erected 23 poles, poured 7 more footings, and drilled the last 3 footings, not to mention clearing
14.5 acres of native brush, heritage trees and farmland to construct staging yards, construction
laydown areas, helicopter landing zones, and access roads. [See SCE’s PEA, beginning at Table
3.7-1a, and specifically Table 3.7-4a, Attachment “C”.] Mission accomplished. Now, SCE could
take a second bite at the same apple.
Two years later, on 10/28/13, SCE filed its Application For PTC, portraying its “new”
Project as merely “utilizing existing facilities constructed to date . . . to minimize environmental
impacts.” [How disingenuous! Had this truly been SCE’s noble goal, it would have co-located
the Project with the existing 66 kV Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy (M-N-P) line in the first
place. We know from SCE’s General Rates Case 2015, page 61 (Attachment “D”), that such
requires only retrofitting with higher rated conductors; no new poles, no new footings, no
additional lines.] We protested. Here we are.
II. THE BACKSTORY– A 10-04-020:
This Project has a 5-1/2 year history and a very thick file under Case No. A. 10-04-020.
[In our formal protest, we have asked the CPUC to take official notice of all the filings in that
case and we request you do the same. Toward that end, we are submitting to you the
correspondence and pleadings we filed as Attachment “E”.] That case and this one are
inextricably intertwined. They both describe the identical project. This one seeks to have the
CPUC overlook all environmental damage done during the previous construction commenced
under the authority of now-vacated Resolution E-4243! The following is a summary of events
leading up to defunct Resolution E-4243:
A. Public Protest
By Advice Letter dated 10/2/08, SCE gave the public its first notice of the Project.
Therein is specified it would be seeking exemption from any environmental review under
Exemption G.
County of Ventura Board of Supervisors, the Cities of Moorpark and Thousand Oaks, the
Santa Rosa Valley Municipal Advisory Council, and hundreds of community members, protested
according to the prescribed rules, raising procedural and environmental issues, and urging
alternatives. [See County of Ventura BOS, dated 10/20/08 and 10/28/08, Santa Rosa Valley
MAC, dated 10/17/08, Ludington, dated 10/8/08; Pritz & Associates, dated 10/21/08, included in
Attachment “E”.]
The Commission decided to delay approval to allow it to consider the protests. On
October 28, 2008, you signed the attached Suspension of Advice Letter in your capacity as
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Regulatory Analyst. [Many correspondence from the first case were either addressed or copied to
you.]
That same evening, the Ventura County Board of Supervisors held a meeting to discuss
the Project. Legal and lay representatives of SCE were present. Dozens of residents attended,
many spoke. The public questioned:
1. The necessity of the Project,
2. The appropriateness of EIR exemption for a right of way that never had undergone
environmental review, one which SCE had allowed for four decades to revert to it
original agricultural/open space character,
3. Whether co-location with the existing M-N-P 66 kV line 1,800 to the west (with
which the Project is co-located in “Section 4”) was a more reasonable alternative
from an environmental and public safety standpoint, given the hazards of brushfire,
the Simi-Santa Rosa Fault, cumulative EMF, the particularly sensitive habitat of
known protected species, and the number of protected Heritage Trees that existed
within the 220 kV Moorpark-Ormond Beach ROW.
At the meeting, the Board of Supervisors admonished SCE for having “dropped the ball on this
one” by failing to engage in any meaningful communication with the supervisors and the
community on such a significant project. [Ventura County Star, Section B, page 2, 10/29/08,
Attachment “F”.] It urged SCE to engage in such communication. SCE did not.
SCE responded to our protests with its 14-page letter of 10/31/08 (discussed below).
We replied again addressing the issues of “need,” alternatives and environmental review.
B. Resolution E-4225
Executive Resolution No. E-4225 issued 2/24/09, dismissing protests and allowing
construction to proceed under Exemption G. The Energy Division had accepted every
representation SCE made about “need,” the environment and the lack of alternatives.
Community members timely filed formal appeals.
C. Resolution E-4243 – The First Time
By letter dated 5/5/09, the Energy Division issued Draft Resolution E-4243 affirming
Resolution E-4225 and Exemption G, thereby adopting without exception SCE’s position on
every issue. The matter was set for the 6/4/09 CPUC agenda.
Timely objections were filed.
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By letter dated 5/18/09, the Energy Division amended the agenda date to 6/18/09.
On 6/4/09, the Energy Division issued Resolution E-4243, disregarding the amended
notice of 5/18/09. The community felt duped.
By letter dated 6/5/09, the Ventura County Board of Supervisors requested the matter be
set for public hearing in Ventura County.
The request was granted by notice dated 8/3/09, which strictly limited the hearing to the
land use issues between the County and SCE. It specifically admonished that it was not the
proper forum to address the finding that this project was exempt from CEQA. Would protestors
have an opportunity to speak? [We filed objections to the restricted scope of public comment
with the CPUC. Once again, however, those objections were overruled and the environmental
issues were not addressed.]
The 8/3/09 notice of public hearing also ordered an informal meeting between the County
and SCE. This took place. Supervisor Parks requested that certain members of the community be
allowed to attend. SCE refused. Thus, she elicited from those community members an outline of
the public’s concerns in preparation for the meeting. The meeting proved futile because of the
stonewalling by SCE representatives.
Just days before the public hearing, on 9/16/09, SCE advised the Board of Supervisors
that the proposed co-locating on the west side of the tower within the 220 kV easement, farther
from homes, was not an option due to future plans for a third 220 kV line.
The Public Hearing was conducted on 9/18/09 by Administrative Law Judge, Darwin
Farrar. Counsel for the Energy Division, Jack Mulligan, was also in attendance. More than 100
stakeholders attended. Despite being unprepared due to the CPUC’s strict admonitions, several
dozen protestors spoke, including CEQA experts Richard Jemison and David Tanner. A very
long transcript resulted.
D. Resolution E-4243 – The Second Time
On 11/14/09, Protestors learned the Project was again set on the CPUC agenda for
11/20/09, despite that we had received no notice. Objections were immediately filed with all
CPUC commissioners. Supervisor Linda Parks spoke with CPUC Chair, Michael Peevey’s aide
requesting more time to work out a better solution. The Resolution was pulled from the 11/20/09
agenda.
There ensued two meetings between SCE, the County and stakeholders. At the 1/15/10
meeting, SCE was asked to consider alternatives: undergrounding, co-location with the proposed
Presidential Substation, co-location with the existing M-N-P 66 kV lines, or locating the lines on
the west side of the Moorpark-Ormond Beach ROW (farther from homes). SCE agreed to think
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about the options. During the 2/19/10 meeting, SCE agreed to provide requested documentation
and information on several issues. In a follow-up conversation with Carol Brown of the CPUC,
Supervisor Parks was assured the matter would not be voted on until the parties advised they had
reached impasse.
Then, to everyone’s surprise, Resolution E-4243 was approved and mailed to
stakeholders on 3/15/10. In an end-around move, while placating the County and stakeholders
with assurances of forthcoming documentation, SCE secretly pressed the CPUC for its
resolution. The Application For Rehearing was thereafter timely filed.
III. SCE’s MANIPULATIONS OF FACTS AND DATA:
Throughout this process, SCE has been engaged in egregious distortion of the factual
underpinnings for and about this Project. As part of this calculated scheme, SCE has created the
following manipulations and false impressions:
A. SCE sought to slip under CEQA’s radar by pursuing Exemption G.
B. SCE fabricated “need” with fuzzy math.
C. SCE consistently denied co-location with the existing M-N-P line was the
simplest, least costly, and the environmentally superior alternative.
D. SCE obtained the 3/15/10 Project approval without notice.
E. SCE misled the Energy Division to endorse commencement of construction
and into believing construction began before the Rehearing Application.
F. SCE portrayed active construction started in 2010.
A. SCE Sought To Slip Under CEQA Radar:
SCE has consistently omitted or misrepresented information to gain CEQA exemption.
Although stakeholders have been asking for environmental review since 2008, our concerns have
never been addressed.
1. Known Environmental Impact
In its quest for Exemption G, SCE failed to disclose number of potential significant
environmental impacts. For example, it knew there existed a strong possibility of “prehistoric
and historical remains” in Project’s path. In the planning phases, SCE wrote its 12/12/07 letter to
authorities to investigate the existence of cultural resources. Therein, it described its perception
of an “increase in depositional sensitivity for both prehistoric and historical remains on the
[Santa Rosa] valley floor.” Owl Clan Consultants responded on 12/27/07, expressing its
“concern for our Chumash Cultural sites . . . up to a 5 mile radius around the proposed project.”
[See SCE’s Responses to Data Request Set, 2/3/14, letters attached as Attachment “G”.]
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These letters demonstrate SCE’s pre-project awareness of this sensitive resource. Other
examples surely exist. The entire 7.5 miles of the Project’s Sections 2 and 3 cross sensitive, longundisturbed open space and farmland. In flagrant disregard, SCE drew up its plans in the manner
most likely to garner exemption from any environmental review in a ROW that had never
undergone environmental review.
2. “Maintenance” Activities In An Existing ROW
The 10/02/08 Advice Letter couched the Project in such terms as to lead the CPUC to
believe the almost 9-mile path – which crossed four streambed resources, two thousand-foot
ridgelines, the Simi-Santa Rosa Fault, sensitive habitat for endangered species, a Very High Fire
Hazard Zone, and three different jurisdictions – was just a maintenance or “ministerial” activity
in an existing ROW and, thus, entitled to Exemption G.
A quick case review discloses that Exemption G was created to avoid the need for further
environmental review of existing ROWs that are presumed already so disturbed by construction,
roads and other public uses as to render review worthless. [71 CPUC 2d 339, 23-35; Decision
No. 97-03-058.] Not the case here.
SCE also sought Exemption G with full knowledge of the relatively undisturbed nature of
the Moorpark-Ormond Beach ROW. For nearly 40 years following the initial 220 kV
construction, the ROW had been allowed to “go fallow,” reverting to its origins as agricultural
land and protected open space nature, with much visual vegetative mitigation restored. Omitting
this extremely important information was essential to SCE’s gaining exemption.
B. Distortion of “Need” Data
To secure approval, a project must meet some specific projection of need. Ever since the
10/2/08 Advice Letter, protestors have questioned SCE’s assessment of “need.”
In SCE’s 10/31/08 letter to Honesto Gatchalian of the Energy Division, it responded to
protestors questioning the need for the project. [Attachment “E”.] At page 12, it wrote: “The
Project is not needed to address future possible overload conditions. Rather, the Project is needed
to address current possible overload conditions during period of peak customer demand.”
If the need projections were based on 2003-04 actual demand data and the Project was
initially conceived in 2004-05, why did SCE wait until late 2008 start the process? SCE’s skewed
projections of need have never been substantiated by actual demand
Let’s take a look at what really happened. Since the Project’s inception, SCE has
projected at least four entirely different dates by which the Project was essential to avoid
overload (and more recently “drop in voltage):
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“2005”
“Late 2010
“Mid-June 2012”
“Mid-2016

(Source: PEA, Table 2.1-1 – the basis for the Project, “C”)
(Source: Advice Letter 10/8/10, “C”}
(Source: Lawsuit against farmers July 2011)
(Source: 10/28/14 Notice of Application for PTC)

Why do these dates keep changing? Seemingly, SCE is guilty of some pretty fuzzy math.
Its own PEA supporting the Application For PTC reveals the mathematic liberties it has taken.
PEA Table 2.1-1 [Attachment “C”] documents SCE’s historical projection of need for
2005-2013. The projected load exceeds line capacity (920 Amps) for the entire period, reaching
967 Amps in 2009, then drops to a low of 929 Amp after the anticipated completion of the
project. Note: The projection for 2013 was 937 Amp.
Comparatively, PEA Table 2.1-2 [Attachment “C”] documents SCE’s current projections
for 2013-2022. For 2013, the projected load is now 842 Amp – that’s 87 Amp less than SCE’s
previous projections, and way below capacity. As for the anticipated year in which load will
exceed capacity, that is now projected to be 2021, when it will reach 937 Amp (the previous
projection for 2013). Can SCE’s modeling programs really be this inaccurate?
In reality, actual peak demand has dropped from its high point in 2008 and has not gone
up. SCE’s forecast models always seem to anticipate growth. It has not happened. As protestors
forecasted, need has actually declined – whether due to the economic downturn and recession,
the tanking of the housing market, the explosion of solar installations, or the effectiveness of
energy saving programs already in place – need has declined. Amgen – SCE’s biggest area
consumer – has cut 1,150 jobs (16.4% of its workforce) since 2007. [Pacific Coast Business
Times, www.pacbiztimes.com/2014/03/06/amgen-to-cut-252-jobs/, 3/6/14, Attachment “H”.]
Yet SCE consistently uses its data to tell a different and highly questionable story. SCE
does not plan to resume construction of the Project until late 2016. Where is the pressing need?
Add to this the likely closure of SCE’s power plants at Ormond Beach and Mandalay Bay
under AB 248. The future efficacy of the entire 220 kV transmission corridor is in question.
C. The Alternatives
The County and stakeholders have attempted, at every juncture, to get SCE to consider
alternatives. SCE has refused, baldly asserting no alternative exists that would satisfy its goals.
From the start, protestors pointed to the existing 66 kV Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy
line – serving the same 17,000+ customers – as the most reasonable location for this line’s
“enhancement.” This would place the lines approximately 1,800 feet to the west of our
communities. [Aerial views and photos, Attachment “I”.] SCE batted down this opting due to:
“cost, lack of right-of-way and reduced reliability.” [SCE’s 10/31/08 letter, “E”.] It also
portrayed this alternative as requiring a wider ROW for an additional pole line. We now know
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such enhancement involves only the upgrading of existing conductors “with higher capacity 954
SAC conductors” and no significant disruption of the environment. [SCE’s 2015 General Rates
Case, Attachment “D”, page 61, lines 1-4.] Yet another yarn spun by SCE.
With regard to cost, we also can extrapolate from SCE’s 2015 General Rates Case (page
61, lines 4-7), that this co-location would have cost approximately $14.064 million. This
compares to the Project which, all tolled, costs $23.058 million – a difference of nearly $9
million.
Why would SCE opt to spend $9 million more back in 2008? Perhaps because SCE gets a
significant rate of return for 20 years in the form of rate increases on any capital expenditures for
infrastructure – not a bad business move in a market of static or declining demand. In its GRC
2015, SCE appears noble choosing the $23.058 million Project over the cumulatively “more
expensive” co-location alternative, since it believes the cost for construction already completed
should be included in this alternative.
D. Project Approval With No Notice
Without notice to stakeholders, the CPUC approved the Resolution on 3/15/10. Carol
Brown of the CPUC had just advised Supervisor Parks a week earlier that a decision on the
Resolution would be held indefinitely unless the CPUC were advised that settlement discussions
had broken down. SCE positively hoodwinked the County and the public by restoring the Draft
Resolution E-4243 to the CPUC’s 3/11/10 agenda, while stakeholders naively believed they were
still engaged in the mutual process of finding a more suitable alternative.
E. Concealment Of Project Status To Gain Construction Approval
Unbeknownst to stakeholders, SCE apparently notified the Energy Division in Fall 2010
that it wished to commence construction pursuant to Resolution E-4243. The entire authority for
the “2010-2011” construction was Resolution-4243 – a resolution obtained under false pretenses
and ultimately overturned by 11/10/11 Order Granting Rehearing.
Apparently, SCE also failed to disclose the Project was currently “under review” via our
Application For Rehearing. Had SCE made this disclosure, the CPUC would have had an
opportunity to issue a stay order. But, because the Energy Division apparently did not know
about the Application For Rehearing, it had no opportunity to consult the ALJ on this issue.
We have to assume this concealment by SCE was also responsible for the Energy
Division’s misconceptions that (1) the Resolution was in full force and effect at this point, and
(2) the Application For PTC came only after construction was underway.
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F. No Visible Construction Before August 2011
When did construction begin? SCE asserts 2010. We cannot say what took place within
the substations or what happened in the rugged terrain at the terminal end of the ROW where it
co-locates with the existing Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy ROW.
However, a Google Earth tour is instructive. Comparing the April 2011 images with the
current images of the tower footings sites of the Project (Sections 2 - 5) allows one to examine
the various construction sites in the ROW. As of the April 2011 images, there had been no
disturbance of the environment. Comparatively, the current photos reveal the extent of
environmental disruption.
Additionally, Peggy Ludington personally can attest that visible construction and
“encroachment clearing” did not begin until early August. In 2010-11, her almost daily route
allowed her full view of the ROW, from outside the Gabbert Road substation all the way to
where the Project co-locates with the existing 66 kV line, Section 3.
The extent of the environmental disruption that has already occurred is illustrated in
Table 3.7-4a of SCE’s PEA. [Attachment “A”.] That Table reveals SCE has already committed
significant land disturbance in its previous construction efforts – 14.46 acres to be precise, 14.46
acres of native brush, flourishing orchards/farm land and decades old vegetative mitigation. [The
yet-to-be-disturbed land is only 1.61 acres (Table 3.7-4b). Tables 3.4-1a and 1b graphically
illustrate how construction to date has gobbled up virgin countryside. See also aerials,
Attachment “I”.]
Thus, this environmental disturbance occurred between 8/8/10 and 11/10/10, following
our letter to Governor Brown. Ninety-three days of visible construction caused all of the damage
to date.
We believe SCE’s portrayal of construction as occurring between October 2010 and
11/10/11 is calculated to avoid possible penalties and to create an impression favorable to its
financial goals, much like its allowing the Energy Division to assume Resolution E-4243 was
uncontroverted.
IV. “WHOLE PROJECT” INCLUDES SCE’s MASTER PLAN:
CEQA requires meaningful environmental review of the “whole project.”
There is no question SCE knows how it intends to expand and energize its grid. Allowing
it to reveal only what it wishes prevents meaningful analysis of the cumulative impact. This
piecemeal tactic is calculated to ensure as little regulation as possible.
NOP comment, PTC Project A.13-10-021
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We submit that, at a very minimum, SCE should be required to disclose, and this EIR
should include, any projects affecting the Thousand Oaks, Moorpark and Newbury Park
communities, the Moorpark Substation, or the M-N-P and Moorpark-Ormond Beach ROWs,
including the recently disclosed gas-generated power plant proposed to be built in the backlot of
the Moorpark Substation. It should also include the planned 220 kV line on the west side of the
ROW that SCE disclosed to Supervisor Parks. [Laurel Heights Improvement Association v.
Regents of University of California, 47 Cal. 3d 376, 396]
What if this Project is simply justification for requested rate increases? What if
Moorpark-Ormond Beach 220 kV lines are no longer needed for Moorpark Substation, and are
only part of larger plan to send power outside Ventura County? These are hard facts one should
know when examining what this Project takes from the sensitive environment of Ventura
County.
V. CONCLUSION:
It is hard to question the motives of a public utility. Each provides such an essential
“commodity.” And we are very grateful for SCE’s reliability in distributing electrical service to
our community.
However, SCE’s distortions and omissions of relevant facts and data have plagued the
entire 5-1/2 years of the community’s protest. Now, it has couched its Application For PTC as a
“new” project, presenting it in such fashion to assure that, if the dreaded environmental review
were ordered, it would be a truncated one involving only its post-disruption status.
The community believes both it and the CPUC were manipulated by SCE. SCE
mischaracterized the nature, extent and impact of its project to secure Exemption G. It continues
to fabricate “need” in an area where additional need is doubtful within the ten-year planning
period. It summarily dismissed the least expensive, more environmentally friendly alternative for
reasons we now know to be false. It duped the County Board of Supervisors and the community
into inaction while it secured project approval without notice. It misled the Energy Division into
believing Resolution E-4243 was uncontroverted and valid authority upon which to begin
construction. It portrayed construction as 13-14 months long to conceal the fact that it did all the
damage to the environment in the short span of 93 days. And it created the Energy Division’s
false belief that no one “appealed” Resolution E-4243 until construction was well under way. All
of these acts and omissions were at great cost to the environment, the community, the County,
and public’s confidence in the CPUC as a public watchdog.
We urge that the “Project Description” for the EIR be expanded to include the whole
Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Subtransmision Project. We also urge that the CPUC require SCE to
disclose its “master plan” for this region (including the additional 220 kV line planned for the
west side of the same ROW and the newly disclosed gas-powered generation plant planned for
the backlot of the Moorpark Substation) and that the cumulative impact of all past, present and
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probable future projects be disclosed and examined under the EIR for the Moorpark-Newbury
Project.
Thank you for your kind attention to this matter.
Sincerely,

/S/ (Alan Ludington)________________
ALAN LUDINGTON

/S/ (Peggy Ludington)_____________
PEGGY LUDINGTON

Allison Chan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Peggylud <peggylud@aol.com>
Thursday, April 24, 2014 5:09 PM
Moorpark-Newbury
Moorpark-Newbury Project Application for PTC A.13-10-021 - ESA Letter
SCE Ludington NOP Comment ESA 4-23-14 final.pdf

Mr. Michael Rosauer
Mr. Rosauer,
Please find the attached comments on the NOP for PTC A.13-10-021.
This is our general scoping topic letter for ESA's EIR. I am sending its hard copy with the various
attachments since they are quite lengthy by FedEx. It will go out tomorrow morning and I believe
arrive thereTuesday.
Note: This document will arrive in the same parcel as hard copy of the "Project Description"
expansion letter for you to present to the Legal Division as you planned. I have added captions (next
to the addressee) so they can be easily separated and forwarded to their respective destinations.
Please don't hesitate to call if you have any questions.
All the best,
Peggy Ludington
805-657-0430
10300 E. Presilla Rd.
Santa Rosa Valley, CA 93012
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ALAN AND PEGGY LUDINGTON
10300 EAST PRESILLA ROAD
SANTA ROSA VALLEY, CALIFORNIA 93012
Telephone (805) 523-0445 Facsimile (805) 532-1762
April	
  23,	
  2014	
  
	
  
	
  
Mr.	
  Michael	
  Rosauer	
  
Mr.	
  Mike	
  Manka	
  
Mr.	
  Matthew	
  Fagundes	
  
c/o	
  Environmental	
  Science	
  Associates	
  
	
  
	
  
FOR	
  SUBMISSION	
  TO	
  	
  
Moorpark-‐Newbury	
  Project	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
ESA	
  RE:	
  SCOPE	
  OF	
  EIR	
  
550	
  Kearny	
  Street,	
  Suite	
  800	
  
San	
  Francisco,	
  CA	
  94108	
  
	
  
RE:	
  Moorpark-‐Newbury	
  Project	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  Scope	
  of	
  Environmental	
  Impact	
  Report	
  
	
  
Dear	
  Messrs.	
  Rosauer,	
  Manka	
  and	
  Fagundes:	
  
	
  
	
  
On	
  behalf	
  of	
  the	
  communities	
  of	
  Santa	
  Rosa	
  Valley	
  and	
  Moorpark’s	
  Home	
  Acres,	
  we	
  
would	
  like	
  to	
  sincerely	
  thank	
  you	
  all	
  for	
  making	
  the	
  trip	
  our	
  way	
  to	
  visit	
  the	
  actual	
  project	
  
site	
  and	
  to	
  inform	
  the	
  public	
  of	
  the	
  scope	
  of	
  pending	
  environmental	
  review.	
  We	
  are	
  grateful	
  
for	
  your	
  patience	
  in	
  listening	
  to	
  our	
  concerns	
  and	
  input.	
  
	
  
	
  
Just	
  by	
  way	
  of	
  background,	
  Danalynn	
  Pritz,	
  David	
  Tanner	
  and	
  we	
  filed	
  the	
  April	
  15,	
  
2010	
   Application	
   For	
   Rehearing	
   of	
   Resolution	
   E-‐4243,	
   appealing	
   the	
   original	
   approval	
   of	
  
this	
   Project.	
   Now,	
   we	
   are	
   also	
   a	
   party	
   to	
   the	
   pending	
   matter,	
   Application	
   For	
   Permit	
   to	
  
Construct,	
  Case	
  No.	
  A.13-‐10-‐021.	
  
	
  
	
  
We	
  wrote	
  an	
  extensive	
  letter	
  to	
  Mr.	
  Rosauer	
  specifically	
  addressing	
  the	
  issue	
  of	
  the	
  
“Project	
  Description”	
  for	
  this	
  EIR	
  with	
  legal	
  citations	
  for	
  him	
  to	
  address	
  the	
  Legal	
  Division.	
  
We	
  have	
  attached	
  a	
  copy	
  so	
  that	
  we	
  do	
  not	
  belabor	
  the	
  same	
  points	
  here.	
  With	
  it	
  are	
  	
  
Attachments	
  “A”	
  –	
  “I”,	
  which	
  we	
  reference	
  herein.	
  	
  To	
  briefly	
  summarize:	
  
	
  
I.	
  Scope	
  of	
  the	
  Evaluation	
  –	
  CEQA	
  Mandates	
  Analysis	
  of	
  	
  “Whole	
  Project”	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
A.	
  Entire	
  Moorpark-Newbury	
  66	
  kV	
  Project	
  Must	
  Be	
  Reviewed	
  
	
  
	
  
CEQA	
  mandates	
  analysis	
  of	
  the	
  cumulative	
  impact	
  of	
  “whole	
  project.”	
  [Sections	
  
15130	
  and	
  15355.]	
  Therefore,	
  100%	
  of	
  all	
  construction	
  from	
  2010	
  forward	
  must	
  be	
  
evaluated,	
  not	
  just	
  the	
  yet-‐to-‐be	
  built	
  portion.	
  Only	
  SCE	
  would	
  benefit	
  from	
  such	
  a	
  curbed	
  
examination.	
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The	
  authority	
  upon	
  which	
  SCE	
  based	
  its	
  Fall	
  2010	
  notice	
  of	
  construction	
  was	
  the	
  
3/15/10	
  Resolution	
  E-‐4243.	
  We	
  immediately	
  challenged	
  the	
  resolution	
  by	
  Petition	
  for	
  
Rehearing	
  filed	
  4/14/10.	
  Rehearing	
  was	
  granted	
  and	
  the	
  resolution	
  vacated	
  19	
  months	
  
later	
  by	
  CPUC	
  order	
  dated	
  11/10/11.	
  However,	
  SCE	
  failed	
  to	
  notify	
  the	
  Energy	
  Division	
  that	
  
the	
  resolution	
  was	
  under	
  review	
  when	
  it	
  gave	
  construction	
  notice	
  in	
  Fall	
  2010.	
  
	
  
	
  
Moreover,	
  the	
  community	
  believes	
  Resolution	
  E-‐4243	
  was	
  secured	
  under	
  false	
  
pretenses.	
  SCE	
  manipulated	
  facts	
  and	
  data	
  to	
  gain	
  CEQA	
  exemption:	
  	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
(1)	
  It	
  characterized	
  the	
  Project	
  as	
  a	
  mere	
  “maintenance	
  operation	
  within	
  an	
  existing	
  	
  	
  
	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  ROW,”	
  which	
  led	
  the	
  Energy	
  Division	
  to	
  assume	
  the	
  ROW	
  was	
  so	
  disturbed	
  by	
  	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  
	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  public	
  uses	
  that	
  review	
  was	
  unnecessary.	
  	
   	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
(2)	
  It	
  failed	
  to	
  disclose	
  a	
  number	
  of	
  known	
  potentially	
  significant	
  environmental	
  	
  
	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  Impacts	
  (like	
  the	
  strong	
  possibility	
  of	
  “prehistoric	
  and	
  historical	
  remains”).	
  [See	
  	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  e.g.,	
  Responses	
  to	
  Data	
  Request	
  Set	
  2/3/14,	
  letters	
  attached	
  as	
  Attachment	
  “G”.]	
  	
  
	
  
(3)	
  It	
  has	
  presented	
  skewed	
  need	
  projections	
  since	
  2005,	
  none	
  of	
  which	
  have	
  been	
  	
   	
  
	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  substantiated	
  by	
  actual	
  demand.	
  [See	
  PEA,	
  Tables	
  2.1-‐1	
  &	
  2.1-‐2,	
  Attachment	
  “C”.]	
  	
  
	
  
(4)	
  While	
  stakeholders	
  were	
  awaiting	
  further	
  settlement	
  discussions,	
  it	
  restored	
  the	
  
	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  draft	
  resolution	
  to	
  the	
  CPUC’s	
  agenda,	
  without	
  notice	
  to	
  stakeholders.	
  	
  
	
  
Thus,	
  SCE’s	
  misrepresentations	
  and	
  omissions	
  were	
  the	
  foundation	
  upon	
  which	
  approval	
  of	
  
Resolution-‐4243	
  was	
  built.	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
Regardless,	
  CEQA	
  does	
  not	
  allow	
  the	
  division	
  of	
  a	
  larger	
  project	
  into	
  smaller	
  
projects	
  that	
  thereby	
  would	
  limit	
  the	
  scope	
  of	
  analysis,	
  which	
  is	
  precisely	
  what	
  SCE	
  has	
  
manipulated	
  the	
  system	
  into	
  doing.	
  At	
  very	
  least,	
  this	
  Project	
  is	
  akin	
  to	
  a	
  “Multiple	
  or	
  
Phased	
  Project”	
  (CEQA	
  Guidelines,	
  Section	
  15165)	
  or	
  a	
  “Program	
  EIR”	
  (CEQA	
  Guidelines,	
  
Section	
  15168),	
  which	
  require	
  a	
  single	
  EIR	
  when	
  a	
  series	
  of	
  actions	
  can	
  be	
  characterized	
  as	
  
one	
  large	
  project.	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
B.	
  “Whole	
  Project”	
  Should	
  Include	
  SCE’s	
  Master	
  Plan	
  
	
  
	
  
CEQA	
  requires	
  meaningful	
  environmental	
  review	
  of	
  the	
  “whole	
  project.”	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
There	
  is	
  no	
  question	
  SCE	
  knows	
  how	
  it	
  intends	
  to	
  expand	
  and	
  energize	
  its	
  grid.	
  
Allowing	
  it	
  to	
  reveal	
  only	
  what	
  it	
  wishes	
  prevents	
  meaningful	
  analysis	
  of	
  the	
  cumulative	
  
environmental	
  impact.	
  This	
  piecemeal	
  tactic	
  is	
  calculated	
  to	
  ensure	
  as	
  little	
  regulation	
  as	
  
possible.	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
The	
  community	
  submits	
  that,	
  at	
  a	
  minimum,	
  SCE	
  should	
  disclose,	
  and	
  this	
  EIR	
  
should	
  include,	
  any	
  projects	
  affecting	
  the	
  Thousand	
  Oaks,	
  Moorpark	
  and	
  Newbury	
  Park	
  
communities,	
  the	
  Moorpark	
  Substation,	
  or	
  the	
  M-‐N-‐P	
  and	
  Moorpark-‐Ormond	
  Beach	
  ROWs,	
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including	
  the	
  recently	
  disclosed	
  gas-‐generated	
  power	
  plant	
  proposed	
  to	
  be	
  built	
  behind	
  the	
  
Moorpark	
  Substation	
  to	
  replace	
  Ormond	
  and	
  Mandalay	
  plants.	
  It	
  should	
  also	
  include	
  the	
  
planned	
  third	
  220	
  kV	
  line	
  on	
  the	
  west	
  side	
  of	
  the	
  Moorpark-‐Ormond	
  Beach	
  ROW	
  disclosed	
  
by	
  SCE	
  just	
  days	
  before	
  the	
  9/18/09	
  public	
  hearing	
  –	
  this	
  should	
  be	
  evaluated	
  as	
  part	
  of	
  its	
  
plan	
  for	
  the	
  ROW.	
  
	
  
	
  
What	
  if	
  the	
  Project	
  is	
  simply	
  a	
  justification	
  for	
  requested	
  rate	
  increases?	
  What	
  if	
  
Moorpark-‐Ormond	
  Beach	
  220	
  kV	
  lines	
  are	
  no	
  longer	
  needed	
  for	
  Moorpark	
  Substation,	
  and	
  
are	
  only	
  part	
  of	
  larger	
  plan	
  to	
  send	
  power	
  outside	
  Ventura	
  County?	
  These	
  are	
  hard	
  fact	
  one	
  
should	
  know	
  when	
  examining	
  what	
  this	
  Project	
  takes	
  from	
  the	
  sensitive	
  environment	
  of	
  
Ventura	
  County.	
  	
  
	
  
II.	
  	
  Alternatives	
  –	
  Less	
  Costly,	
  More	
  Environmentally	
  Friendly	
  
	
  
	
  
A.	
  Co-location	
  with	
  the	
  existing	
  66	
  kV	
  
	
  
	
  
Since	
  the	
  Project	
  first	
  came	
  to	
  public	
  awareness	
  following	
  the	
  10/3/08	
  Advice	
  
Letter,	
  the	
  County	
  and	
  the	
  community	
  have	
  urged	
  that	
  the	
  project	
  be	
  co-‐located	
  with	
  the	
  
line	
  it	
  is	
  designed	
  to	
  enhance	
  –	
  the	
  Moorpark-‐Newbury-‐Pharmacy	
  (M-‐N-‐P)	
  66	
  kV	
  line.	
  [See	
  
attached	
  SCE	
  aerial	
  image	
  of	
  both	
  this	
  line	
  and	
  the	
  Project,	
  Attachment	
  “I”.]	
  It	
  has	
  always	
  
been	
  the	
  community’s	
  top	
  alternative.	
  This	
  would	
  relieve	
  line	
  stress	
  with	
  little	
  or	
  no	
  
environmental	
  damage.	
  [See	
  SCE’s	
  General	
  Rates	
  Case	
  2015,	
  page	
  61,	
  (Attachment	
  “D”)	
  
which	
  describes	
  it	
  as	
  merely	
  replacing	
  conductors	
  with	
  higher	
  rated	
  954	
  AC	
  conductors	
  –	
  
no	
  new	
  poles,	
  no	
  additional	
  lines.]	
  It	
  is	
  less	
  expensive	
  than	
  the	
  current	
  Project.	
  [See	
  SCE’s	
  
GRC	
  2015,	
  page	
  61	
  –	
  by	
  inference,	
  if	
  one	
  deducts	
  the	
  cost	
  of	
  the	
  60%	
  to-‐date	
  construction.]	
  
	
  
	
  
Such	
  co-‐location	
  makes	
  even	
  more	
  sense	
  with	
  the	
  likely	
  closures	
  of	
  the	
  Ormond	
  
Beach	
  and	
  Mandalay	
  power	
  plants	
  that	
  energize	
  the	
  220	
  kV	
  lines	
  in	
  the	
  ROW.	
  [See	
  
Assembly	
  Bill	
  248.]	
  The	
  entire	
  efficacy	
  of	
  the	
  220	
  kV	
  lines	
  is	
  now	
  in	
  question.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
Originally,	
  the	
  Project’s	
  engineer	
  acknowledged	
  this	
  co-‐location	
  as	
  a	
  viable	
  
alternative.	
  However,	
  SCE	
  quickly	
  covered	
  the	
  stumble,	
  alleging	
  cost,	
  lack	
  of	
  land	
  rights	
  and	
  
reduced	
  reliability	
  made	
  it	
  non-‐viable—which	
  we	
  now	
  know	
  not	
  to	
  be	
  true.	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
Now,	
  in	
  its	
  recent	
  GRC	
  2015,	
  SCE	
  portrays	
  it	
  as	
  only	
  alternative,	
  but	
  asserts	
  it	
  is	
  now	
  
more	
  expensive	
  than	
  the	
  current	
  project	
  due	
  to	
  the	
  added	
  costs	
  of	
  the	
  2010-2011	
  
construction.	
  
	
  
	
  
B.	
  Undergrounding	
  
	
  
	
  
Underground	
  is	
  one	
  of	
  the	
  many	
  options	
  SCE	
  has	
  dismissed	
  as	
  too	
  costly.	
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C.	
  Locating	
  On	
  West	
  Side	
  Of	
  The	
  ROW’s	
  220	
  kV	
  Towers,	
  Farther	
  From	
  Homes	
  
	
  
	
  
This	
  was	
  another	
  option	
  SCE	
  declined.	
  Initially	
  it	
  dismissed	
  it	
  as	
  to	
  costly.	
  Later,	
  SCE	
  
disclosed	
  it	
  had	
  additional	
  220	
  kV	
  towers	
  planned	
  for	
  the	
  west	
  side.	
  
	
  
	
  
D.	
  Renewable	
  Energy	
  Alternatives	
  
	
  
	
  
Since	
  the	
  Project’s	
  conception,	
  the	
  State	
  of	
  California	
  has	
  witnessed	
  an	
  explosion	
  of	
  
solar	
  installations,	
  in	
  private,	
  commercial	
  and	
  industrial	
  settings,	
  with	
  the	
  attendant	
  
outcome	
  of	
  an	
  increase	
  in	
  distributed	
  solar.	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  SCE	
  is	
  required	
  by	
  the	
  State	
  to	
  produce	
  33%	
  “clean”	
  energy	
  by	
  2020.	
  [Vivint	
  Solar,	
  	
  
http://www.energy.ca.gov/33by2020/documents/.] This	
  is	
  why	
  it	
  has	
  allowed	
  solar	
  companies	
  
to	
  use	
  its	
  grid.	
  The	
  solar	
  potential	
  of	
  Thousand	
  Oaks	
  is	
  equal	
  to	
  if	
  not	
  greater	
  than	
  Fontana,	
  
where	
  SCE’s	
  ratepayers	
  are	
  making	
  massive	
  rooftop	
  SPVP	
  investments.	
  In	
  addition	
  to	
  
multiple	
  large	
  tracts	
  well	
  suited	
  for	
  ground	
  solar	
  installations,	
  there	
  also	
  are	
  three	
  large	
  
shopping	
  malls	
  in	
  the	
  Thousand	
  Oaks/Newbury	
  Substation	
  service	
  area.	
  A	
  number	
  of	
  retail	
  
stores	
  already	
  have	
  rooftop	
  solar	
  in	
  place,	
  proof	
  that	
  it	
  is	
  practical	
  for	
  expansion	
  to	
  the	
  
retail	
  malls,	
  all	
  within	
  close	
  proximity	
  to	
  the	
  existing	
  facilities.	
  	
  Additionally,	
  the	
  multi-‐acre	
  
campus	
  of	
  Amgen	
  –	
  SCE’s	
  largest	
  area	
  consumer	
  –	
  has	
  enormous	
  roof	
  space.	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
E.	
  Energy	
  Saving	
  Programs	
  Alternative	
  
	
  
	
  
The	
  EIR	
  should	
  examine	
  available	
  energy	
  saving	
  programs	
  like:	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
1.	
  Demand	
  response	
  programs	
  (examples	
  –	
  Smart	
  Connect	
  and	
  TI&TA)	
  	
  
	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  and	
  other	
  energy	
  efficiency	
  programs	
  that	
  affect	
  electrical	
  use	
  and	
   	
  
	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  peak	
  demand,	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
2.	
  Programs	
  for	
  HVAC	
  replacement	
  and	
  retrofits	
  for	
  older	
  units,	
  and	
  
	
  
	
  
3.	
  Installation	
  of	
  approved	
  cycling	
  devices	
  for	
  commercial	
  and	
  newer	
  	
   	
  
	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  homes	
  (saves	
  about	
  15%	
  use).	
  
	
  
	
  
Note:	
  These	
  programs	
  easily	
  could	
  reduce	
  peak	
  energy	
  demand	
  by	
  40MW	
  and	
  
negate	
  the	
  need	
  for	
  the	
  Oxnard	
  Peaker	
  Plant,	
  planned	
  by	
  SCE	
  to	
  produce	
  40MW	
  for	
  the	
  
Ventura	
  region.	
  
	
  
	
  
The	
  advantages	
  of	
  these	
  incremental	
  approaches,	
  compared	
  to	
  the	
  Project’s	
  
infrastructure	
  enhancement,	
  are:	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
1.	
  As	
  technology	
  and	
  efficiency	
  improve,	
  their	
  costs	
  will	
  decrease.	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
2.	
  They	
  benefit	
  consumers	
  and	
  the	
  environment	
  with	
  lower	
  overall	
  	
   	
  
	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  usage.	
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3.	
  The	
  environmental	
  and	
  human	
  impact	
  is	
  nearly	
  zero.	
  
	
  
	
  
4.	
  They	
  are	
  funded	
  based	
  on	
  true	
  demand	
  growth,	
  as	
  needed.	
   	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
5.	
  They	
  generate	
  more	
  local	
  employment	
  and	
  sales	
  tax	
  revenue.	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
F.	
  The	
  "No	
  Project"	
  Alternative	
  –	
  Environmentally	
  Superior	
  Alternative	
  
	
  
	
  
At	
  the	
  scoping	
  meeting,	
  you	
  indicated	
  your	
  instructions	
  are	
  to	
  evaluate	
  two	
  “no	
  
project”	
  alternatives.	
  You	
  indicated	
  this	
  is	
  quite	
  “unusual.”	
  We	
  are	
  not	
  sure	
  if	
  the	
  
“unusual”	
  part	
  is	
  that	
  the	
  CPUC	
  might	
  allow	
  SCE	
  to	
  leave	
  poles	
  and	
  footings	
  in	
  place,	
  or	
  that	
  
it	
  might	
  order	
  SCE	
  to	
  remove	
  every	
  piece	
  of	
  its	
  construction.	
  In	
  any	
  case,	
  the	
  latter	
  is	
  the	
  
community’s	
  top	
  choice.	
  We	
  feel	
  the	
  facts	
  support	
  ESA	
  reaching	
  this	
  same	
  conclusion.	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
To	
  secure	
  approval,	
  a	
  project	
  must	
  meet	
  some	
  specific	
  projection	
  of	
  need.	
  Ever	
  since	
  
the	
  10/2/08	
  Advice	
  Letter,	
  the	
  community	
  has	
  questioned	
  SCE’s	
  assessment	
  of	
  “need.”	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
In	
  SCE’s	
  10/31/08	
  letter	
  to	
  Honesto	
  Gatchalian	
  of	
  the	
  Energy	
  Division,	
  it	
  responds	
  
to	
  protestors	
  questioning	
  the	
  need	
  for	
  the	
  project.	
  At	
  page	
  12,	
  it	
  wrote:	
  “The	
  Project	
  is	
  not	
  
needed	
  to	
  address	
  future	
  possible	
  overload	
  conditions,	
  Rather,	
  the	
  Project	
  is	
  needed	
  to	
  
address	
  current	
  possible	
  overload	
  conditions	
  during	
  period	
  of	
  peak	
  customer	
  demand.”	
  If	
  
the	
  need	
  projections	
  were	
  based	
  on	
  2003-‐04	
  actual	
  demand	
  data	
  and	
  the	
  Project	
  was	
  
initially	
  conceived	
  in	
  2004-‐05,	
  why	
  did	
  SCE	
  wait	
  until	
  late	
  2008	
  start	
  the	
  process?	
  SCE’s	
  
skewed	
  need	
  projections	
  since	
  2005	
  have	
  not	
  been	
  substantiated	
  by	
  actual	
  demand.	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
1.	
  Outdated	
  “Need”	
  Data	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
This	
  Project	
  arose	
  from	
  outdated	
  “need”	
  data	
  spawned	
  by	
  the	
  2005	
  “heat	
  storm	
  
peak	
  loading”	
  projections	
  that	
  have	
  time	
  and	
  again	
  proven	
  false.	
  [See	
  e.g.	
  SCE	
  GRE	
  2012	
  –	
  
CPUC	
  refused	
  to	
  included	
  the	
  Presidential	
  Substation,	
  serving	
  the	
  same	
  community,	
  as	
  the	
  
need	
  was	
  questionable.	
  By	
  inference,	
  the	
  need	
  data	
  is	
  equally	
  weak	
  here.]	
  
	
  
	
  
The	
  2003-‐2004	
  need	
  data	
  dates	
  back	
  to	
  a	
  different	
  era,	
  before	
  the	
  housing	
  market	
  
crash,	
  the	
  recession,	
  the	
  “greening”	
  of	
  America’s	
  energy,	
  and	
  the	
  discovery	
  of	
  Enron’s	
  
fraudulent	
  manipulation	
  of	
  the	
  energy	
  market.	
  SCE’s	
  need	
  projections	
  are	
  based	
  on	
  
speculative	
  growth,	
  growth	
  that	
  has	
  not	
  materialized	
  in	
  the	
  9	
  years	
  since	
  the	
  Project’s	
  
conception.	
  Rather,	
  decreased	
  need	
  due	
  to	
  the	
  recession,	
  alternative	
  energy	
  sources	
  and	
  
energy	
  conservation	
  programs	
  is	
  now	
  documented.	
  Yet,	
  SCE	
  continues	
  to	
  fabricate	
  “need”	
  
in	
  a	
  region	
  where	
  additional	
  need	
  is	
  doubtful	
  within	
  the	
  ten-‐year	
  planning	
  period.	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
Amgen	
  is	
  likely	
  the	
  greatest	
  consumer	
  in	
  electrical	
  need	
  area.	
  Over	
  the	
  years,	
  the	
  
community	
  has	
  watched	
  it	
  grow,	
  and	
  now,	
  shrink.	
  	
  Amgen	
  is	
  cutting	
  another	
  252	
  jobs	
  this	
  

month,	
  which	
  brings	
  the	
  total	
  to	
  jobs	
  lost	
  to	
  1,150	
  since	
  2007.	
  That	
  means	
  that	
  more	
  than	
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15%	
  of	
  its	
  workforce	
  is	
  gone.	
  [See	
  Pacific	
  Coast	
  Business	
  Times,	
  on	
  line,	
  3/6/14,	
  
Attachment	
  “H”.]	
  SCE	
  designed	
  this	
  Project	
  based	
  on	
  projections	
  from	
  2003	
  or	
  2004	
  data.	
  
The	
  shrinking	
  of	
  Amgen's	
  Newbury	
  Park	
  campus	
  has	
  to	
  affect	
  those	
  projections.	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
2.	
  Fuzzy	
  Math	
  
	
  
	
  
But	
  the	
  problem	
  goes	
  deeper.	
  There	
  is	
  now	
  ample	
  evidence	
  of	
  SCE’s	
  “fuzzy	
  math.”	
  
On	
  numerous	
  different	
  occasions,	
  it	
  has	
  given	
  us	
  at	
  least	
  four	
  different	
  forecast	
  dates	
  by	
  
which	
  the	
  new	
  66	
  kV	
  lines	
  must	
  be	
  energized	
  to	
  avoid	
  overload	
  (and	
  most	
  recently,	
  a	
  drop	
  
in	
  voltage):	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
“2005”	
  	
  
	
  
(Source:	
  PEA,	
  Table	
  2.1-‐1	
  –	
  the	
  basis	
  for	
  the	
  Project,	
  “C”)	
  
	
  
“Late	
  2010	
   	
  
(Source:	
  Advice	
  Letter	
  10/8/10,	
  “E”}	
  
	
  
“Mid-‐June	
  2012”	
  	
   (Source:	
  Lawsuit	
  against	
  farmers	
  July	
  2011)	
  
	
  
“Mid-‐2016	
   	
  
(Source:	
  10/28/14	
  Notice	
  of	
  Application	
  for	
  PTC)	
  
	
  
	
  
Why	
  do	
  these	
  dates	
  keep	
  changing?	
  Seemingly,	
  at	
  a	
  very	
  minimum,	
  SCE’s	
  modeling	
  
programs	
  do	
  not	
  work.	
  Its	
  own	
  PEA	
  supporting	
  the	
  Application	
  For	
  PTC	
  reveals	
  the	
  
mathematic	
  liberties	
  it	
  has	
  taken.	
  
	
  
	
  
PEA	
  Table	
  2.1-‐1	
  (Attachment	
  “C”)	
  documents	
  SCE’s	
  historical	
  projection	
  of	
  need	
  for	
  
2005-‐2013.	
  The	
  projected	
  load	
  exceeds	
  line	
  capacity	
  (920	
  Amp)	
  for	
  the	
  entire	
  period,	
  
reaching	
  967Amp	
  in	
  2009,	
  then	
  drops	
  to	
  a	
  low	
  of	
  929	
  Amp	
  after	
  the	
  anticipated	
  completion	
  
of	
  the	
  project.	
  Note:	
  The	
  projection	
  for	
  2013	
  was	
  937	
  Amp.	
  
	
  
	
  
Comparatively,	
  PEA	
  Table	
  2.1-‐2	
  documents	
  SCE’s	
  current	
  projections	
  for	
  2013-‐2022.	
  	
  
For	
  2013,	
  the	
  projected	
  load	
  is	
  now	
  842	
  Amp	
  –	
  that’s	
  87	
  Amp	
  less	
  than	
  SCE’s	
  previous	
  
projections,	
  and	
  way	
  below	
  capacity.	
  As	
  for	
  the	
  anticipated	
  year	
  in	
  which	
  load	
  will	
  exceed	
  
capacity,	
  that	
  is	
  now	
  projected	
  to	
  be	
  2021,	
  when	
  it	
  will	
  reach	
  937	
  Amp	
  (the	
  previous	
  
projection	
  for	
  2013).	
  Can	
  SCE’s	
  modeling	
  programs	
  really	
  be	
  this	
  inaccurate?	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
3.	
  Bottom	
  Line	
  
	
  
	
  
In	
  reality,	
  actual	
  peak	
  demand	
  has	
  dropped	
  from	
  its	
  high	
  point	
  in	
  2008	
  and	
  has	
  not	
  
gone	
  up.	
  SCE’s	
  forecast	
  models	
  seem	
  to	
  anticipate	
  growth	
  no	
  matter	
  what.	
  It	
  has	
  not	
  
happened.	
  As	
  protestors	
  forecasted,	
  need	
  has	
  actually	
  declined	
  –	
  whether	
  due	
  to	
  the	
  
economic	
  downturn	
  and	
  recession,	
  the	
  tanking	
  of	
  the	
  housing	
  market,	
  the	
  explosion	
  of	
  
solar	
  installations,	
  or	
  the	
  effectiveness	
  of	
  energy	
  saving	
  programs	
  already	
  in	
  place	
  –	
  need	
  
has	
  declined.	
  Yet	
  SCE’s	
  consistently	
  uses	
  its	
  data	
  to	
  tell	
  a	
  different	
  and	
  highly	
  questionable	
  
story.	
  Here,	
  SCE	
  does	
  not	
  plan	
  to	
  resume	
  construction	
  of	
  the	
  Project	
  until	
  late	
  2016	
  –	
  
Where	
  is	
  the	
  pressing	
  need?	
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Add	
  to	
  this	
  the	
  likely	
  closure	
  of	
  SCE’s	
  power	
  plants	
  at	
  Ormond	
  Beach	
  and	
  Mandalay	
  
Bay	
  under	
  AB	
  248.	
  	
  The	
  future	
  efficacy	
  of	
  the	
  entire	
  220	
  kV	
  transmission	
  corridor	
  is	
  in	
  
question.	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
We	
  strongly	
  urge	
  the	
  “no	
  project”	
  alternative	
  requiring	
  SCE	
  to	
  dismantle	
  
construction	
  to	
  date	
  be	
  found	
  the	
  Environmentally	
  Superior	
  Alternative,	
  under	
  CEQA	
  
Section	
  15126.6	
  (2),	
  especially	
  given	
  the	
  lack	
  of	
  demonstrated	
  need.	
  
	
  
III.	
  Environmental	
  Issues	
  
	
  
	
  
This	
  ROW	
  has	
  never	
  undergone	
  environmental	
  review.	
  The	
  1970	
  condemnation	
  
order	
  that	
  created	
  it	
  predates	
  CEQA.	
  After	
  the	
  220	
  kV	
  towers	
  were	
  built	
  in	
  the	
  early	
  1970’s,	
  
the	
  ROW	
  was	
  allowed	
  to	
  revert	
  to	
  its	
  bucolic	
  origins.	
  The	
  north-‐south	
  run	
  of	
  the	
  9-‐mile	
  
Project	
  cuts	
  through	
  orchards,	
  farmland,	
  protected	
  sensitive	
  habitat,	
  riparian	
  resources,	
  
and	
  known	
  historical	
  resources.	
  It	
  straddles	
  the	
  active	
  Simi-‐Santa	
  Rosa	
  Fault	
  and	
  is	
  
embedded	
  in	
  a	
  region	
  known	
  for	
  its	
  high	
  fire	
  hazard.	
  It	
  traverses	
  three	
  jurisdictions	
  and	
  
four	
  distinct	
  regions.	
  It	
  twice	
  rises	
  and	
  drops	
  approximately	
  1,000	
  over	
  the	
  Santa	
  Rosa	
  
Valley	
  ridge	
  and	
  the	
  Conejo	
  Valley	
  ridge.	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
The	
  ROW	
  forms	
  the	
  eastern	
  boundary	
  of	
  a	
  2-‐mile	
  wide	
  “greenbelt”	
  that	
  runs	
  from	
  
north	
  to	
  south	
  through	
  Santa	
  Rosa	
  Valley	
  and	
  separates	
  it	
  from	
  the	
  City	
  of	
  Camarillo.	
  It	
  is	
  a	
  
continuous	
  swath	
  of	
  open	
  space	
  and	
  agricultural	
  land.	
  [See	
  Attachment	
  “I”	
  –	
  The	
  existing	
  
M-‐N-‐P	
  66	
  kV	
  ROW	
  lies	
  entirely	
  within	
  this	
  greenbelt.]	
  Before	
  SCE’s	
  construction	
  activities	
  
in	
  2011,	
  the	
  only	
  “disturbance”	
  within	
  this	
  7+	
  mile	
  stretch	
  of	
  the	
  ROW	
  were	
  the	
  220	
  kV	
  
tower	
  footings	
  built	
  in	
  the	
  early	
  1970’s,	
  visually	
  softened	
  by	
  the	
  plants	
  and	
  trees	
  that	
  had	
  
grown	
  around	
  and	
  between	
  them	
  in	
  the	
  decades	
  that	
  followed.	
  
	
  
	
  
The	
  residentially	
  zoned	
  communities	
  of	
  Santa	
  Rosa	
  Valley	
  and	
  Moorpark	
  grew	
  up	
  to	
  
the	
  east	
  of	
  the	
  ROW.	
  [See	
  aerials	
  and	
  photos,	
  Attachment	
  “I”.]	
  The	
  220	
  kV	
  towers	
  were	
  
constructed	
  in	
  the	
  approximate	
  center	
  of	
  the	
  325’	
  wide	
  ROW.	
  Its	
  previously	
  unused,	
  
undisturbed	
  eastern	
  flank	
  was	
  a	
  strip	
  of	
  land	
  more	
  than	
  100	
  feet	
  wide.	
  The	
  County	
  could	
  
rely	
  on	
  this	
  generous	
  100+	
  foot	
  “buffer	
  zone”	
  in	
  allowing	
  residential	
  development	
  of	
  the	
  
land	
  to	
  the	
  east.	
  To	
  our	
  knowledge,	
  all	
  of	
  those	
  homes	
  to	
  the	
  east	
  were	
  between	
  1975	
  and	
  
1989-‐90.	
  
	
  
	
  
The	
  Notice	
  Of	
  Preparation	
  touched	
  on	
  nearly	
  all	
  of	
  the	
  environmental	
  issues	
  below.	
  
However,	
  this	
  discussion	
  will	
  highlight	
  the	
  specific	
  ways	
  in	
  which	
  they	
  apply.	
  
	
  
	
  
A.	
  Hazards	
  –	
  Public	
  Safety	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
The	
  California	
  Environmental	
  Health	
  Investigations	
  Branch	
  of	
  the	
  California	
  
Department	
  of	
  Public	
  Health	
  has	
  taken	
  the	
  position	
  no	
  group	
  of	
  people	
  should	
  bear	
  a	
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disproportionate	
  share	
  of	
  harmful	
  environmental	
  consequences.	
  In	
  this	
  case,	
  residents	
  along	
  
the	
  ROW	
  are	
  already	
  bearing	
  the	
  burden	
  of	
  the	
  Moorpark-‐Ormond	
  Beach	
  220	
  kV	
  lines	
  and	
  
their	
  deleterious	
  effects	
  –noise,	
  EMF,	
  heightened	
  danger	
  of	
  brushfires	
  and	
  downed	
  lines	
  in	
  
an	
  earthquake,	
  not	
  to	
  mention	
  negative	
  aesthetic	
  impacts	
  and	
  loss	
  of	
  property	
  value.	
  How	
  
much	
  is	
  enough	
  for	
  one	
  community	
  to	
  bear?	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
1.	
  Brushfire	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
The	
  Setting:	
  	
  About	
  one	
  mile	
  west	
  of	
  Moorpark’s	
  Gabbert	
  Road	
  Substation,	
  the	
  
Project	
  it	
  hooks	
  sharply	
  to	
  the	
  south.	
  Its	
  remaining	
  8	
  miles	
  plow	
  through	
  farmland	
  and	
  
protected	
  open	
  space.	
  	
  From	
  the	
  moment	
  it	
  angles	
  southward,	
  the	
  new	
  line’s	
  entire	
  path	
  
falls	
  within	
  an	
  area	
  designated	
  by	
  Cal	
  Fire	
  as	
  a	
  “Very	
  High	
  Fire	
  Hazard	
  Severity	
  Zone.”	
  
Native	
  brush	
  still	
  cloaks	
  all	
  of	
  the	
  two	
  ridgelines	
  that	
  create	
  Santa	
  Rosa	
  Valley.	
  	
  The	
  
southern	
  ridge	
  is	
  land	
  protected	
  by	
  the	
  Conejo	
  Open	
  Space	
  Conservation	
  Agency.	
  The	
  
northern	
  ridge	
  is	
  part	
  of	
  the	
  property	
  on	
  which	
  our	
  home	
  is	
  built.	
  [The	
  south	
  side	
  of	
  this	
  
ridge	
  can	
  be	
  seen	
  in	
  the	
  photo	
  of	
  “Northwest	
  Elevation	
  from	
  Yucca	
  Drive,	
  Attachment	
  “I”.]	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  Issues:	
  Downed	
  power	
  lines	
  ignited	
  at	
  least	
  four	
  of	
  the	
  state’s	
  most	
  catastrophic	
  
fires	
  in	
  the	
  relatively	
  recent	
  past.	
  [Los	
  Angeles	
  Times,	
  Section	
  A,	
  10/18/08.]	
  In	
  2007	
  and	
  
2008	
  alone,	
  downed	
  lines	
  caused	
  five	
  catastrophic	
  fires.	
  [EARSI’s	
  letter	
  to	
  CPUC,	
  dated	
  
3/25/10,	
  Attachment	
  “E”.]	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  loss	
  of	
  life	
  and	
  property	
  attributable	
  to	
  electrically	
  ignited	
  brushfires	
  is	
  
staggering.	
  Wind-‐driven	
  brushfires	
  no	
  longer	
  adhere	
  to	
  a	
  “red	
  flag”	
  season;	
  the	
  season	
  is	
  
year-‐round.	
  As	
  noted	
  above,	
  the	
  ROW	
  traverses	
  an	
  extremely	
  fire-‐sensitive,	
  rural	
  
residential	
  region.	
  The	
  increased	
  number	
  of	
  lines,	
  the	
  proximity	
  of	
  existing	
  conductors	
  to	
  
proposed	
  conductors,	
  and	
  the	
  Project’s	
  closer	
  proximity	
  to	
  homes,	
  per	
  se	
  heighten	
  the	
  
statistical	
  probability	
  of	
  electrical	
  ignition.	
  SCE’s	
  66	
  kV	
  Project	
  moves	
  this	
  ignition	
  source	
  
within	
  40	
  feet	
  of	
  residential	
  properties.	
  
	
  
	
  
Additionally,	
  two	
  sets	
  of	
  220	
  kV	
  towers	
  and	
  plus	
  two	
  new	
  pole	
  sites	
  are	
  located	
  on	
  
the	
  20+	
  acre	
  avocado	
  orchard	
  at	
  10275	
  Presilla	
  Road.	
  When	
  the	
  current	
  residents	
  took	
  
ownership	
  in	
  December	
  2008,	
  they	
  stopped	
  watering	
  the	
  grove.	
  The	
  entire	
  grove	
  of	
  30-‐40	
  
year	
  old	
  trees	
  has	
  died,	
  standing	
  in	
  place.	
  It	
  is	
  a	
  huge	
  fire	
  hazard	
  –	
  one	
  that	
  the	
  Moorpark-‐
Ormond	
  Beach	
  220	
  kV	
  ROW	
  looms	
  over.	
  
	
  
	
  
Finally,	
  if	
  approved,	
  the	
  new	
  pole	
  adjacent	
  to	
  our	
  hilltop	
  and	
  approximately	
  40’	
  from	
  
our	
  property	
  line	
  will	
  create	
  a	
  brush-clearing	
  requirement	
  on	
  the	
  virgin	
  hilltop	
  of	
  our	
  
property.	
  [Attachment	
  “I”,	
  “Northwest	
  Elevation	
  from	
  Yucca	
  Drive”	
  –	
  	
  our	
  hilltop	
  can	
  be	
  
seen	
  where	
  the	
  two	
  towers	
  cross	
  the	
  ridgeline,	
  we	
  live	
  at	
  the	
  base	
  of	
  that	
  hill	
  on	
  its	
  north	
  
side.]	
  	
  	
  The	
  last	
  thing	
  that	
  disturbed	
  this	
  hillside	
  of	
  ancient	
  chaparral	
  was	
  the	
  1983	
  fire	
  that	
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swept	
  through	
  Santa	
  Rosa	
  Valley.	
  The	
  destruction	
  of	
  this	
  native	
  brush,	
  along	
  with	
  the	
  onus	
  
it	
  imposes	
  on	
  our	
  property	
  also	
  should	
  be	
  considered	
  in	
  the	
  EIR.	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
2.	
  Earthquake	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
Turning	
  to	
  the	
  phenomenon	
  of	
  earthquakes,	
  the	
  underlying	
  active	
  Simi-‐Santa	
  Rosa	
  
Fault	
  is	
  further	
  evidence	
  of	
  the	
  ROW’s	
  sensitive	
  environment,	
  one	
  that	
  has	
  never	
  
undergone	
  study.	
  Environmental	
  review	
  should	
  include	
  site-‐specific	
  geological	
  surveys	
  to	
  
identify	
  geological	
  hazards,	
  identifying	
  areas	
  of	
  slope	
  instability,	
  landslides,	
  expansive	
  soils,	
  
or	
  areas	
  of	
  tectonic	
  activity,	
  and	
  collection	
  of	
  samples	
  for	
  carbon	
  dating	
  to	
  determine	
  if	
  it	
  is	
  
safe	
  to	
  undertake	
  construction	
  in	
  this	
  area.	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
The	
  new	
  66	
  kV	
  line	
  compounds	
  the	
  risks	
  of	
  property	
  damage	
  and	
  personal	
  injury	
  or	
  
death	
  if	
  a	
  new	
  pole	
  were	
  to	
  topple	
  into	
  the	
  220	
  kV	
  lines,	
  or	
  onto	
  residential	
  properties,	
  or	
  
onto	
  the	
  two	
  highways	
  it	
  bisects.	
  There	
  is	
  a	
  very	
  real	
  potential	
  for	
  significant	
  impact	
  to	
  the	
  
public	
  and	
  area	
  residents.	
  
	
  
	
  
By	
  way	
  of	
  illustration,	
  during	
  the	
  1994	
  Northridge	
  earthquake	
  (with	
  its	
  epicenter	
  9	
  
miles	
  to	
  the	
  southeast),	
  we	
  were	
  among	
  the	
  local	
  residents	
  who	
  watched	
  the	
  220	
  kV	
  lines	
  
arc,	
  sending	
  cascades	
  of	
  sparks	
  toward	
  the	
  ground.	
  Fortunately,	
  this	
  quake	
  happened	
  in	
  the	
  
middle	
  of	
  a	
  green	
  January	
  and	
  no	
  fire	
  resulted.	
  Given	
  the	
  change	
  in	
  our	
  climate,	
  the	
  
community	
  cannot	
  rely	
  on	
  rain	
  to	
  insulate	
  it	
  from	
  highly	
  flammable	
  brushfire	
  conditions.	
  In	
  
a	
  larger	
  quake,	
  or	
  a	
  quake	
  on	
  the	
  Simi-‐Santa	
  Rosa	
  Fault,	
  it	
  also	
  cannot	
  rely	
  on	
  the	
  lines	
  
staying	
  affixed	
  to	
  their	
  poles.	
  This	
  could	
  prove	
  catastrophic.	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
3.	
  Electromagnetic	
  Field	
  (EMF)	
  Exposure	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
The	
  CPUC	
  has	
  a	
  long-‐standing	
  policy	
  of	
  prudent	
  avoidance	
  of	
  EMF	
  exposure.	
  Co-‐
locating	
  the	
  new	
  line	
  with	
  the	
  existing	
  M-‐N-‐P	
  facility	
  1,800	
  to	
  the	
  west	
  of	
  our	
  communities	
  
would	
  be	
  a	
  lower	
  cost	
  alternative	
  to	
  the	
  proposed	
  project	
  (that	
  brings	
  lines	
  within	
  40	
  feet	
  
of	
  residential	
  properties).	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
The	
  “no-‐cost	
  and	
  low-‐cost”	
  standard	
  the	
  CPUC	
  adopted	
  was	
  an	
  action	
  plan	
  
established	
  in	
  CPUC	
  Decision	
  93-‐11-‐013.	
  Therein,	
  the	
  CPUC	
  acknowledged	
  the	
  potential	
  
harmful	
  effects	
  of	
  EMF.	
  However,	
  as	
  noted	
  by	
  the	
  ALJ	
  in	
  55	
  CPUC	
  2nd	
  87,	
  this	
  precautionary	
  
standard	
  was	
  only	
  intended	
  as	
  an	
  “interim	
  measure”	
  since	
  the	
  CPUC	
  was	
  studying	
  EMF	
  at	
  
the	
  time	
  and	
  preparing	
  to	
  issue	
  more	
  specific	
  guidelines.	
  In	
  the	
  intervening	
  20	
  years,	
  the	
  
CPUC	
  has	
  not	
  promulgated	
  any	
  further	
  guidelines,	
  but	
  this	
  does	
  not	
  diminish	
  its	
  
acknowledgement	
  of	
  the	
  potentially	
  significant	
  impact	
  of	
  EMF,	
  or	
  the	
  necessity	
  for	
  
environmental	
  review.	
  The	
  unhealthy	
  impact	
  of	
  EMF	
  exposure	
  is	
  real	
  and	
  documented	
  –	
  a	
  
significant	
  issue	
  warranting	
  study	
  in	
  this	
  EIR.	
  The	
  compound	
  impact	
  of	
  even	
  more	
  lines,	
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closer	
  to	
  homes,	
  should	
  be	
  addressed.	
  Again,	
  how	
  much	
  is	
  enough	
  for	
  one	
  community	
  to	
  
bear?	
  
	
  
	
  
B.	
  Particularly	
  Sensitive	
  Habitat	
  	
  -	
  USFWS	
  Designation	
  
	
  
	
  
The	
  United	
  States	
  Fish	
  and	
  Wildlife	
  Service	
  has	
  designated	
  large	
  areas	
  of	
  the	
  Santa	
  
Rosa	
  Valley	
  “Particularly	
  Sensitive	
  Habitat”	
  with	
  know	
  protected	
  species	
  of	
  animals	
  and	
  
plants.	
  [See	
  the	
  verdant	
  hillside	
  depicted	
  in	
  Attachment	
  “I”,	
  “Project’s	
  Path	
  Through	
  
Protected	
  Habitat.”]	
  
	
  
	
  
For	
  example,	
  sensitive	
  plants—i.e.,	
  Lyon’s	
  Pentacheata	
  and	
  Conejo	
  Dudleya—are	
  
known	
  to	
  exist	
  in	
  the	
  Project	
  area,	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  protected	
  avian	
  species—i.e.,	
  the	
  Least	
  Bells	
  
Vireo	
  and	
  California	
  Gnatcatcher.	
  [See	
  Ventura	
  County	
  General	
  Services	
  Agency,	
  Mitigated	
  
Negative	
  Declaration	
  LU	
  04-‐0064	
  (Endangered	
  species	
  observed	
  in	
  the	
  project	
  area,	
  page	
  
13)	
  http://www.earsi.com/public/MND_SR_Park.pdf	
  ]	
  The	
  recent	
  discovery	
  of	
  the	
  
endangered	
  red-‐legged	
  frog	
  in	
  the	
  Simi	
  Valley	
  hillsides	
  raises	
  the	
  question	
  of	
  other	
  
protected	
  species	
  that	
  may	
  be	
  identified	
  through	
  a	
  thorough	
  and	
  unbiased	
  examination.	
  
	
  
	
  
SCE	
  scoffed	
  at	
  this	
  potential	
  impact,	
  saying	
  its	
  focus	
  study	
  failed	
  to	
  reveal	
  the	
  
presence	
  any	
  of	
  the	
  protected	
  species.	
  However,	
  even	
  if	
  none	
  were	
  present	
  at	
  the	
  time,	
  the	
  
Project	
  has	
  the	
  potential	
  of	
  significant	
  impact	
  on	
  all	
  of	
  them	
  because	
  of	
  the	
  resultant	
  loss	
  of	
  
habitat.	
  Conducive	
  habitat	
  has	
  independent	
  value	
  as	
  its	
  loss	
  impacts	
  the	
  recovery	
  of	
  the	
  
species.	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
This	
  project	
  has	
  resulted,	
  and	
  will	
  result,	
  in	
  a	
  disturbance	
  and	
  loss	
  of	
  habitat.	
  Its	
  
construction	
  efforts	
  to	
  date	
  have	
  thereby	
  endangered	
  animal	
  and	
  plant	
  species	
  known	
  to	
  
exist	
  in	
  the	
  area.	
  Already	
  more	
  than	
  14	
  acres	
  of	
  land	
  have	
  been	
  disturbed.	
  [See	
  PEA	
  Tables	
  
3.7-‐3,	
  4a	
  and	
  4b]	
  Future	
  efforts	
  will	
  only	
  compound	
  this	
  disruption.	
  It	
  is	
  essential	
  the	
  EIR	
  
address	
  the	
  negative	
  impact	
  of	
  (1)	
  habit	
  loss,	
  (2)	
  physical	
  “take”	
  of	
  species	
  and	
  (3)	
  the	
  
impairment	
  of	
  species	
  recovery.	
  
	
  
	
  
C.	
  Riparian	
  Resources	
  
	
  
	
  
This	
  project	
  spans	
  four	
  riparian	
  streambed	
  resources:	
  an	
  unnamed	
  north-‐south	
  
flowing	
  drainage	
  stream	
  located	
  north	
  of	
  Los	
  Angeles	
  Avenue,	
  Arroyo	
  Simi,	
  Arroyo	
  Santa	
  
Rosa,	
  and	
  an	
  unnamed	
  tributary	
  to	
  Conejo	
  Creek.	
  No	
  jurisdictional	
  delineations	
  have	
  been	
  
included	
  in	
  the	
  project	
  description	
  or	
  noted	
  in	
  the	
  Advice	
  Letter	
  or	
  Application	
  For	
  PTC.	
  
Any	
  impact	
  to	
  riparian	
  resources	
  is	
  considered	
  significant	
  and	
  requires	
  discretionary	
  permits	
  
from	
  the	
  US	
  Army	
  Corps	
  (404	
  Permit),	
  CDFG	
  (1602	
  Streambed	
  Alteration	
  Agreement)	
  and	
  
RWQCB	
  (401	
  Water	
  Quality	
  Certification)	
  and	
  possibly	
  a	
  USFWS	
  10A	
  Permit.	
  Mitigation	
  
will	
  be	
  required	
  for	
  impacts	
  to	
  jurisdictional	
  waters.	
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D.	
  Historical	
  and	
  Cultural	
  Resources	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
The	
  County	
  and	
  public	
  have	
  continued	
  to	
  voice	
  concern	
  for	
  the	
  archeological	
  
resources	
  in	
  Santa	
  Rosa	
  Valley.	
  It	
  was	
  once	
  home	
  to	
  the	
  largest	
  Chumash	
  community	
  in	
  this	
  
region.	
  Historically,	
  our	
  property’s	
  hilltop	
  was	
  the	
  apex	
  of	
  three	
  original	
  ranchos	
  and	
  the	
  
lookout	
  point	
  for	
  this	
  village.	
  From	
  it,	
  villagers	
  could	
  see	
  everything	
  from	
  the	
  valley	
  floor	
  to	
  
the	
  ocean.	
  [Artifacts	
  have	
  been	
  found	
  even	
  on	
  our	
  property.	
  Yet,	
  one	
  of	
  the	
  TSP	
  footings	
  it	
  
approximaterly40’	
  from	
  this	
  site.]	
  
	
  
	
  
That	
  the	
  Santa	
  Rosa	
  Valley	
  was	
  an	
  area	
  rich	
  in	
  Chumash	
  historical	
  and	
  cultural	
  
resources	
  was	
  known	
  by	
  SCE	
  when	
  it	
  sought	
  CEQA	
  exemption	
  for	
  this	
  project.	
  In	
  its	
  
Response	
  to	
  the	
  Data	
  Request	
  Set,	
  2/3/14,	
  SCE	
  provided	
  a	
  copy	
  of	
  its	
  12/1/07	
  letter	
  to	
  the	
  
local	
  Chumash	
  authorities	
  investigating	
  those	
  resources.	
  It	
  specified	
  that	
  the	
  proposed	
  
project	
  had	
  a	
  “perceived	
  increase	
  in	
  depositional	
  sensitivity	
  for	
  both	
  prehistoric	
  and	
  
historical	
  remains	
  on	
  the	
  [Santa	
  Rosa]	
  valley	
  floor.”	
  [Attachment	
  “G”.]	
  Owl	
  Clan	
  Consultants	
  
responded	
  on12/27/07,	
  expressing	
  “concern	
  for	
  our	
  Chumash	
  Cultural	
  sites	
  .	
  .	
  .	
  up	
  to	
  a	
  5	
  
mile	
  radius	
  around	
  the	
  proposed	
  project.”	
  [Id.]	
  No	
  further	
  information	
  is	
  given.	
  
	
  
	
  
E.	
  Public	
  Viewshed	
  –	
  Aesthetics	
  
	
  
	
  
Santa	
  Rosa	
  Valley	
  and	
  the	
  unincorporated	
  hillsides	
  of	
  Moorpark	
  provide	
  a	
  glimpse	
  
of	
  what	
  the	
  open	
  space	
  of	
  Ventura	
  County	
  once	
  looked	
  like.	
  Both	
  areas	
  provide	
  scenic	
  
pastoral	
  views	
  for	
  all	
  who	
  pass	
  through	
  or	
  have	
  the	
  privilege	
  of	
  living	
  nearby.	
  In	
  the	
  four	
  
decades	
  since	
  its	
  construction,	
  even	
  the	
  Moorpark-‐Ormond	
  Beach	
  220	
  kV	
  ROW	
  had	
  
reverted	
  to	
  this	
  greenbelt	
  of	
  agriculture	
  and	
  open	
  space.	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
There	
  are	
  no	
  “public	
  Improvements”	
  in	
  the	
  north	
  south	
  run	
  of	
  the	
  ROW	
  in	
  question.	
  
There	
  is	
  no	
  public	
  access	
  to	
  it.	
  Private	
  driveways	
  and	
  dirt	
  farm	
  roads	
  provide	
  the	
  only	
  
access	
  to	
  these	
  widely	
  spaced	
  tower	
  bases,	
  which	
  had	
  remained	
  in	
  their	
  current	
  
configuration—virtually	
  untouched.	
  There	
  were	
  no	
  other	
  SCE	
  “improvements”	
  in	
  the	
  span	
  
between	
  tower	
  bases.	
  Almost	
  every	
  set	
  of	
  towers	
  in	
  the	
  north-‐south	
  run	
  had	
  crops,	
  
orchards	
  and	
  native	
  brush	
  growing	
  around	
  and	
  between	
  their	
  footings.	
  [See	
  aerials,	
  
Attachment	
  “I”.]	
  For	
  the	
  most	
  part,	
  the	
  line	
  was	
  rarely	
  patrolled;	
  maintenance	
  visits	
  were	
  
few.	
  
	
  
	
  
As	
  so	
  aptly	
  put	
  by	
  Santa	
  Rosa	
  Valley’s	
  Municipal	
  Advisory	
  Committee	
  Member,	
  Mark	
  
Burley,	
  at	
  the	
  September	
  2009	
  CPUC	
  Public	
  Hearing,	
  the	
  exquisite	
  beauty	
  of	
  this	
  rural	
  
agricultural	
  and	
  protected	
  open	
  space	
  region	
  is	
  dying	
  the	
  “death	
  of	
  a	
  thousand	
  cuts”	
  at	
  the	
  
hands	
  of	
  SCE’s	
  piecemealed	
  projects.	
  One	
  need	
  only	
  look	
  at	
  the	
  overhead	
  web	
  of	
  lines	
  
crisscrossing	
  the	
  Santa	
  Rosa	
  and	
  Moorpark	
  Roads	
  intersection	
  at	
  the	
  light	
  just	
  east	
  of	
  Santa	
  
Rosa	
  Technology	
  Magnet	
  School.	
  It	
  is	
  unconscionable.	
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The	
  proximity	
  of	
  new	
  poles	
  to	
  residences	
  surely	
  has	
  and	
  will	
  negatively	
  impact	
  the	
  
property	
  of	
  contiguous	
  and	
  adjacent	
  homes.	
  [See	
  photos,	
  Attachment	
  “I”.]	
  
	
  
	
  
F.	
  Land	
  Use	
  and	
  Planning	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
Since	
  2008,	
  the	
  Ventura	
  County	
  Board	
  of	
  Supervisors	
  has	
  expressed	
  concern	
  over	
  
the	
  lack	
  of	
  environmental	
  review	
  for	
  this	
  Project.	
  It	
  has	
  actively	
  tried	
  working	
  with	
  SCE	
  to	
  
address	
  its	
  land	
  use	
  concerns	
  –	
  namely	
  an	
  alternative,	
  any	
  alternative	
  that	
  will	
  move	
  the	
  
lines	
  farther	
  from	
  homes	
  or	
  underground.	
  SCE	
  has	
  stonewalled	
  these	
  efforts.	
  Consequently,	
  
the	
  Board	
  issued	
  a	
  resolution	
  opposing	
  it	
  and	
  the	
  now	
  tabled	
  Presidential	
  Substation	
  and	
  
requesting	
  alternatives	
  consistent	
  with	
  County’s	
  land	
  use	
  and	
  planning	
  goals.	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
Damon	
  Wing	
  of	
  Supervisor	
  Linda	
  Parks’	
  office	
  presented	
  the	
  County’s	
  position	
  at	
  the	
  
Scoping	
  Meeting.	
  He	
  reiterate	
  the	
  Board’s	
  consistent	
  concern	
  that	
  this	
  Project	
  has	
  had	
  no	
  
environmental	
  review,	
  and	
  urged	
  that	
  any	
  impacts	
  that	
  have	
  occurred	
  subsequent	
  to	
  the	
  
2008	
  Advice	
  Letter	
  be	
  comprehensively	
  reviewed.	
  He	
  again	
  urged	
  that	
  the	
  line	
  be	
  moved	
  
farther	
  from	
  homes.	
  
	
  
	
  
G.	
  Agricultural	
  and	
  Forestry	
  Resources	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
Nothing	
  in	
  the	
  1970	
  condemnation	
  order	
  prohibited	
  vegetation	
  being	
  planted	
  near	
  
pole	
  footings.	
  The	
  only	
  vegetation	
  clearance	
  requirement	
  provided	
  that	
  vegetation	
  must	
  be	
  
kept	
  in	
  a	
  manner	
  so	
  as	
  not	
  to	
  interfere	
  with	
  aerial	
  conductors.	
  California	
  Public	
  Utilities	
  
Commission’s	
  General	
  Order	
  95,	
  Rule	
  35	
  controls	
  the	
  requirements	
  of	
  vegetation	
  
management	
  and	
  clearance	
  for	
  power	
  lines,	
  in	
  this	
  case,	
  less	
  than	
  4	
  feet	
  clearance	
  is	
  
required.	
  With	
  regard	
  to	
  the	
  existing	
  220	
  kV	
  facilities,	
  all	
  of	
  these	
  trees	
  were	
  far	
  outside	
  the	
  
clearance	
  required	
  by	
  Rule	
  35.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
As	
  SCE	
  began	
  work	
  on	
  the	
  Project,	
  it	
  contacted	
  farmers,	
  demanding	
  they	
  remove	
  
decades-‐old	
  orchard	
  trees.	
  Initially,	
  SCE	
  required	
  100’	
  radial	
  clearance	
  around	
  each	
  of	
  the	
  
pole	
  footings,	
  including	
  the	
  proposed	
  new	
  pole	
  footing.	
  Ultimately,	
  with	
  the	
  advice	
  of	
  
counsel,	
  it	
  reduced	
  this	
  clear-‐cut	
  area	
  to	
  50’	
  radial	
  feet	
  around	
  footings.	
  After	
  convincing	
  a	
  
judge	
  it	
  was	
  urgent	
  it	
  begin	
  construction	
  by	
  8/8/11,	
  it	
  cut	
  down	
  several	
  hundred	
  trees	
  in	
  
August	
  and	
  mandated	
  farmers	
  never	
  replant	
  these	
  areas.	
  As	
  a	
  result,	
  several	
  acres	
  have	
  
been	
  rendered	
  permanently	
  un-‐farmable.	
  
	
  	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  Additionally,	
  at	
  the	
  dead	
  end	
  of	
  Presilla	
  Road	
  stood	
  an	
  enormous	
  and	
  very	
  old	
  
eucalyptus	
  tree,	
  nearly	
  100	
  feet	
  tall	
  with	
  a	
  12-‐½	
  foot	
  trunk	
  girth	
  –	
  a	
  designated	
  “Heritage	
  
Tree”	
  per	
  the	
  Ventura	
  County	
  Tree	
  Protection	
  Ordinance.	
  This	
  tree	
  visually	
  softened	
  the	
  
“industrial”	
  impact	
  of	
  the	
  existing	
  transmission	
  facilities.	
  In	
  August	
  2011,	
  SCE	
  demolished	
  
it;	
  it	
  took	
  days	
  –	
  chainsaws,	
  chippers,	
  root	
  grinders.	
  Not	
  much	
  later,	
  a	
  crew	
  arrived	
  to	
  cut	
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down	
  three	
  additional	
  very	
  mature	
  eucalyptus	
  trees	
  in	
  the	
  same	
  tree	
  line	
  but	
  on	
  the	
  west	
  
side	
  of	
  the	
  easement,	
  where	
  no	
  construction	
  was	
  even	
  planned.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
Off	
  Gerry	
  Road,	
  another	
  farmer	
  was	
  forced	
  to	
  give	
  up	
  an	
  old	
  California	
  peppertree	
  
growing	
  within	
  the	
  325’	
  wide	
  easement,	
  nowhere	
  near	
  the	
  220	
  kV	
  towers	
  or	
  the	
  proposed	
  
construction.	
  There	
  may	
  have	
  been	
  any	
  number	
  of	
  other	
  mature	
  and/or	
  protected	
  trees	
  
demolished	
  in	
  SCE’s	
  construction	
  efforts—construction	
  that	
  was	
  undertaken	
  under	
  the	
  
authority	
  of	
  a	
  Resolution	
  granted	
  under	
  false	
  pretenses	
  and	
  later	
  overturned	
  by	
  the	
  
11/10/11	
  Order	
  Granting	
  Rehearing.	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
These	
  trees	
  were	
  part	
  of	
  the	
  vegetative	
  mitigation	
  that	
  had	
  grown	
  in	
  and	
  around	
  the	
  
ROW	
  in	
  the	
  past	
  40	
  years.	
  The	
  local	
  community	
  had	
  long	
  enjoyed	
  the	
  visual	
  mitigation	
  
provided	
  by	
  all	
  of	
  these	
  trees.	
  
	
  
	
  
H.	
  Greenhouse	
  Gas	
  emissions/Air	
  Quality	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
Emissions	
  from	
  construction	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  the	
  long-‐term	
  maintenance	
  activities	
  should	
  
be	
  examined	
  
	
  
	
  
I.	
  Traffic	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
The	
  report	
  should	
  examine	
  both	
  construction	
  and	
  maintenance	
  traffic	
  across	
  private	
  
farm	
  roads,	
  through	
  protected	
  habitat	
  and	
  quiet	
  residential	
  communities.	
  There	
  is	
  no	
  public	
  
access	
  to	
  any	
  tower	
  footings	
  or	
  the	
  ROW	
  in	
  general.	
  
	
  
	
  
J.	
  Noise	
  
	
  
	
  
Any	
  resident	
  living	
  within	
  1,000	
  feet,	
  maybe	
  more,	
  can	
  hear	
  the	
  lines.	
  They	
  hum,	
  
they	
  crackle	
  with	
  any	
  cloud/fog	
  moisture	
  (usually	
  night	
  and	
  very	
  early	
  morning),	
  they	
  
whistle	
  in	
  the	
  east	
  winds.	
  Adding	
  more	
  lines	
  closer	
  to	
  home	
  will	
  only	
  increase	
  their	
  noise	
  
pollution.	
  
	
  
IV.	
  CONCLUSION	
  
	
  
	
  
Again,	
  we	
  are	
  most	
  grateful	
  for	
  this	
  environmental	
  review.	
  We	
  have	
  been	
  a	
  pleading	
  
for	
  one	
  since	
  the	
  first	
  notice	
  of	
  the	
  project	
  in	
  2008.	
  At	
  every	
  turn,	
  we	
  have	
  reiterated	
  with	
  
specificity	
  the	
  environmental	
  issues	
  now	
  before	
  you.	
  So	
  much	
  damage	
  has	
  been	
  done	
  to	
  
native	
  brush,	
  majestic	
  trees	
  and	
  mature	
  orchard	
  –	
  some	
  can	
  only	
  be	
  undone	
  with	
  the	
  help	
  
of	
  75	
  years’	
  growing	
  time.	
  That’s	
  what	
  makes	
  this	
  a	
  bit	
  disheartening.	
  It	
  should	
  have	
  been	
  
done	
  in	
  2008-‐09.	
  This	
  Project	
  was	
  never	
  suitable	
  for	
  Exemption	
  G.	
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But,	
  we	
  are	
  where	
  we	
  are.	
  We	
  so	
  hope	
  your	
  evaluation	
  will	
  reach	
  the	
  same	
  
conclusions	
  we	
  have:	
  This	
  Project	
  should	
  never	
  have	
  been	
  built.	
  What	
  has	
  been	
  built	
  should	
  
be	
  deconstructed	
  to	
  allow	
  the	
  environment	
  to	
  heal.	
  SCE	
  should	
  be	
  responsible	
  for	
  the	
  
restoration	
  of	
  farmland,	
  trees	
  and	
  vegetation	
  it	
  destroyed	
  in	
  its	
  race	
  to	
  build	
  as	
  much	
  of	
  the	
  
Project	
  as	
  possible	
  “under	
  Exemption	
  G”	
  before	
  the	
  looming	
  Order	
  pulled	
  the	
  plug	
  on	
  it.	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
We	
  sincerely	
  appreciate	
  the	
  time	
  and	
  effort	
  you	
  all	
  will	
  be	
  investing	
  in	
  this	
  EIR.	
  
	
  
Sincerely,	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
/S/	
  (Alan	
  Ludington)_______________________	
   	
  
/S/	
  (Peggy	
  Ludington)_____________________	
  
ALAN	
  LUDINGTON	
   	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
PEGGY	
  LUDINGTON	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Peggylud
Moorpark-Newbury; mmanka@essassoc.com; mfegundes@essassoc.com
dl.pritz@verizon.net; dave@earsi.com; ladybuggk@aol.com
Moorpark-Newbury Project Application for PTC A.13-10-021
Monday, June 02, 2014 7:10:41 AM
SCE_ESA_supp_comment_6-1-14.docx
SCE_SCE_ESA_supp_comment_attach_6-1-14.docx

Dear Mssrs. Rosauer, Manka and Fegundes:
Approximately 5-1/2 weeks have elapsed since the close of the formal scoping comment period. Has
there been any word from the CPUC Legal Division regarding increasing the scope to include the entire
9-mile project ?
Also, please find the attached supplemental comments on the NOP for PTC A.13-10-021. Our recent
research efforts have identified ten additional more ecologically friendly alternatives. Thank you for your
consideration of these alternatives that have only recently come to light.
Please don't hesitate to call if you have any questions.
All the best,
Peggy Ludington
805-657-0430
10300 E. Presilla Rd.
Santa Rosa Valley, CA 93012

Allison Chan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Nina Brandt <gmechoc@aol.com>
Thursday, April 24, 2014 11:44 AM
Moorpark-Newbury
Please consider

April 24, 2014

Mr. Michael Rosauer, CPUC Environmental Project Manager,
Mr. Mike Manka, Project Director
Mr. Matthew Fagundes, Project Director
c/o Environmental Science Associates
Moorpark-Newbury Project
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
RE: Moorpark-Newbury Project
Scope of Environmental Impact Report
Dear Mssrs. Rosauer, Manka and Fagundes:
Although I am not a resident of Home Acres, my three beautiful grandchildren are. The thought of them
growing up next to these power lines is very disturbing to many, but with that said,
we are so incredibly grateful for your time and effort in meeting with the community to discuss the impending
Environmental Impact Report and hear the concerns of our community members. We appreciated very much
the opportunity for both.

Mr. Rosauer confirmed that the current EIR order is only to review remaining construction of this
Project, although it is already 60% installed by SCE’s estimates. Only SCE benefits from such a truncated
review. Since it has already completed a significant portion of the environmental disruption the spirit of CEQA
would again be subverted. CEQA specifically requires that past projects are to be included in an EIR. How is
the 60% not a past project?
The County and the community have consistently urge the CPUC to order an EIR on this previously
unexamined right of way. At every turn, the environmental issues that will now be explored were raised and
dismissed by the Energy Division. How is it possible the Energy Division granted Exemption G to the Project in
202, despite public outcry, while the Administrative Law Judge in A. 13-10-021 ordered complete
environmental examination? Something went horribly wrong.
Mr. Rosauer stated he would bring this issue to the Commission’s Legal Division to determine if the
scope can be increased to include 100% of the Project. CEQA is served only if the “whole project” is examined.
CEQA specifically prohibits the division of larger project into smaller projects that thereby would limit the
scope of analysis, precisely what SCE has attempted here. Clearly, CEQA does not allow the kind of
piecemealing that has occurred here.
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Presently, ESA has been retained to look at only 40% of the project and even less of its environmental
impact. It is clear an independent third party looking at this situation would agree that:
1. CEQA requires a full review of past and present projects.
2. The portion already installed by SCE is part of the same Project for which it seeks a permit to construct.
3. The total cumulative environmental impact from the Project includes the work completed to date as well
as work yet to be completed.
4. Any Alternative to the Project should require the removal of all installations to date.
5. To avoid a legal challenge in the future, the CEQA review of the Project should be based on the full
project rather than parsing out the installed portion.
There is no question SCE considers this a single project, as it describes in its Application for PTC: “SCE
originally commenced construction of the Project in October 2010 under the assumption that the Project was
exempt from CPUC permitting pursuant to GO 131-D Section III.B.1.g. (‘Exemption G’).” Why would the
Energy Division limit environmental review to the yet-to-be-built phases ? It defies logic and the facts.
We urge that the Project’s EIR “Project Description” be redrafted to include 100% the activities related
to the Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV subtransmission line, consistent with SCE’s description of the Project. To do
otherwise effectively would circumvent CEQA once again.

I. Scope of the Evaluation – CEQA Mandates Analysis of “Whole Project”
A. Entire Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Project Must Be Reviewed
The authority upon which SCE based its Fall 2010 notice of construction was the 3/20/10 Resolution E4243. The community immediately challenged the resolution by Petition for Rehearing filed 4/14/10. Rehearing
was granted and the resolution vacated 19 months later by CPUC order dated 11/10/11. However, SCE failed to
notify the Energy Division that the resolution was under review when it gave construction notice in Fall 2010.
The community believes Resolution E-4243 was secured under false pretenses. SCE manipulated facts
and data to gain CEQA exemption:
(1) It characterized the Project as a mere “maintenance operation within an existing ROW,” which led
the Energy Division to assume the ROW was so disturbed by public uses that review was unnecessary.
(2) It failed to disclose a number of known potentially significant environmental impacts.
(3) It has presented skewed need projections since 2005, none of which have been substantiated by
actual demand.
(4) While stakeholders were awaiting further settlement discussions, it restored the draft resolution to
the CPUC’s agenda, without notice to stakeholders. SCE’s misrepresentations and omission provided the
grounds upon which approval of Resolution-4243 was based.
Regardless, CEQA does not allow the division of a larger project into smaller projects that thereby
would limit the scope of analysis, which is precisely what SCE has manipulated the system into doing.
B. “Whole Project” Should Include SCE’s Master Plan
CEQA requires meaningful environmental review of the “whole project.”
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There is no question SCE knows how it intends to expand and energize its grid. Allowing it to reveal
only what it wishes prevents meaningful analysis of the cumulative environmental impact. This piecemeal tactic
is calculated to ensure as little regulation as possible.
The community submits that, at a minimum, SCE should disclose, and this EIR should include, any
projects affecting the Thousand Oaks, Moorpark and Newbury Park communities, the Moorpark Substation, or
the M-N-P and Moorpark-Ormond Beach ROWs, including the recently disclosed gas-generated power plant
proposed to be built behind the Moorpark Substation to replace Ormond and Mandalay plants. It should also
include the planned a third o 220 kV line on the west side of the Moorpark-Ormond Beach ROW disclosed by
SCE just days before the 9/18/09 public hearing – this should be evaluated as part of its plan for the ROW.
What if the Project is simply a justification for requested rate increases? What if Moorpark-Ormond
Beach 220 kV lines are no longer needed for Moorpark Substation, and are only part of larger plan to send
power outside Ventura County? These are hard fact one should know when examining what this Project takes
from the sensitive environment of Ventura County.
II. Alternatives – Less Costly, More Environmentally Friendly
A. Co-location with the existing 66 kV
Since the Project first came to public awareness following the 10/3/08 Advice Letter, the County and the
community have urged that the project be co-located with the line it is designed to enhance – the MoorparkNewbury-Pharmacy (M-N-P) 66 kV line, 1,800 feet to the west. This would relieve line stress with little or no
environmental damage. [See SCE’s General Rates Case 2015, page 61, which describes it as merely replacing
conductors with higher rated 954 AC conductors – no new poles, no additional lines.] It is less expensive than
the current Project. This is truly the environmentally superior option.

B. Undergrounding
Underground is one of the many options SCE has dismissed as too costly.
C. Locating On West Side Of The 220 kV Towers, Farther From Homes
This was another option SCE declined. Initially it dismissed it as to costly. Later, SCE disclosed it had
additional 220 kV towers planned for the west side.
D. Renewable Energy Alternatives
Since the Project’s conception, the State of California has witnessed an explosion of solar installations,
in private, commercial and industrial settings, with the attendant outcome of an increase in distributed solar.
SCE is required by the State to produce 33% “clean” energy by 2020 [Vivint Solar], which is why it has
allowed solar companies to use its grid. And now solar is set to soon become a direct competitor with
electricity. Solar storage batteries are coming into play. They program is being implemented and fine tuned in
Hawaii and is soon to hit the mainland. Once business and homeowners begin to use batteries as solar stories,
the grid will become less necessary, and according to some solar companies, obsolete.
The solar potential of Thousand Oaks is equal to if not greater than Fontana, where SCE’s ratepayers are
making massive rooftop SPVP investments. In addition to multiple large tracts well suited for ground solar
installations, there also are three large shopping malls in the Thousand Oaks/Newbury Substation service area.
A number of retail stores already have rooftop solar in place, proof that it is practical for expansion to the retail
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malls, all within close proximity to the existing facilities. Additionally, the multi-acre campus of Amgen –
SCE’s largest area consumer – has enormous roof space.
E. Energy Saving Programs Alternative
The EIR should examine the available energy saving programs like:
1. Demand response programs (examples - SmartConnect and TI&TA)
other energy efficiency programs that affect electrical use and
peak demand,
2. Programs for HVAC replacement and retrofits for older units, and
3. Installation of approved cycling devices for commercial and newer
homes (saves about 15% use).

and

Note: These programs easily could reduce peak energy demand by 40MW and negate the need for the
Oxnard Peaker Plant that is designed to produce 40MW for the Ventura region.
The advantages of these incremental approaches, compared to the Project’s infrastructure enhancement,
are:
1. As technology and efficiency improve, their costs will decrease.
2. They benefit consumers and the environment with lower overall
3. The environmental and human impact is nearly zero.
4. They are funded based on true demand growth, as needed.
They generate more local employment and sales tax revenue.

usage.
5.

F. The "No Project" Alternative – Environmental Superior Alternative
At the scoping meeting, you have been instructed to evaluate two “no project” alternatives. You
indicated this is quite “unusual.” We are not sure if the “unusual” part is that the CPUC might allow SCE to
leave poles and footings in place, or that the CPUC might order SCE to remove every piece of its construction.
In any case, the latter is the community’s top choice.
To secure approval, a project must meet some specific projection of need. Ever since the 10/2/08 Advice
Letter, the community has questioned SCE’s assessment of “need.” SCE’s skewed need projections since 2005
have not been substantiated by actual demand.

If the need projections were based on 2003-04 actual demand data and the Project was initially
conceived in 2004-05, why did SCE wait until late 2008 start this process?
1. Outdated “Need” Data
This Project arose from outdated “need” data spawned by the 2005 “heat storm peak loading”
projections that have time and again proven false. [See eg. SCE GRE 2012 – CPUC refused to included the
Presidential Substation, serving the same community, as the need was questionable. By inference, the need data
is equally weak here.]
The 2003-2004 need data dates back to a different era, before the housing market crash, the recession,
the “greening” of America’s energy, and the discovery of Enron’s fraudulent manipulation of the energy
market. SCE’s need projections are based on speculative growth, growth that has not materialized in the 9 years
since the Project’s conception. Rather, decreased need due to the recession, alternative energy sources and
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energy conservation programs is now documented. Yet, SCE continues to fabricate “need” in a region where
additional need is doubtful within the ten-year planning period.
Amgen is likely the greatest consumer in electrical need area. Over the years, the community has
watched it grow, and now, shrink. Amgen is cutting another 252 jobs this month, which brings the total to jobs
lost to 1,150 since 2007. That means that more than 15% of its workforce is gone. [See Pacific Coast Business
Times, on line, 3/6/14.] SCE designed this Project based on projections from 2003 or 2004 data. The shrinking
of Amgen's Newbury Park campus has to affect those projections.
2. Fuzzy Math
But the problem goes deeper. There is now ample evidence of SCE’s “fuzzy math.” On numerous
different occasions, it has given the community at least four different forecast dates by which the new 66 kV
lines must be energized to avoid overload (and most recently, a drop in voltage):
“2005”
“Late 2010
“Mid-June 2012”
“Mid-2016

(Source: PEA, Table 2.1-1 – the basis for the Project)
(Source: Advice Letter 10/8/10}
(Source: Lawsuit against farmers July 2011)
(Source: 10/28/14 Notice of Application for PTC)

Why do these dates keep changing? Seemingly, at a very minimum, SCE’s modeling programs do not
work. Its own PEA supporting the Application For PTC reveals the mathematic liberties it has taken.
PEA Table 2.1-1 (attached) documents SCE’s historical projection of need for 2005 – 2013. The
projected load exceeds line capacity (920 Amp) for the entire period, reaching 967Amp in 2009, then drops to a
low of 929 Amp after the anticipated completion of the project. Note: The projection for 2013 was 937 Amp.
Comparatively, PEA Table 2.1-2 documents SCE’s current projections for 2013 – 2022. For 2013, the
projected load is now 842 Amp – that’s 87 Amp less than SCE’s previous projections, and way below capacity.
As for the anticipated year in which load will exceed capacity, that is now projected to be 2021, when it will
reach 937 Amp (the previous projection for 2013). Can SCE’s modeling programs really be this inaccurate?
3. Bottom Line
In reality, actual peak demand has dropped from its high point in 2008 and has not gone up. SCE’s
forecast models seem to anticipate growth no matter what. It has not happened. As protestors forecasted, need
has actually declined – whether due to the economic downturn and recession, the tanking of the housing market,
the explosion of solar installations, or the effectiveness of energy saving programs already in place – need has
declined. Yet SCE’s consistently uses its data to tell a different and highly questionable story. Here, SCE does
not plan to resume construction of the Project until late 2016 – Where is the pressing need?
Add to this the likely closure of SCE’s power plants at Ormond Beach and Mandalay Bay under AB
248, the future efficacy of the entire 220 kV transmission corridor comes into question.
We strongly urge the “no project” alternative requiring SCE to dismantle construction to date be found
the Environmentally Superior Alternative, under CEQA Section 15126.6 (2), especially given the lack of
demonstrated need.
III. Environmental Issues
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This ROW in question has never undergone environmental review. The 1970 condemnation order that
created it predates CEQA. After the 220 kV towers were built in the early 1970’s, the ROW was allowed to
revert to its bucolic origins. The north-south run of the 9-mile Project cuts through orchards, farmland,
protected sensitive habitat, riparian resources, and known historical resources. It straddles the active Simi-Santa
Rosa Fault and is embedded in a region known for its high fire hazard. It traverses three jurisdictions and four
distinct regions. It twice rises and drops approximately 1,000 over the Santa Rosa Valley ridge and the Conejo
Valley ridge.
The ROW forms the eastern boundary of the 2-mile wide “greenbelt” that runs from north to south
through Santa Rosa Valley and separates it from the City of Camarillo. It is a continuous swath of open space
and agricultural land. [The existing M-N-P 66 kV ROW lies entirely within this greenbelt.] Before SCE’s
construction activities in 2011, the only “disturbance” within this 7+ mile stretch of the ROW were the 220 kV
tower footing built in the early 1970’s, visually softened by the plants and trees that had grown around and
between them in the decades that followed.
The residentially zoned communities of Santa Rosa Valley and Moorpark grew up to the east of the
ROW. The 220 kV towers were constructed in the approximate center of the 325’ wide ROW. Its previously
unused, undisturbed eastern flank was a strip of land more than 100 feet wide. The County could rely on this
generous 100+ foot “buffer zone” in allowing residential development of the land to the east. To our
knowledge, all of those homes to the east were between 1975 and 1989-90.
The Notice Of Preparation touched on nearly all of the environmental issues below. However, this
discussion will highlight the specific ways in which they apply.
A. Hazards – Public Safety
The California Environmental Health Investigations Branch of the California Department of Public
Health has taken the position no group of people should bear a disproportionate share of harmful
environmental consequences. In this case, residents along the ROW are already bearing the burden of the
Moorpark-Ormond Beach 220 kV lines and their deleterious effects –noise, EMF, heightened danger of
brushfires and downed lines in an earthquake, not to mention negative aesthetic impacts and loss of property
value. How much is enough for one community to bear?
1. Brushfire
The Setting: About one mile west of the Gabbert Road Substation in Moorpark, the Project hooks
sharply to the south. Its remaining 8 miles plow through farmland and protected open space. From the moment
it angles southward, the new line’s entire path falls within an area designated by Cal Fire as a “Very High Fire
Hazard Severity Zone.” Native brush still cloaks all of the two ridgelines that create Santa Rosa Valley. The
southern ridge is land protected by the Conejo Open Space Conservation Agency. The northern ridge is part of
the property on which our home is built.
The Issues: At least four of the state’s most catastrophic fires were ignited by downed power lines in the
relatively recent past. Five catastrophic fires were caused by downed lines in 2007 and 2008 .
The loss of life and property attributable to electrically ignited brushfires is staggering. Wind-driven
brushfires no longer adhere to a “red flag” season; the season is year-round. As noted above, the ROW traverses
an extremely fire-sensitive, rural residential region. The increased number of lines, the proximity of existing
conductors to proposed conductors, and the Project’s closer proximity to homes, per se heighten the statistical
probability of electrical ignition. SCE’s 66 kV Project moves this ignition source within 40 feet of residential
properties.
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2. Earthquake
Turning to the phenomenon of earthquakes, the underlying active Simi-Santa Rosa Fault is further
evidence of the ROW’s sensitive environment, one that has never undergone environmental study.
Environmental review should include site-specific geological surveys to identify geological hazards, identifying
areas of slope instability, landslides, expansive soils, or areas of tectonic activity, collection of samples for
carbon dating to determine if it is safe to undertake construction in this area.
The new 66 kV line compounds the risks of property damage and personal injury or death if a pole were
to topple into the 220 kV lines, or onto residential properties or the two highways it bisects. There is a very real
potential for significant impact to the public and area residents.
By way of illustration, during the 1994 Northridge earthquake (with its epicenter 9 miles to the
southeast), local residents watched the 220 kV lines arc and send cascades of sparks toward the ground.
Fortunately, this quake happened in the middle of a green January and no fire resulted. Given the change in our
climate, the community cannot rely on rain to insulate it from highly flammable brushfire conditions. In a larger
quake, or a quake on the Simi-Santa Rosa Fault, it also cannot rely on the lines staying affixed to their poles.
This could prove catastrophic.
3. Electromagnetic Field (EMF) Exposure
The CPUC has a long-standing policy of prudent avoidance of EMF exposure. Co-locating the new line
with the existing M-N-P facility 1,800 to the west of our communities would be a lower cost alternative to the
proposed project that brings lines within 40 feet of residential properties. This would be the “low cost” option.
The “no-cost and low-cost” standard the CPUC adopted was an action plan established in CPUC
Decision 93-11-013. The fact that the CPUC has not promulgated any further guidelines, but this does not
diminish the potentially significant impact of EMF, or the necessity for environmental review. The unhealthy
impact of EMF exposure is real and documented. This is a significant issue warranting study in this EIR. The
compound impact of even more lines, closer to homes, should be addressed. Again, how much is enough for
one community to bear?
B. Particularly Sensitive Habitat - USFWS Designation
The United States Fish and Wildlife Service has designated large areas of the Santa Rosa Valley
“Particularly Sensitive Habitat” with know protected species of animals and plants.
For example, sensitive plants—i.e., Lyon’s Pentacheata and Conejo Dudleya—are known to exist in the
Project area, as well as protected avian species—i.e., the Least Bells Vireo and California Gnatcatcher. [See
Ventura County General Services Agency, Mitigated Negative Declaration LU 04-0064 (Endangered species
observed in the project area p.13) http://www.earsi.com/public/MND_SR_Park.pdf ] The recent discovery of
the endangered red-legged frog in the Simi Valley hillsides raises the question of other protected species that
may be identified through a thorough and unbiased examination of the area.
SCE scoffed at this potential impact, saying its focus study failed to reveal any of the protected species
present. However, even if none were present at the time, the Project has the potential of significant impact on all
of them because of the resultant loss of habitat. Conducive habitat has independent value as its loss impacts the
recovery of the species.
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This project has resulted, and will result, in a disturbance and loss of habitat. Its construction efforts to
date have thereby endangered animal and plant species known to exist in the area. Already more than 14 acres
of land have been disturbed. Future efforts will only compound this disruption. It is essential the EIR address
the negative impact of: (1) habit loss, (2) physical “take” of species and (3) the impairment of species recovery.
C. Riparian Resources
This project spans four riparian streambed resources. No jurisdictional delineations have been included
in the Project description. Any impact to riparian resources is considered significant and requires discretionary
permits from the US Army Corps (404 Permit), CDFG (1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement) and RWQCB
(401 Water Quality Certification) and possibly a USFWS 10A Permit. Mitigation will be required for impacts to
jurisdictional waters.
D. Historical and Cultural Resources
The County and public have continuously voiced concern for the archeological resources in Santa Rosa
Valley. It was once home to the largest Chumash community in this region. SCE knew the Santa Rosa Valley
was an area rich in Chumash historical and cultural resources. [See letters attached to SCE’s
Response to the Data Request Set, 2/3/14.
E. Public Viewshed – Aesthetics
Santa Rosa Valley and the unincorporated hillsides of Moorpark provide a glimpse of what the open
space of Ventura County once looked like. Both areas provide scenic pastoral views for all who pass through or
have the privilege of living nearby. In the four decades since its construction, even the Moorpark-Ormond
Beach 220 kV ROW had reverted to this greenbelt of agriculture and open space.
There are no “public Improvements” in the north-south run of the ROW in question. There is no public
access to it. Private driveways and dirt farm roads provide the only access to these widely spaced tower bases,
which had remained in their current configuration—virtually untouched. There were no other SCE
“improvements” in the span between tower bases. Almost every set of towers in the north-south run had crops,
orchards and native brush growing around and between their footings. For the most part, the line was rarely
patrolled; maintenance visits were few.
As so aptly put by Santa Rosa Valley’s Municipal Advisory Committee Member, Mark Burley, at the
September 2009 CPUC Public Hearing, the exquisite beauty of this rural agricultural and protected open space
region is dying the “death of a thousand cuts” at the hands of SCE’s piecemealed projects. One need only look
at the overhead web of lines crisscrossing the Santa Rosa and Moorpark Roads intersection at the light north of
Santa Rosa Technology Magnet School. It is unconscionable.
The proximity of new poles to residences surely has and will negatively impact the property of
contiguous and adjacent homes.
F. Land Use and Planning
Since 2008, the Ventura County Board of Supervisors has expressed concern over the lack of
environmental review for this Project. It has actively tried working with SCE to address its land use concerns –
namely an alternative, any alternative that will move the lines farther from homes or underground. SCE has
stonewalled these efforts. Consequently, the Board issued a resolution opposing it and the now tabled
Presidential Substation and requesting alternatives consistent with County’s land use and planning goals.
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Damon Wing of Supervisor Linda Parks’ office presented the County’s position at the Scoping Meeting.
He reiterated the Board’s consistent concern that this Project has had no environmental review, and urged that
any impacts that have occurred subsequent to the 2008 Advice Letter be comprehensively reviewed. He again
urged that the line be moved farther from homes.

G. Agricultural and Forestry Resources
As SCE began work on the Project, it contacted farmers, demanding they remove decades-old orchard
trees. After convincing a judge it was urgent it begin construction by 8/8/11, it cut down several hundred trees
in August and mandated farmers never replant these areas. As a result, several acres have been rendered
permanently un-farmable.
Additionally, at the dead end of Presilla Road stood an enormous and very old eucalyptus tree, nearly
100 feet tall with a 12-½ foot trunk girth – a designated “Heritage Tree” per the Ventura County Tree Protection
Ordinance. This tree visually softened the “industrial” impact of the existing transmission facilities. In August
2011, SCE demolished it; it took days. Not much later, a crew arrived to cut down three additional very mature
eucalyptus trees in the same tree line but on the west side of the easement, where no construction was even
planned.
Off Gerry Road, another farmer was forced to give up an old California Peppertree growing within the
325’ wide easement, nowhere near the 220 kV towers or the proposed construction. There may have been any
number of other mature and/or protected trees demolished in SCE’s construction efforts—construction that was
undertaken under the authority of a Resolution granted under false pretenses and later overturned by the
11/10/11 Order Granting Rehearing.
These trees were part of the vegetative mitigation that had grown in and around the ROW in the past 40
years. Some of them predated it. The local community had long enjoyed the visual mitigation provided by all of
these trees.
H. Noise
Even at distances of 1,000 feet from the existing 220kV lines, in the evenings, one can hear the constant
crackle coming from them. It is loud, continuous, and alarming to say the least. An additional line even closer
to homes would only exacerbate the burdensome noise pollution that currently exists.
IV. Conclusion
These proposed power lines run straight through two rural communities. Most of us living here
purposefully moved away from the suburbs a means of providing a “safe haven” for us and our families. The
information above lends very little to feeling “safe” (whether for the humans, the wildlife, or the surrounding
natural habitat) and certainly depletes if not negates the idea of a “haven”. No community, whether rural or
otherwise, should be subjected to such a burden.
According to nearly a decade of commentary by Sperling’s "Best Places" to live, Moorpark, California
is a great place to raise a family. Tragically, for families and property values alike – but most importantly for
our children – this may all come to a crashing end, as Moorpark has recently been designated as a cancer
cluster. Many fingers are pointing to the electromagnetic fields as a cause for so many cases of childhood
leukemia and other cancers.
As you absorb the facts and the legalities of this situation, please also take us, the people, the families,
the land owners and dwellers, into serious consideration—we are the human environmental impact of this
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Project. We know making this evaluation and the ultimate decision will be but a flash in the pan for the ESA
and the CPUC. It is a lifelong decision for the residents of these communities.
We sincerely appreciate your thoughtful and thorough consideration.
DATED: 4/24/14
/s/ Nina Brandt
_______________________________________________________
Nina Brandt
381 Pepperwood Ct
Thousand Oaks, Ca 91360
805 492-3864
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Allison Chan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Nina Brandt <gmechoc@aol.com>
Thursday, April 24, 2014 11:47 AM
Moorpark-Newbury
Thank You

April 24, 2014

Mr. Michael Rosauer, CPUC Environmental Project Manager,
Mr. Mike Manka, Project Director
Mr. Matthew Fagundes, Project Director
c/o Environmental Science Associates
Moorpark-Newbury Project
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
RE: Moorpark-Newbury Project
Scope of Environmental Impact Report
Dear Mssrs. Rosauer, Manka and Fagundes:
Thank you for giving me the opportunity to speak at the meeting regarding the downsizing of Amgen.
We are so incredibly grateful for your time and effort in meeting with the community to discuss the
impending Environmental Impact Report and hear the concerns of our community members. We appreciated
very much the opportunity for both.
Mr. Rosauer confirmed that the current EIR order is only to review remaining construction of this
Project, although it is already 60% installed by SCE’s estimates. Only SCE benefits from such a truncated
review. Since it has already completed a significant portion of the environmental disruption the spirit of CEQA
would again be subverted. CEQA specifically requires that past projects are to be included in an EIR. How is
the 60% not a past project?
The County and the community have consistently urge the CPUC to order an EIR on this previously
unexamined right of way. At every turn, the environmental issues that will now be explored were raised and
dismissed by the Energy Division. How is it possible the Energy Division granted Exemption G to the Project in
202, despite public outcry, while the Administrative Law Judge in A. 13-10-021 ordered complete
environmental examination? Something went horribly wrong.
Mr. Rosauer stated he would bring this issue to the Commission’s Legal Division to determine if the
scope can be increased to include 100% of the Project. CEQA is served only if the “whole project” is examined.
CEQA specifically prohibits the division of larger project into smaller projects that thereby would limit the
scope of analysis, precisely what SCE has attempted here. Clearly, CEQA does not allow the kind of
piecemealing that has occurred here.
Presently, ESA has been retained to look at only 40% of the project and even less of its environmental
impact. It is clear an independent third party looking at this situation would agree that:
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1. CEQA requires a full review of past and present projects.
2. The portion already installed by SCE is part of the same Project for which it seeks a permit to construct.
3. The total cumulative environmental impact from the Project includes the work completed to date as well
as work yet to be completed.
4. Any Alternative to the Project should require the removal of all installations to date.
5. To avoid a legal challenge in the future, the CEQA review of the Project should be based on the full
project rather than parsing out the installed portion.
There is no question SCE considers this a single project, as it describes in its Application for PTC: “SCE
originally commenced construction of the Project in October 2010 under the assumption that the Project was
exempt from CPUC permitting pursuant to GO 131-D Section III.B.1.g. (‘Exemption G’).” Why would the
Energy Division limit environmental review to the yet-to-be-built phases ? It defies logic and the facts.
We urge that the Project’s EIR “Project Description” be redrafted to include 100% the activities related
to the Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV subtransmission line, consistent with SCE’s description of the Project. To do
otherwise effectively would circumvent CEQA once again.

I. Scope of the Evaluation – CEQA Mandates Analysis of “Whole Project”
A. Entire Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Project Must Be Reviewed
The authority upon which SCE based its Fall 2010 notice of construction was the 3/20/10 Resolution E4243. The community immediately challenged the resolution by Petition for Rehearing filed 4/14/10. Rehearing
was granted and the resolution vacated 19 months later by CPUC order dated 11/10/11. However, SCE failed to
notify the Energy Division that the resolution was under review when it gave construction notice in Fall 2010.
The community believes Resolution E-4243 was secured under false pretenses. SCE manipulated facts
and data to gain CEQA exemption:
(1) It characterized the Project as a mere “maintenance operation within an existing ROW,” which led
the Energy Division to assume the ROW was so disturbed by public uses that review was unnecessary.
(2) It failed to disclose a number of known potentially significant environmental impacts.
(3) It has presented skewed need projections since 2005, none of which have been substantiated by
actual demand.
(4) While stakeholders were awaiting further settlement discussions, it restored the draft resolution to
the CPUC’s agenda, without notice to stakeholders. SCE’s misrepresentations and omission provided the
grounds upon which approval of Resolution-4243 was based.
Regardless, CEQA does not allow the division of a larger project into smaller projects that thereby
would limit the scope of analysis, which is precisely what SCE has manipulated the system into doing.
B. “Whole Project” Should Include SCE’s Master Plan
CEQA requires meaningful environmental review of the “whole project.”
There is no question SCE knows how it intends to expand and energize its grid. Allowing it to reveal
only what it wishes prevents meaningful analysis of the cumulative environmental impact. This piecemeal tactic
is calculated to ensure as little regulation as possible.
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The community submits that, at a minimum, SCE should disclose, and this EIR should include, any
projects affecting the Thousand Oaks, Moorpark and Newbury Park communities, the Moorpark Substation, or
the M-N-P and Moorpark-Ormond Beach ROWs, including the recently disclosed gas-generated power plant
proposed to be built behind the Moorpark Substation to replace Ormond and Mandalay plants. It should also
include the planned a third o 220 kV line on the west side of the Moorpark-Ormond Beach ROW disclosed by
SCE just days before the 9/18/09 public hearing – this should be evaluated as part of its plan for the ROW.
What if the Project is simply a justification for requested rate increases? What if Moorpark-Ormond
Beach 220 kV lines are no longer needed for Moorpark Substation, and are only part of larger plan to send
power outside Ventura County? These are hard fact one should know when examining what this Project takes
from the sensitive environment of Ventura County.
II. Alternatives – Less Costly, More Environmentally Friendly
A. Co-location with the existing 66 kV
Since the Project first came to public awareness following the 10/3/08 Advice Letter, the County and the
community have urged that the project be co-located with the line it is designed to enhance – the MoorparkNewbury-Pharmacy (M-N-P) 66 kV line, 1,800 feet to the west. This would relieve line stress with little or no
environmental damage. [See SCE’s General Rates Case 2015, page 61, which describes it as merely replacing
conductors with higher rated 954 AC conductors – no new poles, no additional lines.] It is less expensive than
the current Project. This is truly the environmentally superior option.

B. Undergrounding
Underground is one of the many options SCE has dismissed as too costly.
C. Locating On West Side Of The 220 kV Towers, Farther From Homes
This was another option SCE declined. Initially it dismissed it as to costly. Later, SCE disclosed it had
additional 220 kV towers planned for the west side.
D. Renewable Energy Alternatives
Since the Project’s conception, the State of California has witnessed an explosion of solar installations,
in private, commercial and industrial settings, with the attendant outcome of an increase in distributed solar.
SCE is required by the State to produce 33% “clean” energy by 2020 [Vivint Solar], which is why it has
allowed solar companies to use its grid. And now solar is set to soon become a direct competitor with
electricity. Solar storage batteries are coming into play. They program is being implemented and fine tuned in
Hawaii and is soon to hit the mainland. Once business and homeowners begin to use batteries as solar stories,
the grid will become less necessary, and according to some solar companies, obsolete.
The solar potential of Thousand Oaks is equal to if not greater than Fontana, where SCE’s ratepayers are
making massive rooftop SPVP investments. In addition to multiple large tracts well suited for ground solar
installations, there also are three large shopping malls in the Thousand Oaks/Newbury Substation service area.
A number of retail stores already have rooftop solar in place, proof that it is practical for expansion to the retail
malls, all within close proximity to the existing facilities. Additionally, the multi-acre campus of Amgen –
SCE’s largest area consumer – has enormous roof space.

E. Energy Saving Programs Alternative
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The EIR should examine the available energy saving programs like:
1. Demand response programs (examples - SmartConnect and TI&TA)
other energy efficiency programs that affect electrical use and
peak demand,
2. Programs for HVAC replacement and retrofits for older units, and
3. Installation of approved cycling devices for commercial and newer
homes (saves about 15% use).

and

Note: These programs easily could reduce peak energy demand by 40MW and negate the need for the
Oxnard Peaker Plant that is designed to produce 40MW for the Ventura region.
The advantages of these incremental approaches, compared to the Project’s infrastructure enhancement,
are:
1. As technology and efficiency improve, their costs will decrease.
2. They benefit consumers and the environment with lower overall
3. The environmental and human impact is nearly zero.
4. They are funded based on true demand growth, as needed.
They generate more local employment and sales tax revenue.

usage.
5.

F. The "No Project" Alternative – Environmental Superior Alternative
At the scoping meeting, you have been instructed to evaluate two “no project” alternatives. You
indicated this is quite “unusual.” We are not sure if the “unusual” part is that the CPUC might allow SCE to
leave poles and footings in place, or that the CPUC might order SCE to remove every piece of its construction.
In any case, the latter is the community’s top choice.
To secure approval, a project must meet some specific projection of need. Ever since the 10/2/08 Advice
Letter, the community has questioned SCE’s assessment of “need.” SCE’s skewed need projections since 2005
have not been substantiated by actual demand.

If the need projections were based on 2003-04 actual demand data and the Project was initially
conceived in 2004-05, why did SCE wait until late 2008 start this process?
1. Outdated “Need” Data
This Project arose from outdated “need” data spawned by the 2005 “heat storm peak loading”
projections that have time and again proven false. [See eg. SCE GRE 2012 – CPUC refused to included the
Presidential Substation, serving the same community, as the need was questionable. By inference, the need data
is equally weak here.]
The 2003-2004 need data dates back to a different era, before the housing market crash, the recession,
the “greening” of America’s energy, and the discovery of Enron’s fraudulent manipulation of the energy
market. SCE’s need projections are based on speculative growth, growth that has not materialized in the 9 years
since the Project’s conception. Rather, decreased need due to the recession, alternative energy sources and
energy conservation programs is now documented. Yet, SCE continues to fabricate “need” in a region where
additional need is doubtful within the ten-year planning period.
Amgen is likely the greatest consumer in electrical need area. Over the years, the community has
watched it grow, and now, shrink. Amgen is cutting another 252 jobs this month, which brings the total to jobs
lost to 1,150 since 2007. That means that more than 15% of its workforce is gone. [See Pacific Coast Business
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Times, on line, 3/6/14.] SCE designed this Project based on projections from 2003 or 2004 data. The shrinking
of Amgen's Newbury Park campus has to affect those projections.
2. Fuzzy Math
But the problem goes deeper. There is now ample evidence of SCE’s “fuzzy math.” On numerous
different occasions, it has given the community at least four different forecast dates by which the new 66 kV
lines must be energized to avoid overload (and most recently, a drop in voltage):
“2005”
“Late 2010
“Mid-June 2012”
“Mid-2016

(Source: PEA, Table 2.1-1 – the basis for the Project)
(Source: Advice Letter 10/8/10}
(Source: Lawsuit against farmers July 2011)
(Source: 10/28/14 Notice of Application for PTC)

Why do these dates keep changing? Seemingly, at a very minimum, SCE’s modeling programs do not
work. Its own PEA supporting the Application For PTC reveals the mathematic liberties it has taken.
PEA Table 2.1-1 (attached) documents SCE’s historical projection of need for 2005 – 2013. The
projected load exceeds line capacity (920 Amp) for the entire period, reaching 967Amp in 2009, then drops to a
low of 929 Amp after the anticipated completion of the project. Note: The projection for 2013 was 937 Amp.
Comparatively, PEA Table 2.1-2 documents SCE’s current projections for 2013 – 2022. For 2013, the
projected load is now 842 Amp – that’s 87 Amp less than SCE’s previous projections, and way below capacity.
As for the anticipated year in which load will exceed capacity, that is now projected to be 2021, when it will
reach 937 Amp (the previous projection for 2013). Can SCE’s modeling programs really be this inaccurate?
3. Bottom Line
In reality, actual peak demand has dropped from its high point in 2008 and has not gone up. SCE’s
forecast models seem to anticipate growth no matter what. It has not happened. As protestors forecasted, need
has actually declined – whether due to the economic downturn and recession, the tanking of the housing market,
the explosion of solar installations, or the effectiveness of energy saving programs already in place – need has
declined. Yet SCE’s consistently uses its data to tell a different and highly questionable story. Here, SCE does
not plan to resume construction of the Project until late 2016 – Where is the pressing need?
Add to this the likely closure of SCE’s power plants at Ormond Beach and Mandalay Bay under AB
248, the future efficacy of the entire 220 kV transmission corridor comes into question.
We strongly urge the “no project” alternative requiring SCE to dismantle construction to date be found
the Environmentally Superior Alternative, under CEQA Section 15126.6 (2), especially given the lack of
demonstrated need.
III. Environmental Issues
This ROW in question has never undergone environmental review. The 1970 condemnation order that
created it predates CEQA. After the 220 kV towers were built in the early 1970’s, the ROW was allowed to
revert to its bucolic origins. The north-south run of the 9-mile Project cuts through orchards, farmland,
protected sensitive habitat, riparian resources, and known historical resources. It straddles the active Simi-Santa
Rosa Fault and is embedded in a region known for its high fire hazard. It traverses three jurisdictions and four
distinct regions. It twice rises and drops approximately 1,000 over the Santa Rosa Valley ridge and the Conejo
Valley ridge.
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The ROW forms the eastern boundary of the 2-mile wide “greenbelt” that runs from north to south
through Santa Rosa Valley and separates it from the City of Camarillo. It is a continuous swath of open space
and agricultural land. [The existing M-N-P 66 kV ROW lies entirely within this greenbelt.] Before SCE’s
construction activities in 2011, the only “disturbance” within this 7+ mile stretch of the ROW were the 220 kV
tower footing built in the early 1970’s, visually softened by the plants and trees that had grown around and
between them in the decades that followed.
The residentially zoned communities of Santa Rosa Valley and Moorpark grew up to the east of the
ROW. The 220 kV towers were constructed in the approximate center of the 325’ wide ROW. Its previously
unused, undisturbed eastern flank was a strip of land more than 100 feet wide. The County could rely on this
generous 100+ foot “buffer zone” in allowing residential development of the land to the east. To our
knowledge, all of those homes to the east were between 1975 and 1989-90.
The Notice Of Preparation touched on nearly all of the environmental issues below. However, this
discussion will highlight the specific ways in which they apply.
A. Hazards – Public Safety
The California Environmental Health Investigations Branch of the California Department of Public
Health has taken the position no group of people should bear a disproportionate share of harmful
environmental consequences. In this case, residents along the ROW are already bearing the burden of the
Moorpark-Ormond Beach 220 kV lines and their deleterious effects –noise, EMF, heightened danger of
brushfires and downed lines in an earthquake, not to mention negative aesthetic impacts and loss of property
value. How much is enough for one community to bear?
1. Brushfire
The Setting: About one mile west of the Gabbert Road Substation in Moorpark, the Project hooks
sharply to the south. Its remaining 8 miles plow through farmland and protected open space. From the moment
it angles southward, the new line’s entire path falls within an area designated by Cal Fire as a “Very High Fire
Hazard Severity Zone.” Native brush still cloaks all of the two ridgelines that create Santa Rosa Valley. The
southern ridge is land protected by the Conejo Open Space Conservation Agency. The northern ridge is part of
the property on which our home is built.
The Issues: At least four of the state’s most catastrophic fires were ignited by downed power lines in the
relatively recent past. Five catastrophic fires were caused by downed lines in 2007 and 2008 .
The loss of life and property attributable to electrically ignited brushfires is staggering. Wind-driven
brushfires no longer adhere to a “red flag” season; the season is year-round. As noted above, the ROW traverses
an extremely fire-sensitive, rural residential region. The increased number of lines, the proximity of existing
conductors to proposed conductors, and the Project’s closer proximity to homes, per se heighten the statistical
probability of electrical ignition. SCE’s 66 kV Project moves this ignition source within 40 feet of residential
properties.
2. Earthquake
Turning to the phenomenon of earthquakes, the underlying active Simi-Santa Rosa Fault is further
evidence of the ROW’s sensitive environment, one that has never undergone environmental study.
Environmental review should include site-specific geological surveys to identify geological hazards, identifying
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areas of slope instability, landslides, expansive soils, or areas of tectonic activity, collection of samples for
carbon dating to determine if it is safe to undertake construction in this area.
The new 66 kV line compounds the risks of property damage and personal injury or death if a pole were
to topple into the 220 kV lines, or onto residential properties or the two highways it bisects. There is a very real
potential for significant impact to the public and area residents.
By way of illustration, during the 1994 Northridge earthquake (with its epicenter 9 miles to the
southeast), local residents watched the 220 kV lines arc and send cascades of sparks toward the ground.
Fortunately, this quake happened in the middle of a green January and no fire resulted. Given the change in our
climate, the community cannot rely on rain to insulate it from highly flammable brushfire conditions. In a larger
quake, or a quake on the Simi-Santa Rosa Fault, it also cannot rely on the lines staying affixed to their poles.
This could prove catastrophic.
3. Electromagnetic Field (EMF) Exposure
The CPUC has a long-standing policy of prudent avoidance of EMF exposure. Co-locating the new line
with the existing M-N-P facility 1,800 to the west of our communities would be a lower cost alternative to the
proposed project that brings lines within 40 feet of residential properties. This would be the “low cost” option.
The “no-cost and low-cost” standard the CPUC adopted was an action plan established in CPUC
Decision 93-11-013. The fact that the CPUC has not promulgated any further guidelines, but this does not
diminish the potentially significant impact of EMF, or the necessity for environmental review. The unhealthy
impact of EMF exposure is real and documented. This is a significant issue warranting study in this EIR. The
compound impact of even more lines, closer to homes, should be addressed. Again, how much is enough for
one community to bear?
B. Particularly Sensitive Habitat - USFWS Designation
The United States Fish and Wildlife Service has designated large areas of the Santa Rosa Valley
“Particularly Sensitive Habitat” with know protected species of animals and plants.
For example, sensitive plants—i.e., Lyon’s Pentacheata and Conejo Dudleya—are known to exist in the
Project area, as well as protected avian species—i.e., the Least Bells Vireo and California Gnatcatcher. [See
Ventura County General Services Agency, Mitigated Negative Declaration LU 04-0064 (Endangered species
observed in the project area p.13) http://www.earsi.com/public/MND_SR_Park.pdf ] The recent discovery of
the endangered red-legged frog in the Simi Valley hillsides raises the question of other protected species that
may be identified through a thorough and unbiased examination of the area.
SCE scoffed at this potential impact, saying its focus study failed to reveal any of the protected species
present. However, even if none were present at the time, the Project has the potential of significant impact on all
of them because of the resultant loss of habitat. Conducive habitat has independent value as its loss impacts the
recovery of the species.
This project has resulted, and will result, in a disturbance and loss of habitat. Its construction efforts to
date have thereby endangered animal and plant species known to exist in the area. Already more than 14 acres
of land have been disturbed. Future efforts will only compound this disruption. It is essential the EIR address
the negative impact of: (1) habit loss, (2) physical “take” of species and (3) the impairment of species recovery.
C. Riparian Resources
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This project spans four riparian streambed resources. No jurisdictional delineations have been included
in the Project description. Any impact to riparian resources is considered significant and requires discretionary
permits from the US Army Corps (404 Permit), CDFG (1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement) and RWQCB
(401 Water Quality Certification) and possibly a USFWS 10A Permit. Mitigation will be required for impacts to
jurisdictional waters.
D. Historical and Cultural Resources
The County and public have continuously voiced concern for the archeological resources in Santa Rosa
Valley. It was once home to the largest Chumash community in this region. SCE knew the Santa Rosa Valley
was an area rich in Chumash historical and cultural resources. [See letters attached to SCE’s
Response to the Data Request Set, 2/3/14.
E. Public Viewshed – Aesthetics
Santa Rosa Valley and the unincorporated hillsides of Moorpark provide a glimpse of what the open
space of Ventura County once looked like. Both areas provide scenic pastoral views for all who pass through or
have the privilege of living nearby. In the four decades since its construction, even the Moorpark-Ormond
Beach 220 kV ROW had reverted to this greenbelt of agriculture and open space.
There are no “public Improvements” in the north-south run of the ROW in question. There is no public
access to it. Private driveways and dirt farm roads provide the only access to these widely spaced tower bases,
which had remained in their current configuration—virtually untouched. There were no other SCE
“improvements” in the span between tower bases. Almost every set of towers in the north-south run had crops,
orchards and native brush growing around and between their footings. For the most part, the line was rarely
patrolled; maintenance visits were few.
As so aptly put by Santa Rosa Valley’s Municipal Advisory Committee Member, Mark Burley, at the
September 2009 CPUC Public Hearing, the exquisite beauty of this rural agricultural and protected open space
region is dying the “death of a thousand cuts” at the hands of SCE’s piecemealed projects. One need only look
at the overhead web of lines crisscrossing the Santa Rosa and Moorpark Roads intersection at the light north of
Santa Rosa Technology Magnet School. It is unconscionable.
The proximity of new poles to residences surely has and will negatively impact the property of
contiguous and adjacent homes.
F. Land Use and Planning
Since 2008, the Ventura County Board of Supervisors has expressed concern over the lack of
environmental review for this Project. It has actively tried working with SCE to address its land use concerns –
namely an alternative, any alternative that will move the lines farther from homes or underground. SCE has
stonewalled these efforts. Consequently, the Board issued a resolution opposing it and the now tabled
Presidential Substation and requesting alternatives consistent with County’s land use and planning goals.
Damon Wing of Supervisor Linda Parks’ office presented the County’s position at the Scoping Meeting.
He reiterated the Board’s consistent concern that this Project has had no environmental review, and urged that
any impacts that have occurred subsequent to the 2008 Advice Letter be comprehensively reviewed. He again
urged that the line be moved farther from homes.

G. Agricultural and Forestry Resources
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As SCE began work on the Project, it contacted farmers, demanding they remove decades-old orchard
trees. After convincing a judge it was urgent it begin construction by 8/8/11, it cut down several hundred trees
in August and mandated farmers never replant these areas. As a result, several acres have been rendered
permanently un-farmable.
Additionally, at the dead end of Presilla Road stood an enormous and very old eucalyptus tree, nearly
100 feet tall with a 12-½ foot trunk girth – a designated “Heritage Tree” per the Ventura County Tree Protection
Ordinance. This tree visually softened the “industrial” impact of the existing transmission facilities. In August
2011, SCE demolished it; it took days. Not much later, a crew arrived to cut down three additional very mature
eucalyptus trees in the same tree line but on the west side of the easement, where no construction was even
planned.
Off Gerry Road, another farmer was forced to give up an old California Peppertree growing within the
325’ wide easement, nowhere near the 220 kV towers or the proposed construction. There may have been any
number of other mature and/or protected trees demolished in SCE’s construction efforts—construction that was
undertaken under the authority of a Resolution granted under false pretenses and later overturned by the
11/10/11 Order Granting Rehearing.
These trees were part of the vegetative mitigation that had grown in and around the ROW in the past 40
years. Some of them predated it. The local community had long enjoyed the visual mitigation provided by all of
these trees.
H. Noise
Even at distances of 1,000 feet from the existing 220kV lines, in the evenings, one can hear the constant
crackle coming from them. It is loud, continuous, and alarming to say the least. An additional line even closer
to homes would only exacerbate the burdensome noise pollution that currently exists.
IV. Conclusion
These proposed power lines run straight through two rural communities. Most of us living here
purposefully moved away from the suburbs a means of providing a “safe haven” for us and our families. The
information above lends very little to feeling “safe” (whether for the humans, the wildlife, or the surrounding
natural habitat) and certainly depletes if not negates the idea of a “haven”. No community, whether rural or
otherwise, should be subjected to such a burden.
According to nearly a decade of commentary by Sperling’s "Best Places" to live, Moorpark, California
is a great place to raise a family. Tragically, for families and property values alike – but most importantly for
our children – this may all come to a crashing end, as Moorpark has recently been designated as a cancer
cluster. Many fingers are pointing to the electromagnetic fields as a cause for so many cases of childhood
leukemia and other cancers.
As you absorb the facts and the legalities of this situation, please also take us, the people, the families,
the land owners and dwellers, into serious consideration—we are the human environmental impact of this
Project. We know making this evaluation and the ultimate decision will be but a flash in the pan for the ESA
and the CPUC. It is a lifelong decision for the residents of these communities.
We sincerely appreciate your thoughtful and thorough consideration.
DATED: 4/24/14
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/s/ William L. Brandt
_______________________________________________________
William L. Brandt
381 Pepperwood Ct
Thousand Oaks, CA 91360
805 492-3864
gmechoc@aol.com
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Allison Chan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

lesplus4@aol.com
Thursday, April 24, 2014 11:46 AM
Moorpark-Newbury
Something went horribly wrong!

April 24, 2014

Mr. Michael Rosauer, CPUC Environmental Project Manager,
Mr. Mike Manka, Project Director
Mr. Matthew Fagundes, Project Director
c/o Environmental Science Associates
Moorpark-Newbury Project
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
RE: Moorpark-Newbury Project
Scope of Environmental Impact Report
Dear Mssrs. Rosauer, Manka and Fagundes:
We are so incredibly grateful for your time and effort in meeting with the community to discuss the impending
Environmental Impact Report and hear the concerns of our community members. We appreciated very much the
opportunity for both.
Mr. Rosauer confirmed that the current EIR order is only to review remaining construction of this Project, although
it is already 60% installed by SCE’s estimates.Only SCE benefits from such a truncated review. Since it has already
completed a significant portion of the environmental disruption the spirit of CEQA would again be subverted. CEQA
specifically requires that past projects are to be included in an EIR. How is the 60% not a past project?
The County and the community have consistently urge the CPUC to order an EIR on this previously unexamined
right of way. At every turn, the environmental issues that will now be explored were raised and dismissed by the Energy
Division. How is it possible the Energy Division granted Exemption G to the Project in 202, despite public outcry, while the
Administrative Law Judge in A. 13-10-021 ordered complete environmental examination? Something went horribly wrong.
Mr. Rosauer stated he would bring this issue to the Commission’s Legal Division to determine if the scope can be
increased to include 100% of the Project. CEQA is served only if the “whole project” is examined. CEQA specifically
prohibits the division of larger project into smaller projects that thereby would limit the scope of analysis, precisely what SCE has
attempted here. Clearly, CEQA does not allow the kind of piecemealing that has occurred here.
Presently, ESA has been retained to look at only 40% of the project and even less of its environmental impact. It is
clear an independent third party looking at this situation would agree that:
1.
2.
3.

CEQA requires a full review of past and present projects.
The portion already installed by SCE is part of the same Project for which it seeks a permit to construct.
The total cumulative environmental impact from the Project includes the work completed to date as well as
work yet to be completed.
4. Any Alternative to the Project should require the removal of all installations to date.
5. To avoid a legal challenge in the future, the CEQA review of the Project should be based on the full
project rather than parsing out the installed portion.
There is no question SCE considers this a single project, as it describes in its Application for PTC: “SCE originally
commenced construction of the Project in October 2010 under the assumption that the Project was exempt from CPUC
permitting pursuant to GO 131-D Section III.B.1.g. (‘Exemption G’).” Why would the Energy Division limit environmental
review to the yet-to-be-built phases ? It defies logic and the facts.
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We urge that the Project’s EIR “Project Description” be redrafted to include 100% the activities related to the
Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV subtransmission line, consistent with SCE’s description of the Project. To do otherwise
effectively would circumvent CEQA once again.

I. Scope of the Evaluation – CEQA Mandates Analysis of “Whole Project”
A. Entire Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Project Must Be Reviewed
The authority upon which SCE based its Fall 2010 notice of construction was the 3/20/10 Resolution E-4243. The
community immediately challenged the resolution by Petition for Rehearing filed 4/14/10. Rehearing was granted and the
resolution vacated 19 months later by CPUC order dated 11/10/11. However, SCE failed to notify the Energy Division that
the resolution was under review when it gave construction notice in Fall 2010.
The community believes Resolution E-4243 was secured under false pretenses. SCE manipulated facts and data
to gain CEQA exemption:
(1) It characterized the Project as a mere “maintenance operation within an existing ROW,” which led the Energy
Division to assume the ROW was so disturbed by public uses that review was
unnecessary.
(2) It failed to disclose a number of known potentially significant environmental impacts.
(3) It has presented skewed need projections since 2005, none of which have been substantiated by actual
demand.
(4) While stakeholders were awaiting further settlement discussions, it restored the draft resolution to the CPUC’s
agenda, without notice to stakeholders. SCE’s misrepresentations and omission provided the grounds upon which
approval of Resolution-4243 was based.
Regardless, CEQA does not allow the division of a larger project into smaller projects that thereby would limit the
scope of analysis, which is precisely what SCE has manipulated the system into doing.
B. “Whole Project” Should Include SCE’s Master Plan
CEQA requires meaningful environmental review of the “whole project.”
There is no question SCE knows how it intends to expand and energize its grid. Allowing it to reveal only what it
wishes prevents meaningful analysis of the cumulative environmental impact. This piecemeal tactic is calculated to ensure
as little regulation as possible.
The community submits that, at a minimum, SCE should disclose, and this EIR should include, any projects
affecting the Thousand Oaks, Moorpark and Newbury Park communities, the Moorpark Substation, or the M-N-P and
Moorpark-Ormond Beach ROWs, including the recently disclosed gas-generated power plant proposed to be built behind
the Moorpark Substation to replace Ormond and Mandalay plants. It should also include the planned a third o 220 kV line
on the west side of the Moorpark-Ormond Beach ROW disclosed by SCE just days before the 9/18/09 public hearing –
this should be evaluated as part of its plan for the ROW.
What if the Project is simply a justification for requested rate increases? What if Moorpark-Ormond Beach 220 kV
lines are no longer needed for Moorpark Substation, and are only part of larger plan to send power outside Ventura
County? These are hard fact one should know when examining what this Project takes from the sensitive environment of
Ventura County.
II. Alternatives – Less Costly, More Environmentally Friendly
A. Co-location with the existing 66 kV
Since the Project first came to public awareness following the 10/3/08 Advice Letter, the County and the
community have urged that the project be co-located with the line it is designed to enhance – the Moorpark-NewburyPharmacy (M-N-P) 66 kV line, 1,800 feet to the west. This would relieve line stress with little or no environmental damage.
[See SCE’s General Rates Case 2015, page 61, which describes it as merely replacing conductors with higher rated 954
AC conductors – no new poles, no additional lines.] It is less expensive than the current Project. This is truly the
environmentally superior option.
B. Undergrounding
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Underground is one of the many options SCE has dismissed as too costly.
C. Locating On West Side Of The 220 kV Towers, Farther From Homes
This was another option SCE declined. Initially it dismissed it as to costly. Later, SCE disclosed it had additional
220 kV towers planned for the west side.
D. Renewable Energy Alternatives
Since the Project’s conception, the State of California has witnessed an explosion of solar installations, in private,
commercial and industrial settings, with the attendant outcome of an increase in distributed solar.
SCE is required by the State to produce 33% “clean” energy by 2020 [Vivint Solar], which is why it has allowed
solar companies to use its grid. And now solar is set to soon become a direct competitor with electricity. Solar storage
batteries are coming into play. They program is being implemented and fine tuned in Hawaii and is soon to hit the
mainland. Once business and homeowners begin to use batteries as solar stories, the grid will become less necessary,
and according to some solar companies, obsolete.
The solar potential of Thousand Oaks is equal to if not greater than Fontana, where SCE’s ratepayers are making
massive rooftop SPVP investments. In addition to multiple large tracts well suited for ground solar installations, there also
are three large shopping malls in the Thousand Oaks/Newbury Substation service area. A number of retail stores already
have rooftop solar in place, proof that it is practical for expansion to the retail malls, all within close proximity to the
existing facilities. Additionally, the multi-acre campus of Amgen – SCE’s largest area consumer – has enormous roof
space.
E. Energy Saving Programs Alternative
The EIR should examine the available energy saving programs like:
1. Demand response programs (examples - SmartConnect and TI&TA)
energy efficiency programs that affect electrical use and
peak demand,
2. Programs for HVAC replacement and retrofits for older units, and
3. Installation of approved cycling devices for commercial and newer
(saves about 15% use).

and other

homes

Note: These programs easily could reduce peak energy demand by 40MW and negate the
need for the Oxnard Peaker Plant that is designed to produce 40MW for the Ventura region.
The advantages of these incremental approaches, compared to the Project’s infrastructure enhancement, are:
1. As technology and efficiency improve, their costs will decrease.

overall

needed.

2. They benefit consumers and the environment with lower
usage.
3. The environmental and human impact is nearly zero.
4. They are funded based on true demand growth, as
5. They generate more local employment and sales tax revenue.

F. The "No Project" Alternative – Environmental Superior Alternative
At the scoping meeting, you have been instructed to evaluate two “no project” alternatives. You indicated this is
quite “unusual.” We are not sure if the “unusual” part is that the CPUC might allow SCE to leave poles and footings in
place, or that the CPUC might order SCE to remove every piece of its construction. In any case, the latter is the
community’s top choice.
To secure approval, a project must meet some specific projection of need. Ever since the 10/2/08 Advice Letter,
the community has questioned SCE’s assessment of “need.” SCE’s skewed need projections since 2005 have not been
substantiated by actual demand.
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If the need projections were based on 2003-04 actual demand data and the Project was initially conceived in
2004-05, why did SCE wait until late 2008 start this process?
1. Outdated “Need” Data
This Project arose from outdated “need” data spawned by the 2005 “heat storm peak loading” projections that
have time and again proven false. [See eg. SCE GRE 2012 – CPUC refused to included the Presidential Substation,
serving the same community, as the need was questionable. By inference, the need data is equally weak here.]
The 2003-2004 need data dates back to a different era, before the housing market crash, the recession, the
“greening” of America’s energy, and the discovery of Enron’s fraudulent manipulation of the energy market. SCE’s need
projections are based on speculative growth, growth that has not materialized in the 9 years since the Project’s
conception. Rather, decreased need due to the recession, alternative energy sources and energy conservation programs
is now documented. Yet, SCE continues to fabricate “need” in a region where additional need is doubtful within the tenyear planning period.
Amgen is likely the greatest consumer in electrical need area. Over the years, the community has watched it grow,
and now, shrink. Amgen is cutting another 252 jobs this month, which brings the total to jobs lost to 1,150 since 2007.
That means that more than 15% of its workforce is gone. [See Pacific Coast Business Times, on line, 3/6/14.] SCE
designed this Project based on projections from 2003 or 2004 data. The shrinking of Amgen's Newbury Park campus has
to affect those projections.
2. Fuzzy Math
But the problem goes deeper. There is now ample evidence of SCE’s “fuzzy math.” On numerous different
occasions, it has given the community at least fourdifferent forecast dates by which the new 66 kV lines must be
energized to avoid overload (and most recently, a drop in voltage):
“2005”
“Late 2010
“Mid-June 2012”
“Mid-2016

(Source: PEA, Table 2.1-1 – the basis for the Project)
(Source: Advice Letter 10/8/10}
(Source: Lawsuit against farmers July 2011)
(Source: 10/28/14 Notice of Application for PTC)

Why do these dates keep changing? Seemingly, at a very minimum, SCE’s modeling programs do not work. Its
own PEA supporting the Application For PTC reveals the mathematic liberties it has taken.
PEA Table 2.1-1 (attached) documents SCE’s historical projection of need for 2005 – 2013. The projected load
exceeds line capacity (920 Amp) for the entire period, reaching 967Amp in 2009, then drops to a low of 929 Amp after the
anticipated completion of the project. Note: The projection for 2013 was 937 Amp.
Comparatively, PEA Table 2.1-2 documents SCE’s current projections for 2013 – 2022. For 2013, the projected
load is now 842 Amp – that’s 87 Amp less than SCE’s previous projections, and way below capacity. As for the
anticipated year in which load will exceed capacity, that is now projected to be 2021, when it will reach 937 Amp (the
previous projection for 2013). Can SCE’s modeling programs really be this inaccurate?
3. Bottom Line
In reality, actual peak demand has dropped from its high point in 2008 and has not gone up. SCE’s forecast
models seem to anticipate growth no matter what. It has not happened. As protestors forecasted, need has actually
declined – whether due to the economic downturn and recession, the tanking of the housing market, the explosion of solar
installations, or the effectiveness of energy saving programs already in place – need has declined. Yet SCE’s consistently
uses its data to tell a different and highly questionable story. Here, SCE does not plan to resume construction of the
Project until late 2016 – Where is the pressing need?
Add to this the likely closure of SCE’s power plants at Ormond Beach and Mandalay Bay under AB 248, the future
efficacy of the entire 220 kV transmission corridor comes into question.
We strongly urge the “no project” alternative requiring SCE to dismantle construction to date be found the
Environmentally Superior Alternative, under CEQA Section 15126.6 (2), especially given the lack of demonstrated need.
III. Environmental Issues
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This ROW in question has never undergone environmental review. The 1970 condemnation order that created it
predates CEQA. After the 220 kV towers were built in the early 1970’s, the ROW was allowed to revert to its bucolic
origins. The north-south run of the 9-mile Project cuts through orchards, farmland, protected sensitive habitat, riparian
resources, and known historical resources. It straddles the active Simi-Santa Rosa Fault and is embedded in a region
known for its high fire hazard. It traverses three jurisdictions and four distinct regions. It twice rises and drops
approximately 1,000 over the Santa Rosa Valley ridge and the Conejo Valley ridge.
The ROW forms the eastern boundary of the 2-mile wide “greenbelt” that runs from north to south through Santa
Rosa Valley and separates it from the City of Camarillo. It is a continuous swath of open space and agricultural land. [The
existing M-N-P 66 kV ROW lies entirely within this greenbelt.] Before SCE’s construction activities in 2011, the only
“disturbance” within this 7+ mile stretch of the ROW were the 220 kV tower footing built in the early 1970’s, visually
softened by the plants and trees that had grown around and between them in the decades that followed.
The residentially zoned communities of Santa Rosa Valley and Moorpark grew up to the east of the ROW. The
220 kV towers were constructed in the approximate center of the 325’ wide ROW. Its previously unused, undisturbed
eastern flank was a strip of land more than 100 feet wide. The County could rely on this generous 100+ foot “buffer zone”
in allowing residential development of the land to the east. To our knowledge, all of those homes to the east were
between 1975 and 1989-90.
The Notice Of Preparation touched on nearly all of the environmental issues below. However, this discussion will
highlight the specific ways in which they apply.
A. Hazards – Public Safety
The California Environmental Health Investigations Branch of the California Department of Public Health has taken
the position no group of people should bear a disproportionate share of harmful environmental consequences. In this
case, residents along the ROW are already bearing the burden of the Moorpark-Ormond Beach 220 kV lines and their
deleterious effects –noise, EMF, heightened danger of brushfires and downed lines in an earthquake, not to mention
negative aesthetic impacts and loss of property value. How much is enough for one community to bear?
1. Brushfire
The Setting: About one mile west of the Gabbert Road Substation in Moorpark, the Project hooks sharply to the
south. Its remaining 8 miles plow through farmland and protected open space. From the moment it angles southward, the
new line’s entire path falls within an area designated by Cal Fire as a “Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone.” Native brush
still cloaks all of the two ridgelines that create Santa Rosa Valley. The southern ridge is land protected by the Conejo
Open Space Conservation Agency. The northern ridge is part of the property on which our home is built.
The Issues: At least four of the state’s most catastrophic fires were ignited by downed power lines in the relatively
recent past. Five catastrophic fires were caused by downed lines in 2007 and 2008 .
The loss of life and property attributable to electrically ignited brushfires is staggering. Wind-driven brushfires no
longer adhere to a “red flag” season; the season is year-round. As noted above, the ROW traverses an extremely firesensitive, rural residential region. The increased number of lines, the proximity of existing conductors to proposed
conductors, and the Project’s closer proximity to homes, per se heighten the statistical probability of electrical ignition.
SCE’s 66 kV Project moves this ignition source within 40 feet of residential properties.
2. Earthquake
Turning to the phenomenon of earthquakes, the underlying active Simi-Santa Rosa Fault is further evidence of the
ROW’s sensitive environment, one that has never undergone environmental study. Environmental review should include
site-specific geological surveys to identify geological hazards, identifying areas of slope instability, landslides, expansive
soils, or areas of tectonic activity, collection of samples for carbon dating to determine if it is safe to undertake
construction in this area.
The new 66 kV line compounds the risks of property damage and personal injury or death if a pole were to topple
into the 220 kV lines, or onto residential properties or the two highways it bisects. There is a very real potential for
significant impact to the public and area residents.
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By way of illustration, during the 1994 Northridge earthquake (with its epicenter 9 miles to the southeast), local
residents watched the 220 kV lines arc and send cascades of sparks toward the ground. Fortunately, this quake
happened in the middle of a green January and no fire resulted. Given the change in our climate, the community cannot
rely on rain to insulate it from highly flammable brushfire conditions. In a larger quake, or a quake on the Simi-Santa Rosa
Fault, it also cannot rely on the lines staying affixed to their poles. This could prove catastrophic.
3. Electromagnetic Field (EMF) Exposure
The CPUC has a long-standing policy of prudent avoidance of EMF exposure. Co-locating the new line with the
existing M-N-P facility 1,800 to the west of our communities would be a lower cost alternative to the proposed project that
brings lines within 40 feet of residential properties. This would be the “low cost” option.
The “no-cost and low-cost” standard the CPUC adopted was an action plan established in CPUC Decision 93-11013. The fact that the CPUC has not promulgated any further guidelines, but this does not diminish the potentially
significant impact of EMF, or the necessity for environmental review. The unhealthy impact of EMF exposure is real and
documented. This is a significant issue warranting study in this EIR. The compound impact of even more lines, closer to
homes, should be addressed. Again, how much is enough for one community to bear?
B. Particularly Sensitive Habitat - USFWS Designation
The United States Fish and Wildlife Service has designated large areas of the Santa Rosa Valley “Particularly
Sensitive Habitat” with know protected species of animals and plants.
For example, sensitive plants—i.e., Lyon’s Pentacheata and Conejo Dudleya—are known to exist in the Project
area, as well as protected avian species—i.e., the Least Bells Vireo and California Gnatcatcher. [See Ventura County
General Services Agency, Mitigated Negative Declaration LU 04-0064 (Endangered species observed in the project area
p.13) http://www.earsi.com/public/MND_SR_Park.pdf ] The recent discovery of the endangered red-legged frog in the
Simi Valley hillsides raises the question of other protected species that may be identified through a thorough and
unbiased examination of the area.
SCE scoffed at this potential impact, saying its focus study failed to reveal any of the protected species present.
However, even if none were present at the time, the Project has the potential of significant impact on all of them because
of the resultant loss of habitat. Conducive habitat has independent value as its loss impacts the recovery of the species.
This project has resulted, and will result, in a disturbance and loss of habitat. Its construction efforts to date have
thereby endangered animal and plant species known to exist in the area. Already more than 14 acres of land have been
disturbed. Future efforts will only compound this disruption. It is essential the EIR address the negative impact of: (1) habit
loss, (2) physical “take” of species and (3) the impairment of species recovery.
C. Riparian Resources
This project spans four riparian streambed resources. No jurisdictional delineations have been included in the
Project description. Any impact to riparian resources is considered significant and requires discretionary permits from the
US Army Corps (404 Permit), CDFG (1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement) and RWQCB (401 Water Quality
Certification) and possibly a USFWS 10A Permit. Mitigation will be required for impacts to jurisdictional waters.
D. Historical and Cultural Resources
The County and public have continuously voiced concern for the archeological resources in Santa Rosa Valley. It
was once home to the largest Chumash community in this region. SCE knew the Santa Rosa Valley was an area rich in
Chumash historical and cultural resources. [See letters attached to SCE’s
Response to the Data Request Set, 2/3/14.
E. Public Viewshed – Aesthetics
Santa Rosa Valley and the unincorporated hillsides of Moorpark provide a glimpse of what the open space of
Ventura County once looked like. Both areas provide scenic pastoral views for all who pass through or have the privilege
of living nearby. In the four decades since its construction, even the Moorpark-Ormond Beach 220 kV ROW had reverted
to this greenbelt of agriculture and open space.
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There are no “public Improvements” in the north-south run of the ROW in question. There is no public access to it.
Private driveways and dirt farm roads provide the only access to these widely spaced tower bases, which had remained in
their current configuration—virtually untouched. There were no other SCE “improvements” in the span between tower
bases. Almost every set of towers in the north-south run had crops, orchards and native brush growing around and
between their footings. For the most part, the line was rarely patrolled; maintenance visits were few.
As so aptly put by Santa Rosa Valley’s Municipal Advisory Committee Member, Mark Burley, at the September
2009 CPUC Public Hearing, the exquisite beauty of this rural agricultural and protected open space region is dying the
“death of a thousand cuts” at the hands of SCE’s piecemealed projects. One need only look at the overhead web of lines
crisscrossing the Santa Rosa and Moorpark Roads intersection at the light north of Santa Rosa Technology Magnet
School. It is unconscionable.
The proximity of new poles to residences surely has and will negatively impact the property of contiguous and
adjacent homes.
F. Land Use and Planning
Since 2008, the Ventura County Board of Supervisors has expressed concern over the lack of environmental
review for this Project. It has actively tried working with SCE to address its land use concerns – namely an alternative, any
alternative that will move the lines farther from homes or underground. SCE has stonewalled these efforts. Consequently,
the Board issued a resolution opposing it and the now tabled Presidential Substation and requesting alternatives
consistent with County’s land use and planning goals.
Damon Wing of Supervisor Linda Parks’ office presented the County’s position at the Scoping Meeting. He
reiterated the Board’s consistent concern that this Project has had no environmental review, and urged that any impacts
that have occurred subsequent to the 2008 Advice Letter be comprehensively reviewed. He again urged that the line be
moved farther from homes.
G. Agricultural and Forestry Resources
As SCE began work on the Project, it contacted farmers, demanding they remove decades-old orchard trees. After
convincing a judge it was urgent it begin construction by 8/8/11, it cut down several hundred trees in August and
mandated farmers never replant these areas. As a result, several acres have been rendered permanently un-farmable.
Additionally, at the dead end of Presilla Road stood an enormous and very old eucalyptus tree, nearly 100 feet tall
with a 12-½ foot trunk girth – a designated “Heritage Tree” per the Ventura County Tree Protection Ordinance. This tree
visually softened the “industrial” impact of the existing transmission facilities. In August 2011, SCE demolished it; it took
days. Not much later, a crew arrived to cut down three additional very mature eucalyptus trees in the same tree line but on
the west side of the easement, where no construction was even planned.
Off Gerry Road, another farmer was forced to give up an old California Peppertree growing within the 325’ wide
easement, nowhere near the 220 kV towers or the proposed construction. There may have been any number of other
mature and/or protected trees demolished in SCE’s construction efforts—construction that was undertaken under the
authority of a Resolution granted under false pretenses and later overturned by the 11/10/11 Order Granting Rehearing.
These trees were part of the vegetative mitigation that had grown in and around the ROW in the past 40 years.
Some of them predated it. The local community had long enjoyed the visual mitigation provided by all of these trees.
H. Noise
Even at distances of 1,000 feet from the existing 220kV lines, in the evenings, one can hear the constant crackle
coming from them. It is loud, continuous, and alarming to say the least. An additional line even closer to homes would
only exacerbate the burdensome noise pollution that currently exists.
IV. Conclusion
These proposed power lines run straight through two rural communities. Most of us living here purposefully
moved away from the suburbs a means of providing a “safe haven” for us and our families. The information above lends
very little to feeling “safe” (whether for the humans, the wildlife, or the surrounding natural habitat) and certainly depletes if
not negates the idea of a “haven”. No community, whether rural or otherwise, should be subjected to such a burden.
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According to nearly a decade of commentary by Sperling’s "Best Places" to live, Moorpark, California is a great
place to raise a family. Tragically, for families and property values alike – but most importantly for our children – this may
all come to a crashing end, as Moorpark has recently been designated as a cancer cluster. Many fingers are pointing to
the electromagnetic fields as a cause for so many cases of childhood leukemia and other cancers.
As you absorb the facts and the legalities of this situation, please also take us, the people, the families, the land
owners and dwellers, into serious consideration—we are the human environmental impact of this Project. We know
making this evaluation and the ultimate decision will be but a flash in the pan for the ESA and the CPUC. It is a lifelong
decision for the residents of these communities.
We sincerely appreciate your thoughtful and thorough consideration.
DATED: 4/24/14
/s/ Ledvia Hinojosa
_______________________________________________________
Ledvia Hinojosa
10762 Citrus Dr.
Moorpark CA 93021
805 660 1415
lesplus4@aol.com
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Allison Chan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Pederson, Phil <ppederson@conejousd.org>
Thursday, April 24, 2014 12:09 PM
Moorpark-Newbury
CPUC

April 24, 2014

Mr. Michael Rosauer, CPUC Environmental Project Manager,
Mr. Mike Manka, Project Director
Mr. Matthew Fagundes, Project Director
c/o Environmental Science Associates
Moorpark-Newbury Project
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
RE: Moorpark-Newbury Project
Scope of Environmental Impact Report
Dear Mssrs. Rosauer, Manka and Fagundes:
We are so incredibly grateful for your time and effort in meeting with the community to discuss the impending
Environmental Impact Report and hear the concerns of our community members. We appreciated very much the
opportunity for both.
Mr. Rosauer confirmed that the current EIR order is only to review remaining construction of this Project, although
it is already 60% installed by SCE’s estimates.Only SCE benefits from such a truncated review. Since it has already
completed a significant portion of the environmental disruption the spirit of CEQA would again be subverted. CEQA
specifically requires that past projects are to be included in an EIR. How is the 60% not a past project?
The County and the community have consistently urge the CPUC to order an EIR on this previously unexamined
right of way. At every turn, the environmental issues that will now be explored were raised and dismissed by the Energy
Division. How is it possible the Energy Division granted Exemption G to the Project in 202, despite public outcry, while the
Administrative Law Judge in A. 13-10-021 ordered complete environmental examination? Something went horribly wrong.
Mr. Rosauer stated he would bring this issue to the Commission’s Legal Division to determine if the scope can be
increased to include 100% of the Project. CEQA is served only if the “whole project” is examined. CEQA specifically
prohibits the division of larger project into smaller projects that thereby would limit the scope of analysis, precisely what SCE has
attempted here. Clearly, CEQA does not allow the kind of piecemealing that has occurred here.
Presently, ESA has been retained to look at only 40% of the project and even less of its environmental impact. It is
clear an independent third party looking at this situation would agree that:
1.
2.
3.

CEQA requires a full review of past and present projects.
The portion already installed by SCE is part of the same Project for which it seeks a permit to construct.
The total cumulative environmental impact from the Project includes the work completed to date as well as work yet to be
completed.
4. Any Alternative to the Project should require the removal of all installations to date.
5. To avoid a legal challenge in the future, the CEQA review of the Project should be based on the full project rather than
parsing out the installed portion.
There is no question SCE considers this a single project, as it describes in its Application for PTC: “SCE originally
commenced construction of the Project in October 2010 under the assumption that the Project was exempt from CPUC
permitting pursuant to GO 131-D Section III.B.1.g. (‘Exemption G’).” Why would the Energy Division limit environmental
review to the yet-to-be-built phases ? It defies logic and the facts.
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We urge that the Project’s EIR “Project Description” be redrafted to include 100% the activities related to the
Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV subtransmission line, consistent with SCE’s description of the Project. To do otherwise
effectively would circumvent CEQA once again.

I. Scope of the Evaluation – CEQA Mandates Analysis of “Whole Project”
A. Entire Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Project Must Be Reviewed
The authority upon which SCE based its Fall 2010 notice of construction was the 3/20/10 Resolution E-4243. The
community immediately challenged the resolution by Petition for Rehearing filed 4/14/10. Rehearing was granted and the
resolution vacated 19 months later by CPUC order dated 11/10/11. However, SCE failed to notify the Energy Division that
the resolution was under review when it gave construction notice in Fall 2010.
The community believes Resolution E-4243 was secured under false pretenses. SCE manipulated facts and data
to gain CEQA exemption:
(1) It characterized the Project as a mere “maintenance operation within an existing ROW,” which led the Energy
Division to assume the ROW was so disturbed by public uses that review was
unnecessary.
(2) It failed to disclose a number of known potentially significant environmental impacts.
(3) It has presented skewed need projections since 2005, none of which have been substantiated by actual
demand.
(4) While stakeholders were awaiting further settlement discussions, it restored the draft resolution to the CPUC’s
agenda, without notice to stakeholders. SCE’s misrepresentations and omission provided the grounds upon which
approval of Resolution-4243 was based.
Regardless, CEQA does not allow the division of a larger project into smaller projects that thereby would limit the
scope of analysis, which is precisely what SCE has manipulated the system into doing.
B. “Whole Project” Should Include SCE’s Master Plan
CEQA requires meaningful environmental review of the “whole project.”
There is no question SCE knows how it intends to expand and energize its grid. Allowing it to reveal only what it
wishes prevents meaningful analysis of the cumulative environmental impact. This piecemeal tactic is calculated to ensure
as little regulation as possible.
The community submits that, at a minimum, SCE should disclose, and this EIR should include, any projects
affecting the Thousand Oaks, Moorpark and Newbury Park communities, the Moorpark Substation, or the M-N-P and
Moorpark-Ormond Beach ROWs, including the recently disclosed gas-generated power plant proposed to be built behind
the Moorpark Substation to replace Ormond and Mandalay plants. It should also include the planned a third o 220 kV line
on the west side of the Moorpark-Ormond Beach ROW disclosed by SCE just days before the 9/18/09 public hearing –
this should be evaluated as part of its plan for the ROW.
What if the Project is simply a justification for requested rate increases? What if Moorpark-Ormond Beach 220 kV
lines are no longer needed for Moorpark Substation, and are only part of larger plan to send power outside Ventura
County? These are hard fact one should know when examining what this Project takes from the sensitive environment of
Ventura County.
II. Alternatives – Less Costly, More Environmentally Friendly
A. Co-location with the existing 66 kV
Since the Project first came to public awareness following the 10/3/08 Advice Letter, the County and the
community have urged that the project be co-located with the line it is designed to enhance – the Moorpark-NewburyPharmacy (M-N-P) 66 kV line, 1,800 feet to the west. This would relieve line stress with little or no environmental damage.
[See SCE’s General Rates Case 2015, page 61, which describes it as merely replacing conductors with higher rated 954
AC conductors – no new poles, no additional lines.] It is less expensive than the current Project. This is truly the
environmentally superior option.
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B. Undergrounding
Underground is one of the many options SCE has dismissed as too costly.
C. Locating On West Side Of The 220 kV Towers, Farther From Homes
This was another option SCE declined. Initially it dismissed it as to costly. Later, SCE disclosed it had additional
220 kV towers planned for the west side.
D. Renewable Energy Alternatives
Since the Project’s conception, the State of California has witnessed an explosion of solar installations, in private,
commercial and industrial settings, with the attendant outcome of an increase in distributed solar.
SCE is required by the State to produce 33% “clean” energy by 2020 [Vivint Solar], which is why it has allowed
solar companies to use its grid. And now solar is set to soon become a direct competitor with electricity. Solar storage
batteries are coming into play. They program is being implemented and fine tuned in Hawaii and is soon to hit the
mainland. Once business and homeowners begin to use batteries as solar stories, the grid will become less necessary,
and according to some solar companies, obsolete.
The solar potential of Thousand Oaks is equal to if not greater than Fontana, where SCE’s ratepayers are making
massive rooftop SPVP investments. In addition to multiple large tracts well suited for ground solar installations, there also
are three large shopping malls in the Thousand Oaks/Newbury Substation service area. A number of retail stores already
have rooftop solar in place, proof that it is practical for expansion to the retail malls, all within close proximity to the
existing facilities. Additionally, the multi-acre campus of Amgen – SCE’s largest area consumer – has enormous roof
space.
E. Energy Saving Programs Alternative
The EIR should examine the available energy saving programs like:
1. Demand response programs (examples - SmartConnect and TI&TA)
energy efficiency programs that affect electrical use and
peak demand,
2. Programs for HVAC replacement and retrofits for older units, and
3. Installation of approved cycling devices for commercial and newer
(saves about 15% use).

and other

homes

Note: These programs easily could reduce peak energy demand by 40MW and negate the
need for the Oxnard Peaker Plant that is designed to produce 40MW for the Ventura region.
The advantages of these incremental approaches, compared to the Project’s infrastructure enhancement, are:
1. As technology and efficiency improve, their costs will decrease.

overall

needed.

2. They benefit consumers and the environment with lower
usage.
3. The environmental and human impact is nearly zero.
4. They are funded based on true demand growth, as
5. They generate more local employment and sales tax revenue.

F. The "No Project" Alternative – Environmental Superior Alternative
At the scoping meeting, you have been instructed to evaluate two “no project” alternatives. You indicated this is
quite “unusual.” We are not sure if the “unusual” part is that the CPUC might allow SCE to leave poles and footings in
place, or that the CPUC might order SCE to remove every piece of its construction. In any case, the latter is the
community’s top choice.
To secure approval, a project must meet some specific projection of need. Ever since the 10/2/08 Advice Letter,
the community has questioned SCE’s assessment of “need.” SCE’s skewed need projections since 2005 have not been
substantiated by actual demand.
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If the need projections were based on 2003-04 actual demand data and the Project was initially conceived in
2004-05, why did SCE wait until late 2008 start this process?
1. Outdated “Need” Data
This Project arose from outdated “need” data spawned by the 2005 “heat storm peak loading” projections that
have time and again proven false. [See eg. SCE GRE 2012 – CPUC refused to included the Presidential Substation,
serving the same community, as the need was questionable. By inference, the need data is equally weak here.]
The 2003-2004 need data dates back to a different era, before the housing market crash, the recession, the
“greening” of America’s energy, and the discovery of Enron’s fraudulent manipulation of the energy market. SCE’s need
projections are based on speculative growth, growth that has not materialized in the 9 years since the Project’s
conception. Rather, decreased need due to the recession, alternative energy sources and energy conservation programs
is now documented. Yet, SCE continues to fabricate “need” in a region where additional need is doubtful within the tenyear planning period.
Amgen is likely the greatest consumer in electrical need area. Over the years, the community has watched it grow,
and now, shrink. Amgen is cutting another 252 jobs this month, which brings the total to jobs lost to 1,150 since 2007.
That means that more than 15% of its workforce is gone. [See Pacific Coast Business Times, on line, 3/6/14.] SCE
designed this Project based on projections from 2003 or 2004 data. The shrinking of Amgen's Newbury Park campus has
to affect those projections.
2. Fuzzy Math
But the problem goes deeper. There is now ample evidence of SCE’s “fuzzy math.” On numerous different
occasions, it has given the community at least fourdifferent forecast dates by which the new 66 kV lines must be
energized to avoid overload (and most recently, a drop in voltage):
“2005”
“Late 2010
“Mid-June 2012”
“Mid-2016

(Source: PEA, Table 2.1-1 – the basis for the Project)
(Source: Advice Letter 10/8/10}
(Source: Lawsuit against farmers July 2011)
(Source: 10/28/14 Notice of Application for PTC)

Why do these dates keep changing? Seemingly, at a very minimum, SCE’s modeling programs do not work. Its
own PEA supporting the Application For PTC reveals the mathematic liberties it has taken.
PEA Table 2.1-1 (attached) documents SCE’s historical projection of need for 2005 – 2013. The projected load
exceeds line capacity (920 Amp) for the entire period, reaching 967Amp in 2009, then drops to a low of 929 Amp after the
anticipated completion of the project. Note: The projection for 2013 was 937 Amp.
Comparatively, PEA Table 2.1-2 documents SCE’s current projections for 2013 – 2022. For 2013, the projected
load is now 842 Amp – that’s 87 Amp less than SCE’s previous projections, and way below capacity. As for the
anticipated year in which load will exceed capacity, that is now projected to be 2021, when it will reach 937 Amp (the
previous projection for 2013). Can SCE’s modeling programs really be this inaccurate?
3. Bottom Line
In reality, actual peak demand has dropped from its high point in 2008 and has not gone up. SCE’s forecast
models seem to anticipate growth no matter what. It has not happened. As protestors forecasted, need has actually
declined – whether due to the economic downturn and recession, the tanking of the housing market, the explosion of solar
installations, or the effectiveness of energy saving programs already in place – need has declined. Yet SCE’s consistently
uses its data to tell a different and highly questionable story. Here, SCE does not plan to resume construction of the
Project until late 2016 – Where is the pressing need?
Add to this the likely closure of SCE’s power plants at Ormond Beach and Mandalay Bay under AB 248, the future
efficacy of the entire 220 kV transmission corridor comes into question.
We strongly urge the “no project” alternative requiring SCE to dismantle construction to date be found the
Environmentally Superior Alternative, under CEQA Section 15126.6 (2), especially given the lack of demonstrated need.
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III. Environmental Issues
This ROW in question has never undergone environmental review. The 1970 condemnation order that created it
predates CEQA. After the 220 kV towers were built in the early 1970’s, the ROW was allowed to revert to its bucolic
origins. The north-south run of the 9-mile Project cuts through orchards, farmland, protected sensitive habitat, riparian
resources, and known historical resources. It straddles the active Simi-Santa Rosa Fault and is embedded in a region
known for its high fire hazard. It traverses three jurisdictions and four distinct regions. It twice rises and drops
approximately 1,000 over the Santa Rosa Valley ridge and the Conejo Valley ridge.
The ROW forms the eastern boundary of the 2-mile wide “greenbelt” that runs from north to south through Santa
Rosa Valley and separates it from the City of Camarillo. It is a continuous swath of open space and agricultural land. [The
existing M-N-P 66 kV ROW lies entirely within this greenbelt.] Before SCE’s construction activities in 2011, the only
“disturbance” within this 7+ mile stretch of the ROW were the 220 kV tower footing built in the early 1970’s, visually
softened by the plants and trees that had grown around and between them in the decades that followed.
The residentially zoned communities of Santa Rosa Valley and Moorpark grew up to the east of the ROW. The
220 kV towers were constructed in the approximate center of the 325’ wide ROW. Its previously unused, undisturbed
eastern flank was a strip of land more than 100 feet wide. The County could rely on this generous 100+ foot “buffer zone”
in allowing residential development of the land to the east. To our knowledge, all of those homes to the east were
between 1975 and 1989-90.
The Notice Of Preparation touched on nearly all of the environmental issues below. However, this discussion will
highlight the specific ways in which they apply.
A. Hazards – Public Safety
The California Environmental Health Investigations Branch of the California Department of Public Health has taken
the position no group of people should bear a disproportionate share of harmful environmental consequences. In this
case, residents along the ROW are already bearing the burden of the Moorpark-Ormond Beach 220 kV lines and their
deleterious effects –noise, EMF, heightened danger of brushfires and downed lines in an earthquake, not to mention
negative aesthetic impacts and loss of property value. How much is enough for one community to bear?
1. Brushfire
The Setting: About one mile west of the Gabbert Road Substation in Moorpark, the Project hooks sharply to the
south. Its remaining 8 miles plow through farmland and protected open space. From the moment it angles southward, the
new line’s entire path falls within an area designated by Cal Fire as a “Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone.” Native brush
still cloaks all of the two ridgelines that create Santa Rosa Valley. The southern ridge is land protected by the Conejo
Open Space Conservation Agency. The northern ridge is part of the property on which our home is built.
The Issues: At least four of the state’s most catastrophic fires were ignited by downed power lines in the relatively
recent past. Five catastrophic fires were caused by downed lines in 2007 and 2008 .
The loss of life and property attributable to electrically ignited brushfires is staggering. Wind-driven brushfires no
longer adhere to a “red flag” season; the season is year-round. As noted above, the ROW traverses an extremely firesensitive, rural residential region. The increased number of lines, the proximity of existing conductors to proposed
conductors, and the Project’s closer proximity to homes, per se heighten the statistical probability of electrical ignition.
SCE’s 66 kV Project moves this ignition source within 40 feet of residential properties.
2. Earthquake
Turning to the phenomenon of earthquakes, the underlying active Simi-Santa Rosa Fault is further evidence of the
ROW’s sensitive environment, one that has never undergone environmental study. Environmental review should include
site-specific geological surveys to identify geological hazards, identifying areas of slope instability, landslides, expansive
soils, or areas of tectonic activity, collection of samples for carbon dating to determine if it is safe to undertake
construction in this area.
The new 66 kV line compounds the risks of property damage and personal injury or death if a pole were to topple
into the 220 kV lines, or onto residential properties or the two highways it bisects. There is a very real potential for
significant impact to the public and area residents.
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By way of illustration, during the 1994 Northridge earthquake (with its epicenter 9 miles to the southeast), local
residents watched the 220 kV lines arc and send cascades of sparks toward the ground. Fortunately, this quake
happened in the middle of a green January and no fire resulted. Given the change in our climate, the community cannot
rely on rain to insulate it from highly flammable brushfire conditions. In a larger quake, or a quake on the Simi-Santa Rosa
Fault, it also cannot rely on the lines staying affixed to their poles. This could prove catastrophic.
3. Electromagnetic Field (EMF) Exposure
The CPUC has a long-standing policy of prudent avoidance of EMF exposure. Co-locating the new line with the
existing M-N-P facility 1,800 to the west of our communities would be a lower cost alternative to the proposed project that
brings lines within 40 feet of residential properties. This would be the “low cost” option.
The “no-cost and low-cost” standard the CPUC adopted was an action plan established in CPUC Decision 93-11013. The fact that the CPUC has not promulgated any further guidelines, but this does not diminish the potentially
significant impact of EMF, or the necessity for environmental review. The unhealthy impact of EMF exposure is real and
documented. This is a significant issue warranting study in this EIR. The compound impact of even more lines, closer to
homes, should be addressed. Again, how much is enough for one community to bear?
B. Particularly Sensitive Habitat - USFWS Designation
The United States Fish and Wildlife Service has designated large areas of the Santa Rosa Valley “Particularly
Sensitive Habitat” with know protected species of animals and plants.
For example, sensitive plants—i.e., Lyon’s Pentacheata and Conejo Dudleya—are known to exist in the Project
area, as well as protected avian species—i.e., the Least Bells Vireo and California Gnatcatcher. [See Ventura County
General Services Agency, Mitigated Negative Declaration LU 04-0064 (Endangered species observed in the project area
p.13) http://www.earsi.com/public/MND_SR_Park.pdf ] The recent discovery of the endangered red-legged frog in the
Simi Valley hillsides raises the question of other protected species that may be identified through a thorough and
unbiased examination of the area.
SCE scoffed at this potential impact, saying its focus study failed to reveal any of the protected species present.
However, even if none were present at the time, the Project has the potential of significant impact on all of them because
of the resultant loss of habitat. Conducive habitat has independent value as its loss impacts the recovery of the species.
This project has resulted, and will result, in a disturbance and loss of habitat. Its construction efforts to date have
thereby endangered animal and plant species known to exist in the area. Already more than 14 acres of land have been
disturbed. Future efforts will only compound this disruption. It is essential the EIR address the negative impact of: (1) habit
loss, (2) physical “take” of species and (3) the impairment of species recovery.
C. Riparian Resources
This project spans four riparian streambed resources. No jurisdictional delineations have been included in the
Project description. Any impact to riparian resources is considered significant and requires discretionary permits from the
US Army Corps (404 Permit), CDFG (1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement) and RWQCB (401 Water Quality
Certification) and possibly a USFWS 10A Permit. Mitigation will be required for impacts to jurisdictional waters.
D. Historical and Cultural Resources
The County and public have continuously voiced concern for the archeological resources in Santa Rosa Valley. It
was once home to the largest Chumash community in this region. SCE knew the Santa Rosa Valley was an area rich in
Chumash historical and cultural resources. [See letters attached to SCE’s
Response to the Data Request Set, 2/3/14.
E. Public Viewshed – Aesthetics
Santa Rosa Valley and the unincorporated hillsides of Moorpark provide a glimpse of what the open space of
Ventura County once looked like. Both areas provide scenic pastoral views for all who pass through or have the privilege
of living nearby. In the four decades since its construction, even the Moorpark-Ormond Beach 220 kV ROW had reverted
to this greenbelt of agriculture and open space.
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There are no “public Improvements” in the north-south run of the ROW in question. There is no public access to it.
Private driveways and dirt farm roads provide the only access to these widely spaced tower bases, which had remained in
their current configuration—virtually untouched. There were no other SCE “improvements” in the span between tower
bases. Almost every set of towers in the north-south run had crops, orchards and native brush growing around and
between their footings. For the most part, the line was rarely patrolled; maintenance visits were few.
As so aptly put by Santa Rosa Valley’s Municipal Advisory Committee Member, Mark Burley, at the September
2009 CPUC Public Hearing, the exquisite beauty of this rural agricultural and protected open space region is dying the
“death of a thousand cuts” at the hands of SCE’s piecemealed projects. One need only look at the overhead web of lines
crisscrossing the Santa Rosa and Moorpark Roads intersection at the light north of Santa Rosa Technology Magnet
School. It is unconscionable.
The proximity of new poles to residences surely has and will negatively impact the property of contiguous and
adjacent homes.
F. Land Use and Planning
Since 2008, the Ventura County Board of Supervisors has expressed concern over the lack of environmental
review for this Project. It has actively tried working with SCE to address its land use concerns – namely an alternative, any
alternative that will move the lines farther from homes or underground. SCE has stonewalled these efforts. Consequently,
the Board issued a resolution opposing it and the now tabled Presidential Substation and requesting alternatives
consistent with County’s land use and planning goals.
Damon Wing of Supervisor Linda Parks’ office presented the County’s position at the Scoping Meeting. He
reiterated the Board’s consistent concern that this Project has had no environmental review, and urged that any impacts
that have occurred subsequent to the 2008 Advice Letter be comprehensively reviewed. He again urged that the line be
moved farther from homes.
G. Agricultural and Forestry Resources
As SCE began work on the Project, it contacted farmers, demanding they remove decades-old orchard trees. After
convincing a judge it was urgent it begin construction by 8/8/11, it cut down several hundred trees in August and
mandated farmers never replant these areas. As a result, several acres have been rendered permanently un-farmable.
Additionally, at the dead end of Presilla Road stood an enormous and very old eucalyptus tree, nearly 100 feet tall
with a 12-½ foot trunk girth – a designated “Heritage Tree” per the Ventura County Tree Protection Ordinance. This tree
visually softened the “industrial” impact of the existing transmission facilities. In August 2011, SCE demolished it; it took
days. Not much later, a crew arrived to cut down three additional very mature eucalyptus trees in the same tree line but on
the west side of the easement, where no construction was even planned.
Off Gerry Road, another farmer was forced to give up an old California Peppertree growing within the 325’ wide
easement, nowhere near the 220 kV towers or the proposed construction. There may have been any number of other
mature and/or protected trees demolished in SCE’s construction efforts—construction that was undertaken under the
authority of a Resolution granted under false pretenses and later overturned by the 11/10/11 Order Granting Rehearing.
These trees were part of the vegetative mitigation that had grown in and around the ROW in the past 40 years.
Some of them predated it. The local community had long enjoyed the visual mitigation provided by all of these trees.
H. Noise
Even at distances of 1,000 feet from the existing 220kV lines, in the evenings, one can hear the constant crackle
coming from them. It is loud, continuous, and alarming to say the least. An additional line even closer to homes would
only exacerbate the burdensome noise pollution that currently exists.
IV. Conclusion
These proposed power lines run straight through two rural communities. Most of us living here purposefully
moved away from the suburbs a means of providing a “safe haven” for us and our families. The information above lends
very little to feeling “safe” (whether for the humans, the wildlife, or the surrounding natural habitat) and certainly depletes if
not negates the idea of a “haven”. No community, whether rural or otherwise, should be subjected to such a burden.
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According to nearly a decade of commentary by Sperling’s "Best Places" to live, Moorpark, California is a great
place to raise a family. Tragically, for families and property values alike – but most importantly for our children – this may
all come to a crashing end, as Moorpark has recently been designated as a cancer cluster. Many fingers are pointing to
the electromagnetic fields as a cause for so many cases of childhood leukemia and other cancers.
As you absorb the facts and the legalities of this situation, please also take us, the people, the families, the land
owners and dwellers, into serious consideration—we are the human environmental impact of this Project. We know
making this evaluation and the ultimate decision will be but a flash in the pan for the ESA and the CPUC. It is a lifelong
decision for the residents of these communities.
We sincerely appreciate your thoughtful and thorough consideration.
DATED: 4/24/14
Phil Pederson
_______________________________________________________
Phil Pederson
10767 Citrus Dr.
Moorpark CA 93021
805 552-9466

______________________________________________________________________
This email has been scanned by the Symantec Email Security.cloud service.
For more information please visit http://www.symanteccloud.com
______________________________________________________________________
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Allison Chan
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Greg Warwar <warwar@vitesse.com>
Thursday, April 24, 2014 12:16 PM
Moorpark-Newbury
Greg Warwar
Moorpark-Newbury NOP Comments
WarwarComments.pdf

Greg Warwar
4188 Ventavo Rd
Moorpark, CA 93021
(805) 914-2199
warwar@vitesse.com
April 24, 2014
Mr. Michael Rosauer
Moorpark-Newbury Project
c/o Environmental Science Associates
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
Moorpark-Newbury@esassoc.com

Dear Mr. Rosauer
I and my family are currently residents of Moorpark, CA. We have been aware of the ongoing Moorpark-Newbury 66kV
Subtransmission Line Project, but did not realize that the project was still on hold. We only became aware of this last
week when one of our neighbors informed us of the current status.
Our particular concern is that there is discussion of trying to find route alternatives. There is a 25-ft utility easement to the
west of the project that runs from highway 118 through our property, and in fact right past our house. Our house was built
with the proper setbacks to this easement, but nevertheless, it sits about 30 ft outside of the easement. We are thus
obviously concerned if this easement were looked to as a possible alternate route. The width of the easement (25ft), the
proximity to our home (~ 30ft), and the details of the easement itself (allows only for wooden poles), seem to make it an
unsuitable route for consideration.
As I mentioned, we only found out about the ongoing project halt, along with the NOP and scoping period. I am thus
thankful to have the opportunity to be able to submit comments to you before the close of the scoping period. Thank you
for taking our comments into consideration.

Sincerely,

Greg Warwar
(P.S. I attached a PDF copy of this letter for reference. Thank you!)
------------------------------------------------------Greg Warwar
Principal Engineer
Vitesse Semiconductor Corporation
4721 Calle Carga
Camarillo, CA 93012
1

warwar@vitesse.com
(805) 914-2199
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Greg Warwar
4188 Ventavo Rd
Moorpark, CA 93021
(805) 914-2199
warwar@vitesse.com
April 24, 2014
Mr. Michael Rosauer
Moorpark-Newbury Project
c/o Environmental Science Associates
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
Moorpark-Newbury@esassoc.com
Dear Mr. Rosauer
I and my family are currently residents of Moorpark, CA. We have been aware of the ongoing
Moorpark-Newbury 66kV Subtransmission Line Project, but did not realize that the project was still on
hold. We only became aware of this last week when one of our neighbors informed us of the current
status.
Our particular concern is that there is discussion of trying to find route alternatives. There is a 25-ft
utility easement to the west of the project that runs from highway 118 through our property, and in fact
right past our house. Our house was built with the proper setbacks to this easement, but nevertheless, it
sits about 30 ft outside of the easement. We are thus obviously concerned if this easement were looked
to as a possible alternate route. The width of the easement (25ft), the proximity to our home (~ 30ft),
and the details of the easement itself (allows only for wooden poles), seem to make it an unsuitable
route for consideration.
As I mentioned, we only found out about the ongoing project halt, along with the NOP and scoping
period. I am thus thankful to have the opportunity to be able to submit comments to you before the
close of the scoping period. Thank you for taking our comments into consideration.
Sincerely,
Greg Warwar

Allison Chan
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Danalynn Pritz <dl.pritz@verizon.net>
Thursday, April 24, 2014 1:17 PM
Moorpark-Newbury
peggylud@aol.com; dave@earsi.com
Comments Re Scoping Meeting on 4.10.14
L- Rosauer.04.24.14.pdf; Figures 3.4-1a & b.pdf; Application for Rehearing- Final.pdf;
Order Granting Rehearing and Vacating Resolution.pdf

Dear Mr. Rosauer:
Attached please find my letter to you dated 4.24.14, with my comments following the scoping
meeting on 4.10.14. I have also attached 3 documents which are referred to and incorporated into
my letter to you. I will be sending you three more 3 document which are referred to and
incorporated into my letter to you in a separate email, because it's too much information to receive
at once.
If you have any trouble receiving this information, or have any question, please let me know.
Thank you.
Danalynn Pritz, Esq.
Ph: (805) 496-8336
Fx: (805) 496-8226
The information contained in this e-mail (and any attachments) is covered by the Electronics Privacy Act, 18 U.S.C. §§ 2510-2521. This e-mail constitutes a
privileged and confidential communication pursuant to California Evidence Code section 952. This e-mail, and any attachments, is intended only for the
confidential use of the addressee(s) and is legally privileged against disclosure. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any review,
disclosure, copying, distribution, or the taking of any action in reliance on the contents of this e-mail message is strictly prohibited by law. If you have received this
e-mail message in error, please notify the sender immediately by reply e-mail, or by telephone, and then delete this message and any attachments from your
computer. Thank you.
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Law Offices Of

PRITZ & ASSOCIATES
3625 East Thousand Oaks Boulevard, Suite 176
Westlake Village, California 91362

DANALYNN PRITZ
Telephone:

KURT J. PRITZ
GERALD L. MARCUS, Of Counsel

Facsimile:

April 24, 2014

(805) 496-8336
(805) 496-8226

By Email Only:
Moorpark-Newbury@esassoc.com
Mr. Michael Rosauer
CPUC Environmental Project Manager
c/o Environmental Science Associates
550 Kearney Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, California 94108
Re:

Moorpark-Newbury 66kV Subtransmission Line
Project (A.13-10-021)

Dear Mr. Rosauer:
On April 10, 2014, you, along with representatives from the
Environmental Science Associates, held a scoping meeting at the Santa Rosa
Technology Magnet School in regard to the above-referenced project. Members
of the community spoke about numerous environmental concerns that we hope
will be fairly and adequately addressed in the Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) that will be prepared for this project by late summer. My purpose in
writing this letter is to reiterate our long-standing environmental concerns and
to emphasize that the scope of the impending EIR must include the entire
project.
At the scoping meeting you seemed surprised to learn that Edison's
description of this project is, in reality, only about forty percent of the original,
total project described in Edison's Advice Letter (AL) Number 2272-E, dated
October 2, 2008 (hereinafter the "initial project"). While everyone acknowledged
that the procedural posture of this case is somewhat unprecedented, no one
seemed to understand exactly how we got to this point.1

1

Frankly, I was surprised you were not familiar with the history of this project,
because I emailed you copies of our reply to Edison's response letter dated 10/31/08 and
our appeal of executive director action re: Res. E-4225, dated March 25, 2009.
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Mr. Michael Rosauer
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Page 2
I would like to briefly recap the history of these proceedings because, as
you will see, there is no way to separate this project (A.13-10-021) from the
whole project that was originally the subject of AL No. 2272-E.2
I am attaching a picture of the project, which Edison now calls its "past
activities," figure 3.4-1a. For comparison purposes, I am also attaching what
Edison has termed its "future activities" (this project), figure 3.4-1b. You can
clearly see from these exhibits that this is one continuous project that was
stopped at a random point, but only because the CPUC inexplicably took 19
months to grant our petition for rehearing (discussed post). For environmental
purposes, however, there is no difference between pole 23 and pole 24, for
example, the environmental concerns are identical.

Indeed, not to get ahead of myself, but in the order granting rehearing,
which marked the end of the initial project, the CPUC specifically ordered that:
5. Any construction activity that may now be occurring
should cease. Any application for a permit to construct
that is filed shall disclose the extent of any construction
that has occurred and contain an evaluation on the
effect of that construction on the permitting
process.
(CPUC Order granting rehearing, filed 11/10/11, at p. 21, emphasis added.)
As I understand the CPUC's order, any application for a permit to
construct involving the project originally defined in AL No. 2272-E, of which
A.13-10-021 is an integral part, "shall" contain an evaluation on the effect of
that construction on the permitting process. Since the permitting process now
includes the preparation of an EIR, I do not see how the prior construction
cannot be considered in the impending EIR. Not considering the whole project
would violate the CPUC's order granting rehearing.

2

I recognize that Advice Letter 2272-E was dismissed without prejudice by the
CPUC in its order granting rehearing. I use AL 2272-E as a means of describing the
"whole project" and to demonstrate that Edison considered this project as part of the
whole project it originally described.
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Edison's attempt to improperly subdivide the current "project" from the
whole project originally described in AL No. 2272-E (figure 3.4-1a), also violates
CEQA. As the First District Court of Appeal stated in Berkeley Keep Jets Over
the Bay Committee v. Board of Port Com' Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay
Committee (2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 1344, at page 1358:
There is no dispute that CEQA forbids "piecemeal"
review of the significant environmental impacts of a
project. This rule derives, in part, from [Cal. Pub. Res.
Code] section 21002.1, subdivision (d), which requires
the lead agency . . . to "consider[] the effects, both
individual and collective, of all activities involved in
[the] project." It has been recognized that " '[a]
curtailed or distorted project description may stultify
the objectives of the reporting process. Only through
an accurate view of the project may affected outsiders
and public decision-makers balance the proposal's
benefit against its environmental cost, consider
mitigation measures, assess the advantage of
terminating the proposal . . . and weigh other
alternatives in the balance. An accurate, stable and
finite project description is the sine qua non of an
informative and legally sufficient EIR.' [Citation.]"
Therefore, I strongly urge you, and members of the Environmental Science
Associates who will be preparing the EIR, to consider the whole project,
originally described in AL No. 2272-E (figure 3.4-1a), of which A.13-10-021 is a
part. This case clearly presents an extremely unusual situation, which calls for
unusual measures. However, the lead agency and those assigned to examine
the environmental impacts of this project cannot turn a blind-eye to what
Edison has already done, simply because Edison decided to refile the case and
call it a "different" project. It is the same project that was originally described
in AL No. 2272-E – the same project for which Edison has spent the last six
years trying to avoid environmental review.
We have been asking the CPUC to require this project to undergo
environmental review since the case began in October 2008. On October 2, 2008,
Edison filed AL No. 2272-E, and Notice of Proposed Construction, regarding the
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construction of the Moorpark-Newbury 66kV Subtransmission Line. Before the
close of the period to receive protests on October 22, 2008, I, Peggy Ludington,
David Tanner and approximately 107 residents of the Santa Rosa Valley,
submitted a "Protest to the Proposed Construction." The City of Thousand
Oaks, the City of Moorpark, the Municipal Advisory Committee for the Santa
Rosa Valley, and the Ventura County Board of Supervisors all filed objections
to the project, raising CEQA concerns and land use issues. Community
members and these governmental agencies all asked the CPUC to require the
project to undergo some form of CEQA review.

Edison objected, claiming AL No. 2272-E was exempt from having to
undergo any environmental review under General Order 131-D, Section
III.B.1.g ("Exemption (g)"). We replied to Edison's claimed exemption by
arguing, among other things, that Edison's proposed project triggered the
exception criteria, because of the impact the project would have on the
environment. However, the biggest problem we had from the beginning, and
throughout these proceedings, was that Edison did not operate in good faith. It
did not provide much needed information to the parties, or to the governmental
agencies who raised concerns about Edison's attempt to construct this 9-mile
project in an existing ROW which was constructed in 1970-1971, before the
protection of environmental review even existed. (See e.g., CPUC Order
granting rehearing, at p. 19 ["SCE, for its part, provided very little formal
information, and we instead obtained crucial materials as 'additional
information' that could not then be relied upon in Res. E-4243"].)
There was considerable litigation between 2008 and 2010, which
ultimately led to the CPUC's adoption of Resolution E-4243, exempting the
project from environmental review. The history of this project is set forth in our
application for rehearing of Resolution E-4243, filed April 14, 2010, and the
CPUC's order granting our rehearing petition, filed November 10, 2011. I am
sending you both of these document, and incorporate them herein by this
reference.
As I mentioned, the only reason this project was stopped midstream is
because the CPUC inexplicably took 19 months to decide and ultimately grant
our petition for rehearing, and order construction to stop. However, as my
colleague, Ms. Ludington, points out, Edison only started construction on the
project about three months before the day the petition for rehearing was
granted, and the last pole literally went up the very day our petition was
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granted. Edison raced to put as many poles up as it could in about 90 days, and
we trust they can be removed just as quickly.
At every opportunity we have had since 2008, we raised environmental
concerns. However, not a single one of our issues has ever been addressed. The
CPUC identified additional environmental concerns based on documents Edison
never made available to the public, but apparently provided the CPUC in such
an "informal manner" that the CPUC did not want to consider or rely on them
in making any type of decision. (See CPUC Order granting rehearing, at pp. 913.)
Because the initial project has never undergone environment review, and
because our environemental concerns have never been addressed, I see no need
to repeat those issues here. Rather, I am attaching, and incorporating herein,
the following documents which identify our environmental concerns: (1) The
protest / objection to the proposed construction I filed on or about October 21,
2008, with supporting exhibits; (2) The reply / objection to Edison's response
letter dated October 31, 2008, I prepared and filed November 17, 2008, with
supporting exhibits; and (3) The Appeal of Executive Director Action Resolution
No. E-4225, I prepared and filed on March 25, 2009, with supporting exhibits.
I am formally requesting that the environmental issues identified in the
foregoing documents, as well as those identified by the CPUC, in its order
granting rehearing (at pp. 9-13), be considered and addressed in the impending
EIR.
If you have any questions or concerns regarding this matter, please feel
free to contact me.
Very truly yours,

Danalynn Pritz
Danalynn Pritz, for
PRITZ & ASSOCIATES
DLP:ln
Enclosures

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Application for Rehearing Of:
Energy Division Resolution E-4243
Affirming Resolution E-4225
Related to Southern California's Edison's
Proposed Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV
Subtransmission line

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

A. No.: __________________
[Advice Letter 2272-E
(filed October 2, 2008)]

APPLICATION OF ALAN AND PEGGY LUDINGTON,
DANALYNN PRITZ, AND DAVID J. TANNER
FOR REHEARING OF RESOLUTION E-4243
(MAILED MARCH 15, 2010)

ALAN AND PEGGY
LUDINGTON
In Propria Persona
10300 E. Presilla Road
Santa Rosa Valley, CA
93012
Telephone: (805) 523-0445
Facsimile: (805) 532-1762
E-mail: peggylud@aol.com
Appellant

DANALYNN PRITZ, ESQ.
In Propria Persona
Pritz & Associates
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APPLICATION OF ALAN AND PEGGY LUDINGTON,
DANALYNN PRITZ, AND DAVID J. TANNER
FOR REHEARING OF RESOLUTION E-4243
(MAILED MARCH 15, 2010)
I.
INTRODUCTION AND GROUNDS FOR APPEAL
Pursuant to Public Utilities Code section 1731(b) and Rule of
Practice and Procedure 16.1 of the California Public Utilities
Commission ("Commission"), Appellants Alan and Peggy Ludington,
Danalynn Pritz, and David J. Tanner (hereinafter collectively
"appellants"), hereby apply for rehearing of Commission Resolution
E-4243, mailed March 15, 2010 (hereinafter "E-4243"), affirming prior
Executive Director's Action Resolution E-4225. Appellants were never
served with the Draft Resolution E-4243 and had no notice this matter
had been restored to the Commission's agenda on 3/11/10, after being
specifically advised by Commission staff that this matter was being
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held indefinitely to allow for informal resolution of land use issues
between the Ventura County Board of Supervisors (hereinafter
"County") and Southern California Edison (hereinafter "SCE").
As more fully set forth in the following memorandum, the
Commission's approval of E-4243 is both erroneous and unlawful for
the following reasons:
1.

The Commission did not proceed in the manner required

by law (Cal. Pub.Util. Code, §1757, subd. (a)(2)) in failing to provide
proper notice of the amended resolution;
2.

The Commission did not proceed in the manner required

by law (Cal. Pub.Util. Code, §1757, subd. (a)(2)) in failing to provide
proper notice of the public hearing;
3.

The Commission committed prejudicial abuse of discretion

(Cal. Pub.Util. Code, §1757, subd. (a)(1)) by violating its own
procedural rules (Cal. Pub.Util. Code, §311, subd. (g)) in not providing
proper notice of the amended resolution and notice of the public
hearing on said resolution;
4.

By reason of its failure to provide proper notice of the

amended resolution and the public hearing on said resolution, the
Commission denied appellants and the general public a meaningful
opportunity to be heard and therefore violated due process (Cal.
Pub.Util. Code, §1757, subd. (a)(6));
5.

The Commission committed prejudicial abuse of discretion

(Cal. Pub.Util. Code, §1757, subd. (a)(1)) by violating its own
procedural rules when it failed to address the County's land use issues
in a timely manner, as prescribed by the Commission's own rules;
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6.

The decision, Resolution E-4243, was procured by fraud

(Cal. Pub.Util. Code, §1757, subd. (a)(5)) because it is based on
misleading and incorrect information from SCE that it had resolved
the County's land use issues, and/or that further discussions with the
County were not warranted;
7.

The Commission committed prejudicial abuse of discretion

in passing E-4243 (Cal. Pub.Util. Code, §1757, subd. (a)(1)), because
SCE failed to comply with the mandates of General Order, Section
XIV, Subsection B, with regard to resolving its land use issues with
the County;
8.

The Commission's findings regarding the adequacy of the

notice of proposed construction, pursuant to General Order 131-D,
Section XI, Subsection C.2 and C.4, is not supported by substantial
evidence in the record (Cal. Pub.Util. Code, §1757, subd. (a)(4));
9.

The Commission's findings regarding the project's

consistency with Section III, subsection B.1.g of General Order 131-D,
is not supported by substantial evidence in the record because the
Commission did not consider the scope of existing deeds, easements,
and condemnation orders (Cal. Pub.Util. Code, §1757, subd. (a)(4));
10.

The Commission's findings that the project is necessary is

not supported by substantial evidence because SCE's assertion of need
is based on information from 2005, and does not take into
consideration more recent circumstances that may contradict the need
for the project (Cal. Pub.Util. Code, §1757, subd. (a)(4)); and,
11.

The Commission abused its discretion in denying

appellants' appeals (Cal. Pub.Util. Code, §1757, subd. (a)(1)), because
the Commission failed to recognize that appellants presented a fair
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argument, through substantial, uncontradicted expert evidence, that
the proposed new construction may have a potential significant impact
on the environment.
Appellants incorporate by reference the entire record underlying
E-4243, including but not limited to: Ludington letters to the
Commission dated 10/8/08, 11/9/08, 3/24/09, 6/3/09, 9/18/09 (with
supporting exhibits), 11/16/09, and 3/30/10; the protests / objections
filed in opposition to SCE advice letter No. 2272-E (dated 10/2/08); the
protest / objection to the proposed construction filed by Danalynn Pritz
on or about October 21, 2008, with supporting exhibits; the reply /
objection to Edison's response letter dated October 31, 2008, prepared
by Danalynn Pritz and filed November 17, 2008, with supporting
exhibits; the Appeal of Executive Director Action Resolution No.
E-4225, prepared by Danalynn Pritz and filed on March 25, 2009 with
supporting exhibits; the various letters to the Commission submitted
by CEQA expert and co-appellant, David J. Tanner of Environmental
and Regulatory Specialist, Inc. ("EARSI"); the transcript of the public
hearing held on September 18, 2009; all documents referenced herein;
and upon any further information that may be submitted to the
Commission at a future hearing on this matter.
II.
STATEMENT OF FACTS
SCE seeks to construct a new Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV
sub-transmission line in a right-of-way (ROW) that has served
exclusively as a 220 kV transmission corridor for nearly four decades.
The existing double line of 220 kV towers in that ROW was
constructed in 1970-1971, before the protection of environmental
4

review existed. It has remained unchanged since its construction.
Nearby, approximately 1800 feet to the west of this corridor, deeply
embedded within a 2-mile wide greenbelt, there is a 66 kV
sub-transmission line running parallel to the existing 220 kV ROW.
On 10/2/08, SCE "posted" its Advice Letter. This was a laminated 11"
x 18" paper, stapled at knee-height to wooden survey stakes around
the neighbors. The letter contained more than 1,000 words of technical
jargon in 8-point font. The notice was deficient because it did not
contain a concise description of the proposed construction and
facilities, its purpose and its location in terms clearly understandable
to the average reader, in violation of General Order ("GO") No. 131-D,
§XI, Subdivision (C)(2).
Members of the public protested and requested a public hearing.
The City of Thousand Oaks, the City of Moorpark, the Municipal
Advisory Committee for the Santa Rosa Valley, and the Ventura
County Board of Supervisors (hereinafter "County"), all filed
objections to the project, raising significant environmental concerns
under CEQA and land use issues. On 10/28/08, after receiving over
110 protests to the proposed project, the Commission suspended the
matter for thirty days to evaluate.
On October 31, 2008, SCE filed its letter in response to the
protests. SCE was not forthcoming with information about the project
or other factors impacting the project.

Instead of providing full

disclosure, adequate notice, and showing good faith, SCE constrained
the flow of information, providing just enough information for it to
argue that the protests should be dismissed and this massive 9-mile
project should be allowed to go forward, unchecked, and without any
5

environmental review whatsoever. The public objected yet again and
provided this Commission with comprehensive, cogent reasons why
SCE's representations should not be accepted at face value, including
the undisputed opinions and conclusions of CEQA expert, appellant
Dave Tanner, that this project would have a significant impact on the
environment which demanded CEQA review, or at least a permit to
construct.
E-4225 was approved on 2/24/09. Appeals were timely filed. On
5/5/09, the first Draft Resolution E-4243 (19 pages) was served with
notice of its placement on the 6/2/09 agenda. Thereafter, on 5/18/09,
a replacement Notice letter and second Draft Resolution (21 pages)
was served by Commission staff. It affirmed Resolution E-4225 and
denied the appeals.
By early June 2009, the County requested a public hearing.
E-4243 was taken off the 6/18/09 agenda to allow for a public hearing.
The 8/3/09 Notice of Public Hearing specifically admonished the public
that the hearing related to the County's land use issues only: "it is a
separate matter [from the appeals]. . . . [It] is not the proper venue to
debate the Commission's jurisdiction . . . or the Executive Director's
finding that the Facilities are exempt from the Commission's
permitting requirements." Appellants filed written objections to the
notice on the grounds, inter alia, that service was improper /
incomplete, the timing of the hearing violated GO 131-D, Section
XIV.B, and it unduly restricted the public's ability to be heard and
right to due process. Not until the administrative law judge convened
the hearing on 9/18/10 were attendees advised that public comment
on all issues could be made, leaving the public ill-prepared and
6

under-represented.
A significant example of the public's inability to meaningfully
participate in this government-sanctioned procedure (designed to
afford the public due process and the opportunity to be heard) is
readily demonstrated by SCE's tactics prior to this hearing. Two days
prior to the hearing, SCE's Regional Manager sent a letter via e-mail
to Supervisor Parks, advising the County and the public for the first
time that the proposed 66 kV line is only the first phase of expanding
the ROW in question. SCE revealed plans for a third 220 kV line on
the west side of the existing towers. This information, though clearly
significant, was never previously revealed by SCE. Appellants quickly
urged the Commission that this third 220 kV line project completely
altered the scope and impact of the proposed project and demanded
deeper scrutiny into the aggregate effect of the proposed project. The
Commission failed to address this valid point based on SCE's
erroneous representation that the 220 kV line was "speculative."
SCE's position is specious on its face. The expansion of the ROW to
include a third set of 220 kV lines cannot be "speculative" yet also
serve as SCE's basis for refusing to place the proposed 66 kV line on
the west side of the existing towers.
The week prior to the public hearing, SCE acquiesced to the
Commission's urging that it meet with the County to resolve their
differences. SCE specifically refused to meet with appellants, or any
member of the public. It was a settlement conference in name only.
There was no attempt to work toward compromise. SCE's position
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remained fixed while the public remained uninformed and the
County's questions remained unanswered.
On 10/23/09, Commission staff attorney, Jack Mulligan, advised
Appellants via e-mail that the E-4243 would likely be heard at the
Commission's 11/20/09 meeting, and that additional information
would be sent to Appellants the following week. At that time, the only
pending Resolution about which the parties knew was the 21-page
second Draft served 5/18/09. Although never served on Appellants, the
Commission apparently had before it a re-revised 20-page third Draft
Resolution E-4243. On 11/13/09, the County advised Appellants it had
learned this modified version appeared on the 11/20/09 agenda. None
of the appellants were served with either this Draft Resolution or the
notice of the agenda item.
Appellants immediately objected based on lack of notice. On
11/19/10, the County persuaded the Commission to take the matter off
its agenda to allow time for the County and SCE to work out a
resolution. Through Supervisor Parks' office, Appellants were notified
the item was being "held" from the Commission's agenda.
The first informal meeting took place on 1/15/10. At the outset,
SCE again refused to allow Appellants or members of the public to
attend. This time, however, the County refused to hold a meeting at
which the public was not welcome. After weeks of negotiation, SCE
ultimately acquiesced and met with four members of the public, before
holding its "closed door" meeting with the County. SCE was asked to
consider alternatives to the proposed subtransmission line, such as
undergrounding the lines, co-location with the proposed Presidential
Sub-station (serving the same community from the same transmission
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source), co-location with the existing 66 kV easement 1800 feet to the
west of the ROW, and locating the proposed 66 kV lines to the west
side of the existing 220 kV towers (further away from homes) within
the existing ROW. SCE indicated it would review alternatives and get
back to Supervisor Parks.
Noticing that Draft E-4243 appeared on the Commission's
2/25/10 agenda, and knowing that negotiations were pending,
Supervisor Parks inquired about its status in a 2/17/10 e-mail to Carol
Brown. Ms. Brown responded with assurances: "We will continue to
hold it until we feel the issue has been addressed. So - no need to be
concerned about the fact it shows up on the agenda."
A second meeting took place on 2/19/10. SCE struck down every
option proposed by the County at the January meeting. New
alternatives were proposed. SCE claimed they were not feasible. To
gain understanding, the County and Appellants requested data,
information and documents, which SCE agreed to provide.
Following this meeting, Supervisor Parks e-mailed Ms. Brown
on 2/23/10 to advise the Commission of the status and to request the
matter continue to be "held" pending receipt of the promised
information. By return e-mail dated 2/24/10, Ms. Brown confirmed
that, "until there is a resolution the Commission will not vote on the
matter…. [W]e know the matter is still being negotiated and we held
it." A copy of this email exchange between 2/12/10 and 2/23/10 is
attached as Attachment "A" and incorporated herein by this reference.
Based on these several assurances, Supervisor Parks felt no
additional contact with the Commission was necessary until the
promised additional information was received and digested, and the
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County had an opportunity to reconvene talks with SCE. Although the
project again appeared on the 3/11/10 agenda, Supervisor Parks had
already been reassured numerous times that, although the item would
continue to appear on the agenda, the Commission would not vote
"until there was a resolution."
Thus, the County and Appellants were astonished when E-4243
was served by mail on 3/15/10. This 25-page, fourth version of E-4243,
was never before seen by Appellants, and Appellants received no
notice of its pendency on the 3/11/10 Commission agenda. Appellants
were misled by Commission staff and consequently again denied due
process and the opportunity to be heard.
To date, none of the additional information promised by SCE
has been provided to the County.
The failure of the Commission to serve either the third or fourth
revision of E-4243 effectively denied Appellants the opportunity to
comment on the significantly altered, post-public hearing draft. While
Appellants attempted to swiftly notify the Commission (via letter
dated 3/30/10) of the procedural error – to wit, the lack of service of
both Draft Resolutions and notice of the 3/11/10 agenda item–
Appellants have been advised by Ms. Brown that the Commission is
powerless to act without an Application For Rehearing filed through
its docket office. Accordingly, this application for rehearing is being
timely filed.
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III.
FATAL

PROCEDURAL

ERRORS

SHOULD

NULLIFY E-4243.
A number of significant procedural errors led up to the
Commission's approval of E-4243. Briefly, they are (a) lack of service
of the final Draft Resolution and notice of its pendency, especially
given the Commission's assurances to the contrary, (b) flawed notice
of public hearing, (c) inadequate project notice, and (d) lack of
meaningful consultation with the County.
A.

The Commission Did Not Proceed in the Manner
Required by Law (Cal. Pub.util. Code, §1757.1,
Subd. (A)(2)) And it Committed Prejudicial Abuse of
Discretion (Cal. Pub.util. Code, §1757.1, Subd.
(A)(1)) by Violating its Own Procedural Rules (Cal.
Pub.util. Code, §311, Subd. (G)) When it Failed to
Provide Proper Notice of the Amended Resolution
And Notice the Public Hearing on Said Resolution.
The Actions of the Commission Denied Appellants
Due Process of Law.
California Public Utilities Code, Section 311 (g) provides:
Prior to voting on any commission decision
not subject to subdivision (d), the decision
shall be served on parties and subject to at
least 30 days public review and comment. . .
. For purposes of this subdivision, "decision"
also includes resolutions, including
resolutions on advice letter filings.

(See also Southern California Edison Co. v. Public Utilities Com'n
(2000) 85 Cal.App.4th 1086, 1108 ["section 311, subdivision (g)
imposes procedural requirements when the PUC votes out a
resolution. Under section 311, subdivision (g), the PUC must release
a proposed resolution to the public 30 days before adoption.
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Additionally, the PUC also must consider possible protests, may issue
an alternate draft resolution for comment, and must vote on a
resolution], italics added.)
As with the third Draft Resolution, none of the appellants was
served with the fourth Draft Resolution E-4243 or notice of its
pendency on the 3/11/10 agenda. (The third and fourth drafts contain
significant modification based on the 9/18/09 public hearing.) This is
true despite that Appellants have been parties of record since their
respective protest letters, appeals and objections were filed with the
Commission in 2008 and 2009. This lack of service violates Public
Utilities Code Section 311(g) and Rule 14.2(c) and constitutes a fatal
flaw. The Commission's lack of notice denied appellants due process
of law, by denying them the opportunity to comment on and/or object
to the materially modified fourth revision of the draft resolution.
Ever since the County's request for a public hearing in early
June 2009, the Commission had held in abeyance any further action
on this project and our appeal. As outlined above, the County
continued to keep the Commission abreast of its negotiations with
SCE. (See Attachment "A.") Each such communication met with Ms.
Brown's reassurance that the Commission would not act pending
resolution. The last communication received from the Commission was
resounding:
The matter was already held - until there is
a resolutiion [sic] the Commission will not
vote on the matter. Now - I know it is
frustrating for you, but the matter will stay
on the agenda until it is either voted on - or
withdrawn. As a member of the public, you
can not [sic] tell if the matter is held or not.
But - because I am following the matter, as is
12

the Commission's Energy Division, we know
the matter is still being negotiated and we
held it.
(Attachment "A," email from Carol Brown, 2/24/10.)
In the wake of the surprise action by the Commission,
Supervisor

Parks

notified

Carol

Brown

of

her

continued

understanding that the project was supposed to be "held." (A copy of
Supervisor Park's letter dated March 31, 2010 is attached hereto as
Attachment "B" and incorporated herein by this reference.)
To date, none of the promised additional information has been
provided by SCE to the County. Therefore, it was error for the
Commission to act absent a resolution between SCE and the County.
E-4243 is based on the fraudulent misrepresentation that no further
information needed to be provided by SCE to the County to resolve the
significant land use issues present here.
The lack of service of the fourth draft of E-4243 and the
Commission's failure to notify appellants or the public of the pendency
of the item on the 3/11/10 agenda violates Cal. Pub. Util. Code Section
311(g) and Rule 14.2(c) and denied appellants due process and the
opportunity to be heard. When, as here, the Commission fails to
comply with its own rules, the Commission has failed to proceed in the
manner required by law. (See e.g., Southern California Edison Co. v.
Public Utilities Com'n (2006) 140 Cal.App.4th 1085, 1104.)
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B.

The Commission Committed Prejudicial Abuse of
Discretion (Cal. Pub. Util. Code, §1757.1, Subd.
(A)(1)) by Violating its Own Procedural Rules When
it Failed to Address the County's Land Use Issues in
a Timely Manner.
GO 131-D, Section XIV.B provides in part:
In instances where the public utilities and
local agencies are unable to resolve their
differences, the Commission shall set a
hearing no later than 30 days after the utility
or public agency has notified the Commission
of the inability to reach agreement on land use
matter.

(Italics added.)
In early June, Supervisor Parks notified the Commission of the
County's request for a public hearing. Not until 8/3/09 did the
Commission respond with a notice of a public hearing, and that
hearing was set for 9/18/09 (more than 90 days after the request).
Appellants objected to the public hearing as couched by the
Commission on three grounds:
1.

Violation of GO 131-D, Section XIV.B-Hearing was more
that 30 days after request;

2.

Violation of Rules of Practice and Procedure 11, Rule
13.1-Notice was given only to persons on record as
protesting, not to the general public as required; and,

3.

Improper restriction of the scope of public comment.

The public's first notice that public comment would be allowed
on all issues, came from the Administrative Law Judge as he began
the proceeding. Consequently, very few members of the public spoke
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and those who did had no time to marshal the evidence they ordinarily
would have presented.
On its face, the hearing violated GO 131-D, Section XIV.B and
Rules of Practice and Procedure 11, Rule 13.1. These procedural
improprieties were errors in law that have never been addressed by
the Commission.

(See Southern California Edison Co. v. Public

Utilities Com'n, supra, 85 Cal.App.4th 1086, 1105 [Commission's
decision reversed when its actions contravene its own general order].)
C.

The Commission's Findings Regarding the
Adequacy of the Notice Pursuant to General Order
131-D, Section XI, Subsection C.2 and C.4, Is Not
Supported by Substantial Evidence in the Record
(Cal. Pub.Util. Code, §1757.1, Subd. (A)(4)).
In establishing the necessary contents of a project notice, GO

131-D, Section XI.C.2 requires in pertinent part: "A concise description
of the proposed construction and facilities, its purpose and its location
in terms clearly understandable to the average reader." (Italics added).
E-4243 confirms that SCE's 10/2/08 Advice Letter gave the
community adequate notice. It accepts that the average citizen should
understand the terms of the Advice Letter, while hundreds of citizens
have highlighted its inadequacies in both content and form. It asserts
that Santa Rosa Valley Residents should have realized that Section 2
of the project was near their homes and community. It asserts that the
language of the Advice Letter is precise and clear.
While those who work at the Commission office might be
intimately acquainted with such phrases such as: "66 kV
subtransmission line," "base case overload," "Moorpark tap," "Ormond
Beach Moorpark 220 kV ROW," "engineered TSPs," "220 kV tower
M16 T5," and "steel reinforced (ACSR),"
15

the Advice Letter is

indecipherable to the truly average reader.
The 11" x 18" white paper contained more than 1,000 small font
words. As "posted," the top of that paper stood less than three feet off
the ground. In reality, the average reader was either squatting or
kneeling in the dirt, scrounging for reading glasses, neck crooked, just
attempting to see the words no less digest their meaning. A cursory
reading required the reader to endure that awkward position for
several minutes, with a comprehensive review taking much longer.
Even assuming, for argument's sake, the "average reader" could
ascertain that Section 2 was the passage pertinent to Santa Rosa
Valley, its language is patently confusing:
Section 2: Construction of 34 engineered
TSPs existing in the SCE's existing Ormond
Beach-Moorpark 220 kV ROW for
approximately 5 miles:
This portion of the project will extend east
from the Moorpark Substation and then
south to a point adjacent to SCE's existing
220 kV tower M16 T5. From this point, the
new line will transition to an existing 66 kV
ROW as described in #2 below.
(Italics added.)
What is the average reader to make of the language:
"Construction of 34 engineered TSPs existing in the SCE's existing
Ormond Beach-Moorpark 220 kV ROW?" If 34 engineered TSPs
already exist (as stated), there is no need for construction. (It is
noteworthy that the Executive Director dropped the first "existing"
when reciting this description on page 2 of E-4243. Still, the average
reader in the field was faced with the confusion created by it.) What
is

a

"220

kV

ROW?"

What
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is

"transmission"

versus

"subtransmission?" Where is Ormond Beach, and where is the Ormond
Beach-Moorpark 220 kV ROW?
Further, what would that average reader make of the language:
"From this point, the new line will transition to an existing 66 kV
ROW as described in #2 below"? There is no "#2" below. The reader is
reading the only #2 that appears in the Advice Letter. (Again
noteworthy, the Executive Director dropped "#2" in reciting this
description, perhaps aware that no "#2 below" existed. Again, "the
average reader" was confused.) Where and what is "SCE's existing
220 kV tower M16 T5?" Even if the reader knows what a "66 kV
ROW" is, the only "existing" 66 kV ROW is one 1800 feet to the west
of subject ROW. How is the average reader, even "by carefully
reading," to ascertain that the proposed project would be contained
within the existing 220 kV tower ROW?
The average reader does not possess the expertise to overlook
inconsistencies or typographical errors and decipher the real meaning.
Any such inconsistencies and errors only fostered confusion.
Additionally, from what language would that reader be able to
ascertain that the TSP line would lie to the east of the towers, and
thereby closer to homes? Nowhere in the notice does it specify on
which side of the towers the TSPs will be placed. The ROW is 300 feet
wide. The existing towers are located roughly in its middle. Even if
residents knew to which ROW the "Notice" referred (the 220 kV line
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vs. the existing 66 kV line), there is absolutely no way to know which
side of the towers (east vs. west) the TSPs would flank.
Appellants maintain that: (1) the language of the Advice Letter
is neither plain nor comprehensible by the average reader, (2) the
location of the proposed project cannot be ascertained from it, (3) even
if the location had been adequately identified, nothing in the terms
designates on which side of the existing 220 kV towers the TSPs would
be placed, and (4) the manner of "posting" notice (on a survey stick, at
knee height, with more than 1,000 words of jargon in 8-point font) was
painfully inadequate.
D.

The Commission Committed Prejudicial Abuse of
Discretion in Passing E-4243 (Cal. Pub. Util. Code,
§1757.1, Subd. (A)(1)), Because the Utility Failed to
Comply with the Mandates General Order, Section
XIV, Subsection B, in Regard to Resolving its Land
Use Issues with the County.
GO 131-D, Section XIV.B mandates: "in locating [electric power

line] projects, the public utilities shall consult with local agencies
regarding land use matters." (Italics added.) For this Section to have
teeth, the public utility must do more than simply allow the local
agency to voice land use concerns after projects have been designed
and located. To be meaningful, consultation must occur in advance so
the Commission can resolve any disputes before drafting a resolution
based solely on the representations of the utility. Land user oncerns
must be considered, addressed and incorporated in determining a
project's planned location.
In this case, SCE never engaged in meaningful consultation
with the County. It merely informed the County of its plans, after
SCE had unilaterally planned for this massive expansion. SCE failed
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to discharge Section XIV.B's mandate prior to designing its project.
Indeed, SCE seemingly expressed contempt at the County's
initial efforts to open a dialogue between it, the County, and the
public. At a Board of Supervisors' meeting on October 28, 2008, SCE
representatives brushed off the County's offer to table its project
pending consultation with the County and the Public. This lack of
good faith spurred Supervisor Kathy Long to publicly chastise SCE
representatives prior to the Board's unanimous vote in support of the
protest. Her harsh words were published in the Ventura County
newspaper the following day:
"Edison has been a great partner in the
community, and you dropped the ball on this
one," she said. "This is a significant project
and you need to have communication – not
just notification, but communication – with
the supervisors and the community."
(Ventura County Star, Section B, Page 2, 10/29/08, italics added.)
Even when the Commission, in its public hearing notice, "urged"
SCE to meet with the County, SCE simply went through the motions
of meeting, but it stonewalled Supervisor Parks' efforts to consider
alternatives more consistent with the County's land use objectives.
In its subsequent 1/15/10 and 2/18/10 informal meetings with
Supervisor Parks, SCE continued to deflect the County's land use
concerns, ardently defending its original project plan as the optimum
design. Yet, "optimum" is not synonymous with "only." And, had SCE
consulted the County in advance of the final planning stages, the
present project would have likely been different.
SCE has acknowledged the feasibility of several of the suggested
alternative locations. However, it has flatly refused to consider them
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unless protesting homeowners agree to bear the additional expense,
amounting to millions of dollars. The public at large already bears the
cost of SCE projects and losses. Indeed, SCE has raised consumer
rates three times in the recent past.

Suggesting that adjacent

landowners pay millions of dollars associated with this project is so
ridiculous it can hardly be construed as a good-faith negotiations.
SCE's tactics violate GO 131-D, Section XIV.B. Had SCE consulted
with the County at the inception of the project's design, it would have
no "optimum" less expensive plan with which to compare. Any
increased expense simply would be incorporated into the cost of doing
business.
SCE's consistent refusal to incorporate the County's land use
goals

and

concerns

into

its

design

and

location

of

the

Moorpark-Newbury Park 66 kV line violates GO 131-D, Section
XIV.B, thereby rendering Commission approval of E-4243 unlawful.
IV.
APPLYING EXEMPTION G WAS ERROR.
For the reasons that follow, the Commission erred in finding
this project exempt under GO 131-D, Section III.B.1.g (hereinafter
Exemption G).

There is no substantial evidence to support the

Commission's decision. The application of Exemption G in this case
flies in the face of the spirit and letter of the ALJ hearings and
decisions that approved GO 131-D. GO 131-D was expressly targeted
at closing the environmental loophole of old GO 131-C.

E-4243

incorrectly and erroneously re-opens the environmental loophole in
contravention to cannons of statutory construction, public policy
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favoring environmental review, the history underlying the adoption
of GO-131D, and common sense.
A.

The History Underlying the Adoption of GO 131-D
Does Not Support the Commission's Decision That
Exemption G Applies Here.
Under GO 131-C, the Commission did not review power line

projects between 50-200 kV for compliance with the environmental
protection under California Environmental Quality Act (hereinafter
"CEQA"). Because exempting such projects from licensing and
environmental review failed to comply with both the letter and the
spirit of CEQA, ALJ hearings and decisions (as reported in 55 CPUC
2d 87 and 61 CPUC 293) revised GO 131-C and implemented GO
131-D. The express purpose of the revision was to remove the
pre-existing avoidance of CEQA.

The ALJ found that CEQA

mandated that environmental review include such 50-200 kV power
lines. All discretionary projects now would require a permit to
construct (hereinafter "PTC") or previous CEQA compliance.
The stated rationale for developing Exemption G was that the
subject facilities or ROW had already undergone CEQA review and
need not bear the additional environmental scrutiny the PTC process
requires. "The sole purpose of the [PTC] is to ensure that
environmental considerations have been fully taken into account." [Id.
at p. 17] Granting the exemption in this case was contrary to the spirit
and letter of Decision No. 94-06-014 (55 CPUC 87) that created
Exemption G.
B.

The Commission's Interpretation of Exemption G
Violates the Cannons of Statutory Construction.
The Commission found this project is exempt under Exemption
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G, which reads: "1. Compliance with Section IX.B is not required for:
. . . (g) power line facilities or substations to be located in an existing
franchise, road-widening setback easement, or public utility easement;
or in a utility corridor designated, precisely mapped and officially
adopted pursuant to law by federal, state, or local agencies for which
a final Negative Declaration or EIR finds no significant unavoidable
environmental impacts." For reasons we have previously detailed,
appellants maintain that the Commission's interpretation of
Exemption G is contrary to law.
SCE claims that this project is exempt under the foregoing
provision because the project involves new construction in an existing
ROW. SCE relies exclusively on the first portion of Exemption G,
before the semi-colon. We maintain that the semi-colon does not
create two independent clauses (two separate exemptions), because to
allow a project of this magnitude to completely avoid the permitting
process and environmental review, simply because the project involves
the use of an existing easement or ROW, does not comport with the
overall intent of GO 131-D, CEQA guidelines, or common sense.
The semi-colon in Exemption G creates an ambiguity and when,
as here, an ambiguity exists, the statute must be interpreted in
context, examining other legislation on the same or similar subjects,
to ascertain the Legislature's probable intent. (California Teachers
Assn. v. Governing Bd. of Rialto Unified School Dist. (1997) 14 Cal.4th
627, 642.) When Exemption G is considered in the context of the other
exemptions surrounding it (B.1.f., B.1.g., and B.1.h.) it becomes clear
that the Exemption G must be read as a whole, and as not two
fragmented clauses, each with an independent meaning.
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The

surrounding exemptions only exempt projects that have undergone
environmental review. Exemption G should be read similarly, in
context. The Commission has offered no viable basis for its reading of
Exemption G.
The Commission used one hand to create GO 131-D to close a
CEQA loophole for previously unregulated projects, and now uses the
other to open it back up through its interpretation of Exemption G.
SCE and the Executive Director have promoted an erroneous
interpretation of Exemption G, which appears to be based on the
semi-colon separating "existing easements" from "mapped utility
corridors." By "embracing the semi-colon," they effectively undo the
intended prior-environmental-review qualifier (which closed the
CEQA loophole) as it applies to "existing easements." Their
interpretation has created a new – or rather, reverted to the old –
category of exempt projects: any 50-200 kV project to be located in an
existing franchise. This position is not supported by the logic and
reasoned language of the ALJ decisions, and creates precisely the
loophole the decision was intended to eliminate.
In discussing the need for limited PTC exemptions in 55 CPUC
2nd 87, the ALJ relied entirely on the assumption that the subject
ROW or facility had undergone previous CEQA review. In such cases,
exemption would avoid duplication of effort. The Decision is explicit
in this regard:
[I]t is appropriate to provide an exemption for
projects that are to be constructed within
franchises . . . that have been approved in
accordance with CEQA. Once a government
agency has reviewed the placement of utility
facilities pursuant to CEQA, we see no reason
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for the Commission to duplicate that effort.
(55 CPUC 2d 87, § K.1.c(5), emphasis added.)
The ALJ went on to admonish that, even where prior
environmental review is documented, the exemption should only be
granted if those documents "find no significant unavoidable impacts."
[Ibid., emphasis added.) The Ormond Beach-Moorpark 220 kV
ROW has never been subject to environmental review.
Appellants have presented volumes of data demonstrating why
this project requires CEQA analysis. Given the language and context
of GO 131-D as revised, it is untenable for the Commission to exempt
such far-reaching SCE activity as this construction of 9 miles of 66 kV
subtransmission lines in the shadow of the existing double 220 kV
towers. Granting exemption constitutes an error in the application of
law.
C.

No Significant Public Improvement Exists to
Justify the Application of Exemption G.
Regardless of whether prior CEQA review is a precursor for

applying Exemption G, applying the exemption to this project is
ill-founded. Decision No. 97-03-058, upon which E-4243 relies, clearly
delineates the rationale underlying Exemption G. That decision
describes that the exemption is based on the assumption that the
franchise area is "already improved and the original environment
disturbed by virtue of the construction of the streets and associated
public uses such as curbs, gutters, sidewalks, sewers and other
facilities."

(71 CPUC 2d 339, 23-25; Decision No. 97-03-058,

Application No. 95-12-048 (Filed December 13, 1995), italics added).
It is not a per se relationship, that is, because a project falls within an
existing franchise, it is per se exempt. Rather, the exemption is only
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logical if "the area is already disturbed by significant public
improvement." (Ibid.) Only the presence of such disturbance obviates
the need for deeper environmental scrutiny.
In this case, there are no "public improvements" in the
north-south run of the ROW. It traverses only native brush and
private farm land, and twice rises and drops more than 1,000 feet over
two different hilltops. Agriculture and open space sprawl for more
than 2 miles to its west. There is no public access or improvement; the
existing 220 kV tower footings are the only public "disturbance" within
the 5+ mile north-south run. Private driveways and dirt farm roads
provide the only access to the widely spaced tower bases, which have
remained in their current configuration-virtually untouched-for nearly
40 years. There are no other SCE improvements in the span between
tower bases. Eleven of the 13 tower sets have crops, orchards and
native brush growing between their legs.
It is noteworthy that all of Section 3 (2.5 miles) and Section 4
(1.3 miles) and parts of Section 2 actually traverse virgin land (with
the sole exception of tower footings). This amounts to nearly half of
the ROW. Thus, there exists no significant public improvement in the
ROW to substantiate the granting of Exemption G. Exempting this
project violates the law.
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D.

The Commission's Findings That Environmental
Review is Not Warrant Because SCE's Future 220
kV Tower Plans Are "Speculative" and Should Not
Be Considered With This Project Is Contrary to
Law and Not Based on Substantial Evidence.
This ROW has never undergone environmental review.

Its

original 1970-1971 construction pre-dated such requirements. The
Commission has never addressed this shortcoming, glossing over this
requirement by declaring the project to be "categorically" exempt. Yet,
the 9-mile 66 kV line meets CEQA's definition of a "Project." Under
CEQA Guidelines §15378, a "project" is an "activity that has the
potential for a direct physical change in the environment or a
reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment."
The need for CEQA review is further underscored by SCE's
recent disclosure of its intention to add a new 220 kV line to the west
flank of the ROW– its asserted basis for refusing to relocate the
present 66 kV line in that west flank further away from homes. At the
public hearing, SCE described this expansion as projected for
2017-2020. However, in the 2/19/10 meeting with Supervisor Parks,
an off-hand comment by SCE staff revealed the timeline to be
significantly shorter. This is not an "unspecified and uncertain" future
development, contrary to the assertions in E-4243. It is already in the
planning stages. Its specifications are concrete enough to prevent the
use of the ROW's west flank for the present 66 kV project to mitigate
the County's lands use concerns regarding its proximity to homes.
The Commission's reliance on Laurel Heights Improvements
Association v. Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d
376 ("Laurel Heights"), for the proposition that the new 220 kV lines
should not be considered together with the current 66 kV line because
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where future development is "unspecified and uncertain," no purpose
can be served by requiring an EIR, is misplaced. The Commission
takes the foregoing statement from Laurel Heights out of context.
Indeed, the conclusion ultimately reached by the Supreme Court
actually supports Appellants' position.
In Laurel Heights, the court was considering "[t]he more
important and difficult question [of] what circumstances require
consideration in an EIR of future action related to the proposed
project." (47 Cal.3d at p. 395.) In citing to the arguments of the
parties, the court stated: "The Regents correctly note that 'where
future development is unspecified and uncertain, no purpose can be
served by requiring an EIR to engage in sheer speculation as to future
environmental consequences.'" (Ibid.) However, the court also quickly
noted the contrary view that, "'EIRs should be prepared as early in the
planning process as possible to enable environmental considerations
to influence project, program or design.'" (Ibid.) In addressing "the
question of how to balance these competing concerns" (ibid.), the Court
found that the way the issue was articulated its prior decision in No
Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1974) 13 Cal.3d 68, was the
appropriate test to employ in determining whether and to what extent
an EIR must analyze future expansion or other action.
[In No Oil] we framed the issue as whether
the public agency had "sufficient reliable data
to permit preparation of a meaningful and
accurate report on the impact of commercial
production." [Citation.] We did not frame the
issue in terms of whether the public agency
or the project proponent had any definite
plans for action after test drilling.
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(Laurel Heights, supra, 47 Cal.3d at p. 396.)
Accordingly, the Court continued:
We hold that an EIR must include an
analysis of the environmental effects of
future expansion or other action if: (1) it is a
reasonably foreseeable consequence of the
initial project; and (2) the future expansion or
action will be significant in that it will likely
change the scope or nature of the initial
project or its environmental effects.
(Laurel Heights, supra, 47 Cal.3d at p. 396.)
The new 220 kV lines fall within both of the categories identified
above.

The new lines clearly have a reasonably foreseeable

consequence on this project, not only in terms of the environmental
impact, but in the placement of the 66 kV lines. And, the future
expansion of this ROW will be significant. The compound effect of
these two new projects effectively will create a crammed "freeway" of
power poles, towers and lines in what has remained a bucolic,
undisturbed ROW for 40 years.
Of particular significance here, Laurel Heights found that future
projects must be considered when the lead agency has reliable
information that a future project will or could impact the current
project because, "This standard is consistent with the principle that
'environmental considerations do not become submerged by chopping
a large project into many little ones – each with a minimal potential
impact on the environment – which cumulatively may have disastrous
consequences.' [Citation.]" (Laurel Heights, supra, 47 Cal.3d at p.
396.)
Indeed, SCE is doing precisely what our Supreme Court has
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strongly condemned.

It is breaking the project into pieces to

circumvent environmental review. The Commission's dismissal of the
new 220 kV lines as speculative is not based on substantial evidence
and is legally erroneous.
Given that the proposed 66 kV project is a preventative measure
(rather than essential to address any current shortfall), Appellants
submit there would be no harm in briefly tabling it until general
specifications for the new 220 kV line can be presented and the
aggregate environmental impact of all the proposed facilities can be
studied.
To do otherwise would allow SCE to continue its exploitation of
Exemption G in its segmented approach to project development. This
piecemeal tactic-which has prevailed unbridled for many years-is
calculated to ensure as little regulation as possible.
SCE couches the 66 kV line as a maintenance activity, when in
fact it is a brand new, freestanding transmission corridor that spans
multiple jurisdictions. If SCE succeeds in cramming these new
facilities within the existing corridor, it avoids the expense, delay and
potential redesign that would surely result from a PTC and complying
with CEQA. SCE has intentionally submitted a grossly incomplete
description of its project, crafted to restrict environmental review,
knowing this process has little public involvement and transparency.
Exemption G is completely inapplicable to this project. The
Commission's reliance on Decision No. 97-03-058 to justify this
exemption is misplaced. There is no legal basis for exempting this
project from the PTC requirements and CEQA review.
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V.
FINDING NO EXCEPTION TO EXEMPTION G WAS ERROR.
Relying on GO 131-D.III.B.(3), the Commission found there are
no "unusual circumstances" to justify exception to Exemption G. This
finding is not supported by substantial evidence. The Commission's
decision is based on a simplistic two-dimensional "map view" of the
ROW. It is an improperly narrow conception of the project that
underestimates the vertical impacts and qualitative differences of
blockage, reduced buffers, inadequate construction and services areas,
and many other off-site impacts such as habitat, view, fire, and
aesthetics.
Moreover, the charge of this Lead Agency, in regulating
electrical power utilities, is to ensure that the CEQA Guidelines are
observed. (55 CPUC 2d 87.) The very language of the Guidelines this
Commission is charged with implementing provides that "if a lead
agency is presented with a fair argument that a project may have a
significant effect on the environment, the lead agency shall prepare an
EIR, even though it may also be presented with other substantial
evidence that the project will not have a significant effect."
(Guidelines, § 15064, subd. (f)(1), italics added.) "After application of
the principles set forth above in Section 15064(f), and in marginal
cases where it is not clear whether there is substantial evidence that
a project may have a significant effect on the environment, the lead
agency shall be guided by the following principle: If there is
disagreement among expert opinion supported by facts over the
significance of an effect on the environment, the Lead Agency shall
treat the effect as significant and shall prepare an EIR." (Id. at subd.
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(g), italics added; see also No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1974) 13
Cal.3d 68, 75 [adopting fair argument standard].) The Commission
has continually failed to address the indisputable fact that Appellants
have presented a "fair argument" that this project "may" have a
significant effect on the environment.
GO 131-D, Section III, Subsection B.2 specifies that Exemption
G shall not apply "when any of the conditions specified in CEQA
Guidelines, §15300.2 exist." Section 15300.2 outlines these conditions
as (in pertinent part):
(a) Location. . . . [A] project that is ordinarily
insignificant in its impact on the environment
may in a particularly sensitive environment
be significant. . . .
(b) Cumulative Impact. All exemptions for
these classes are inapplicable when the
cumulative impact of successive projects of
the same type in the same place, over time is
significant.
(c) Significant Effect. A categorical exemption
shall not be used for an activity where there
is a reasonable possibility that the activity
will have a significant effect on the
environment due to unusual circumstances.
***
(f) Historical Resources. A categorical
exemption shall not be used for a project
which may cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of a historical
resource.
Appellants will address each condition in seriatim.
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A.

Exemption G is Not Applicable Because the Project
Is Located in a Particularly Sensitive Environment.
Appellants have repeatedly raised the issue of the sensitive

setting of the proposed project.
1.

Sensitive Habitat, Endangered Species and Riparian
Resources.

The Commission erred in failing to address the impact of
construction, long-term operation and maintenance on sensitive
habitats, protected species and riparian resources. Ancient native
chaparral cloaks the hillside in the north-south run of the project. The
project crosses a number of riparian resources.
Sensitive plants – i.e., Lyon's Pentacheata and Conejo
Dudleya-are known to exist in the project area, as well as protected
avian species – i.e., the Least Bells vireo and California gnatcatcher.
(See Ventura County General Services Agency, Mitigated Negative
Declaration LU 04-0064 [Endangered species observed in the project
area p.13].) Yet, E-4243 fails to address the potential negative impact
of habit loss, physical "take" of species and the impairment of species
recovery.
Instead, the Commission accepted without question SCE's
assertions that focus studies failed to detect any Lyon's Pentacheata,
Conejo Dudleya or California gnatcatchers in the area. (Curiously,
there is no mention of the Least Bells vireo in E-4243, which by
inference must be presumed to exist.) Even assuming SCE's assertions
to be accurate as of the day they allegedly investigated, the project has
the potential of significantly impacting all three species because of the
resultant loss of habitat. Conducive habitat has independent value as
its loss impacts the recovery of the species.
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Further, this project crosses numerous riparian resources.
E-4243 is completely silent on this issue. No jurisdictional delineations
were included in the project description or noted in the Advice Letter.
Any impact to riparian resources is considered significant and
requires discretionary permits from the US Army Corps (404 Permit),
CDFG (1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement) and RWQCB (401
Water Quality Certification) and possibly a USFWS 10A Permit.
Mitigation is mandated for impacts to jurisdictional waters.
This project will result in a disturbance and loss of habitat. It
will thereby endanger animal and plant species known to exist in the
area. It will also jeopardize riparian resources in its path. The
Commission's reliance on SCE to self-police the protection of the
environment is tantamount to the watchdog counting on the fox to
protect the henhouse.
2.

Brush Fires and Earthquakes.

Southern California is a uniquely sensitive environment due to
its propensity for two phenomena-earthquakes and wind-driven brush
fires. In particular, SCE's project traverses both dense ancient native
brush and the active Simi-Santa Rosa Fault. Because these
propensities are "common," the Commission determined they were not
"unusual." Further, the Commission shifted the onus on Appellants to
demonstrate that this project presented a "unique risk of fire, as
compared to other power lines." This statement misses the "sensitive
environment" exception completely. Additionally, the increased
number of lines, the proximity of existing conductors to proposed
conductors, and the project's closer proximity to homes, per se
heighten the statistical probability of electrical ignitions.
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The ROW traverses an extremely fire-sensitive rural residential
region. At least four of Southern California's most catastrophic fires
were caused by downed power lines in the recent past. (Los Angeles
Times, Section A, 10/18/08.) EARSI's letter to the Commission, dated
3/25/10, inventoried five catastrophic fires caused by downed lines in
2007 and 2008. The loss of life and property attributable to electrically
ignited brushfires is staggering. Wind-driven brushfires no longer
adhere to a "red flag" season; the season is year-round. SCE's 66 kV
project moves this ignition source within 60 feet of our extremely
fire-sensitive residential communities, when a 2-mile wide greenbelt
lies to the west.
Turning to the phenomenon of earthquakes, the underlying
active Simi-Santa Rosa Fault is further evidence of the ROW's
sensitive environment, one that has never undergone environmental
study. By granting SCE Exemption G, the Commission effectively
surrendered its ability to require and enforce site-specific geological
surveys to identify geological hazards, including areas of slope
instability, landslides, expansive soils, or areas of tectonic activity. To
Appellants' knowledge, SCE has never so much as collected a sample
for carbon dating to determine if it is safe to undertake construction
in this area. The new 66 kV line compounds the risks of property
damage and personal injury or death if a pole were to topple into the
220 kV lines, or onto residential properties or the two highways it
bisects. There is a very real potential for significant impact to the
public and area residents.
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B.

Exemption G Is Not Applicable Because of the
Project's Cumulative Impact.
Under CEQA, cumulative impacts of regulated utilities in

existing facilities can no longer simply be dismissed as de minimus.
(Communities for a Better Environment v. CA Resources Agency (2002)
Cal.App. 4th 98).

Any impacts can be significant in certain

circumstances if the project or affected areas are large enough. This
project is enormous. As described, it includes 84 new poles and spans
9 miles, 3 jurisdictions, and 4 distinct regions (described in its 4
enumerated

"Sections").

The

cumulative

impact

of

this

subtransmission line within the existing transmission ROW is
significant and mandates environmental review.
To compound its enormity, its impact will be amplified by the
addition of the planned third line of 220 kV towers-which completely
alters the scope and impact of the proposed project, and demands
deeper scrutiny into the ROW as an aggregate. CEQA Guidelines,
§15300.2(c) specifies that all exemptions are inapplicable when "the
cumulative impact of successive projects of the same type in the same
place, over time is significant." The enhanced impact of the two new
facilities when combined with the existing 220 kV tower lines is
monumental. Despite CEQA mandates, the Commission is allowing
SCE to escape regulation on the first phase of this enhancement.
E-4243 glosses over the pendency of the future 220 kV line,
claiming it is too speculative to have its compound effect considered.
By definition it is not speculative. SCE's future plans have a direct
impact on the location of the 66 kV lines currently under
consideration. The fact that SCE relies on the addition of more 220
kV lines in this ROW as the basis for not relocating these 66 kV lines
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to the west side of the existing 220 kV lines catapults the project out
of the realm of speculation and into the category of a "probable future
project," within the meaning of CEQA.
By portraying the planned third 220 kV line as "unspecified and
uncertain"

future

development,

the

Commission

shirks

its

responsibility as the Lead Agency for CEQA. This new 220 kV line is
not "speculative." It is real enough and far enough along in the
planning that SCE representatives speak of it as a certainty. It is also
the stated reason for not modifying the project's location to the west
side of the ROW. The planned third 220 kV line's origin, destination,
location, and capacity are already known and have been brought to
the Commission's attention. Thus, its specifications are concrete
enough to allow its aggregate impact to be studied in connection with
the 66 kV and existing 220 kV lines. Moreover, the 66 kV line, future
220 kV line and the Presidential Substation line all appear to be
connected to a common grid and should be addressed as a single
environmental study.
1.

EMF.

Appellants have raised, time and again, the issue of the
aggregate electromagnetic field (hereinafter "EMF") created by the
addition of this project. This issue has been summarily dismissed by
the Commission, citing the action plan established in Commission
Decision 93-11-013 (requiring only "no-cost and low-cost" measures be
utilized). As noted by the ALJ in 55 CPUC 2d 87, this was intended as
only an "interim measure." (Id. at p. 32 of 50.) The Commission was
studying EMF and preparing to issue more specific guidelines. The
fact that the Commission has not promulgated any guidelines in the
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intervening 17 years, does not diminish the potential significant
impact of EMF, or the necessity for environmental review.
2.

Climate Change and AB 32.

Appellants contend that the project will contribute a
cumulatively significant global warming impact (i.e., climate change).
This contribution to global warming is recognized as "significant" in
the language in the AB 32, The Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006.
CEQA was amended 3/18/10 to provide implementation guidelines to
lead agencies. These Guidelines require a project's incremental effect
on climate change to be addressed in CEQA documents. New CEQA
Guidelines, §15064(h)(1) provides:
When assessing whether a cumulative effect
requires an EIR, the lead agency shall
consider whether the cumulative impact is
significant and whether the effects of the
project are cumulatively considerable. An
EIR must be prepared if the cumulative
impact may be significant and the project's
incremental effect, though individually
limited, is cumulatively considerable.
"Cumulatively considerable" means that the
incremental effects of an individual project
are significant when viewed in connection
with the effects of past projects, the effects of
other current projects, and the effects of
probable future projects.
As noted, the existing 220 kV lines were never subject to CEQA
review and the addition of another set of 220 kV lines in the same
ROW is a probable future project about which this Commission has
notice.

The California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006

(hereinafter "AB 32") makes it clear that any new project that
generates greenhouse gases (during construction and/or operation)
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will contribute incrementally to climate change and, since climate
change is a significant environmental problem, such incremental
contribution must be considered a significant cumulative impact.
The need to address and publicly disclose all impacts on the
environment is inherent in CEQA. Both the Commission and SCE
knew of the pendency of new CEQA Guidelines at least as far back as
the "Notice of Proposed Action" dated 7/3/09. Yet, citing climate
change as "too controversial," the Commission shirked its Lead Agency
responsibilities

and

granted

this

project

exemption

from

environmental review despite this knowledge. The Commission's
approval of E-4243 on 3/11/10 is in direct contradiction to AB 32
(passed just one week later), §15064(h)(1) and now-current
Commission practices.
In E-4243, the Commission finds, in direct contravention of the
2006 legislation, that projects which generate "incremental
contributions to climate change are not a valid reason to require
application of the Exception Criteria." This flies in the face of the law.
Such action was taken with full knowledge of the new CEQA
Guidelines. The timing of approval may be seen as an effort to skirt
the protection of AB 32. Such "side door" actions by Lead Agencies will
significantly hinder and delay California's ability to meet the
reduction targets of AB 32.
In summary, appellants have continuously maintained that the
addition of the 66 kV line would overburden the existing 220 kV ROW.
The compound effect of the future 220 kV makes that
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overburdening all the more apparent. Finding no significant
cumulative impact is legal error.
C.

Exemption G Is Not Applicable Because of Unusual
Circumstances.
1.

Multiple Expansion Projects in a Row Designed for One.

The combination of a 66 kV line with two 220 kV lines-in a
corridor designed for only the original 220 kV project-presents an
"unusual circumstance." The existing utility corridor was not designed
in anticipation of multiple expansion projects. No environmental study
ever contemplated the original, no less additional projects.
The County relied on the 100' buffers to the east and west of the
circa-1970 towers in planning for development of the residential
neighborhoods of Santa Rosa Valley and Moorpark Acres. Reliance on
the buffers also impacted the County's establishing setbacks for
dwellings on the encumbered properties.
2.

Placement in An "Undisturbed" ROW.

Because of the relatively narrow width of the ROW, plus its
approximate 4-mile path through undisturbed virgin lands within
public viewsheds, the visual impact of overburdening it with the
proposed expansions will be substantially greater than if this same 66
kV (and future 220 kV) project were located in a much wider corridor
in a disturbed urban area. The ROW is visible from public viewsheds,
including public roads, parks and open space. The construction of
additional power lines and poles will result in a significant increase in
the ROW's adverse impact to scenic vistas, the area's visual character
and quality.
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3.

Impact on Property Values.

Santa Rosa Valley is a community of custom million dollar
homes. Many of the affected homes have ocean views that will be
degraded by the 66 kV line, and future 220 kV project. Some of the
proposed poles will literally abut backyards. The addition of poles and
lines will have a significant impact by degrading views and the
existing visual character and quality of the sites and surroundings.
E-4243 endorses that "no systematic measure of property value
impact resulting from proximity to electric facility has been
established." But that does not negate the significant negative impact
proximity creates. And the Commission's assertion that "an accepted
methodology for assessing property value impact . . . has yet to be
established" is no justification for avoiding analysis.
This ROW is not an environmental wasteland, so ravaged by
electrical transmission lines that further significant impacts are
impossible and need not be studied, or devaluations assessed. Because
the ROW has remained untouched for 40 years, natural vegetative
visual mitigation has grown into place, softening its impact.
Disruption of this otherwise undisturbed ROW will indeed
substantially impact the quality of the site. To characterize the 9-mile
project as a "small incremental aesthetic change" is fallacy.
Public Utilities Code, §1002 gives special consideration to
community values, recreation and park areas, historical and aesthetic
values, and the influence of a project on the environment. The County
objected to the Advice Letter on the basis of land use issues pursuant
to GO 131-D, Section XIV, B. A major reason for this objection was
the placement of proposed power lines too close to existing residences.
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E-4243 erred in finding no significant aesthetic or property value
concerns to support Exception Criteria.
D.

Exemption G Is Not Applicable Because of the
Project's Potential and Substantial Impact on
Historical Resources.
Appellants have raised the issue of the vast Chumash

archeological resources discovered in and around the ROW when Hill
Canyon sewage treatment plant was being developed a few years ago.
Construction was halted and altered by the discovery of a Native
American burial ground. The proposed project climbs out of the valley
and into Newbury Park via Hill Canyon.
This exception was raised at the public hearing and again in a
letters to the Commission. It is not mentioned in E-4243. Not granting
this exception constitutes error.
VI.
THE COMMISSION ERRED IN FAILING TO
REQUIRE PROOF OF THE ROW.
Appellants raised the issue that the project exceeded the scope
of the ROW, both at the 9/18/09 public hearing, and again in letters to
the Commision. Yet, neither SCE nor the Commission's Energy
Division has ever addressed this issue. It is not even mentioned in
E-4243's discussion of the public hearing. This documentation of the
ROW (in deeds, easements and condemnation orders) is part of the
information SCE agreed to provide the County at the 2/19/10 meeting.
However, it has still failed to do so.
Days before the 9/18/09 public hearing, Appellants had an
opportunity to view the 11/2/70 Condemnation Order that created
parts of the ROW in question. The ROW and resultant 220 kV tower
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lines were developed nearly 40 years ago. By its terms, that order
contemplated "electrical transmission lines consisting of lines of metal
towers" with appurtenances. The "TSPs" SCE proposes to use are not
the same as "towers" contemplated by that order, as the 10/2/08
Advice Letter itself differentiates between the two. There is the added
disparity between "transmission" lines-as specified in the order-and
the "subtransmission" line SCE proposes to construct. Thus, by its
own terms, the project description exceeds the rights granted in the
condemnation order.
Additionally, the 11/2/70 order clearly contemplated a fixed
design. It specified landowners would retain the rights to install farm
fencing, roads, pipelines, ditches, power and telephone poles, and even
buildings (where not prohibited by SCE) so long as such were placed
"more than 50 feet from any metal tower footing." If that order had
intended to convey to SCE the right to expand and add tower and pole
footings, the setback clause would be without practical meaning.
Landowners would be required to remove structures that had been
built in the last 39 years. Judges are not known to be so frivolous in
their wording.
There is evidence that SCE itself considered the "footprint" of its
facilities within the ROW to be fixed. For 38 years after the
construction of the 220 kV line, SCE effectively allowed the ROW to
go fallow, to nature and to property owners. For 38 years, SCE did
nothing to further develop the ROW. Its maintenance visits were
minimal to nonexistent. Crops were planted, barns and outbuildings
built, fences erected, nurseries established-all in the shadow of the

42

220 kV lines. The agricultural land and open space contained within
the ROW were left otherwise undisturbed.
In the meantime, the County relied upon the buffer established
by the ROW. That is, roughly 100 feet on either side of the tower sets
remained vacant of any SCE facilities. This buffer, believed to be
intentional, allowed the County's General Plan to provide for
residential development of land adjacent to the ROW's undeveloped
east flank. As a result, adjacent communities of Santa Rosa Valley and
Moorpark's Home Acres were built in the late 1970's and 1980's. The
County also relied upon that buffer on the ROW's west flank when
establishing the necessary setback for residential structures on the
encumbered parcels.
Now, SCE seeks to expand its rights. But the wording of the
condemnation order is clear-the judge contemplated a static footprint
design for the transmission project.
Interestingly, several weeks before the Advice Letter was
"posted," SCE crews began scrambling to identify "encroachments."
There were many. SCE began its orchestrated campaign to strong-arm
encumbered landowners into signing "acquiescence" letters. These
letters falsely confirm that landowners knew all along SCE merely
had "temporarily tolerated" their "encroachments," some of which had
been in place for decades. [SCE even forced a lessee nursery out of the
leasehold property abutting Santa Rosa Road.] SCE efforts were
aggressive, perhaps to avoid the discovery that those landowners had
effectively acquired prescriptive easements over areas affected by
their unchallenged "encroachments."
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As a general matter, the Commission has extensive,
wide-ranging jurisdiction over utility matters within the State. While
the Commission does not determine the scope of ROWs and
easements, the Commission does need to be certain that a public
utility actually has the appropriate property rights to the land
underlying or otherwise impacted by the project. Executive Director,
Paul Clanon, has acknowledged this in other resolutions. The
California court have ruled firmly against materially increasing the
burden of an easement upon the servient tenement. (See Red
Mountain LLC v. Fallbrook Public Utility District (2006) 143 Cal.App.
4th 333; Wall v. Rudolph (1961) 98 Cal. App. 2d 684.)
Resolution E-4243 is flawed in its failure to address the issue as
to whether SCE's project exceeds the scope of its easement rights. The
Commission should have insisted that SCE provide definitive evidence
that its property rights are sufficient. This is not an issue the
Executive Director should have glossed over. Hence, E-4243 is
materially deficient.
VII.
CIRCUMSTANCES HAVE CHANGED SINCE THE
ASSESSMENT OF "NEED";

OUTDATED DATA

CANNOT PROVIDE SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE OF
CURRENT NEED.
Appellants raised the issue of need. SCE confirmed the project
was based a on need assessment made in 2005, five years ago. The
project is designed to address "heat storm peak overloading." It
presented no evidence that blackouts or brownouts had ever occurred
on the existing subtransmission line. Appellants asserted that the
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bursting of the housing balloon, incentivized alternative energy
programs, and other conditions, particularly the economic downturn,
may have changed the "need" projected back in 2005.
Without

requiring

any

substantiation

from

SCE,

the

Commission shifts the burden to the public to rebut the asserted need
with evidence to the contrary. This is an impossible burden since SCE
holds a monopoly over the data and the pubic has demonstrated that
SCE routinely refuses to provide the public with information. We
contend that the Commission, acting on the public's behalf, should
compel the production of the evidence, as it is necessary to an
informed decision of the matter.
VIII.
REMOVAL

OF

A

HERITAGE

TREE

UNDERSCORES NEED FOR AN EIR.
Appellants raised the issue that the project will require the
removal of a "Heritage Tree" (protected by the Ventura County Tree
Protection Ordinance). This tree has a 12-½ foot trunk girth and is
nearly 100 feet tall. It hosts a mating pair of corvids. As part of the
vegetative mitigation that has grown up in and around the ROW in
the past 40 years, this tree visually softens the "industrial" impact of
the existing transmission facilities. There may be a number of such
protected trees doomed by this proposal.
IX.
REQUEST FOR ORAL ARGUMENT
Pursuant to Rule of Practice & Procedure, rule 16.3, Appellants
hereby request oral argument. Oral argument will materially assist
the Commission in resolving the application, and will further
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demonstrate that Appellants raise issues of major significance for the
Commission. The challenged resolution: (1) presents legal issues of
exceptional controversy, complexity, and/or public importance; and/or
(2) it raises questions of first impression that are likely to have
significant precedential impact.
A.

Exemption G Loophole must Be Closed Consistent
With CEQA.
The interpretation given Exemption G by SCE and Commission

staff effectively negates the rationale for the PTC under GO 131-D by
extending exemption to all 50-200 kV projects within existing
easements or facilities, despite no prior environmental review. This
erroneous, but consistently-applied interpretation of Exemption G
effectively extends the anachronistic CEQA loophole of the old 131-C.
The promulgation of GO 131-D was intended to close this loophole, but
the Commission's interpretation has re-opened it. Oral argument is
needed to close this loophole for good.
B.

Clarification of a Utility's Consultation Mandate
Under GO 131-D, Section XIV.B Is Necessary.
For Section XIV.B to have teeth, utility consultation with public

agencies must occur before plans are drawn and projects sited.
Allowing SCE to shirk this mandate is a departure from Commission
precedent as set forth in the General Orders.
C.

Clarification of the Threshold for Requiring an EIR
Under CEQA, Guidelines § 15064, Subd. (f)(1) Is
Necessary.
Environmental review is mandated even in the "marginal cases"

when it is shown a project may have significant impact. The
Commission refusal to require an EIR given the issue raised by
Appellants' uncontroverted expert evidence is a departure from §
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15064, subd. (f)(1). The Commission's application of § 15064, subd.
(f)(1), in conjunction with § 15300.2, needs to be brought into line with
the letter of the law.
D.

The Commission's Position Regarding EMF must
Be Modernized with Specific New Guidelines.
The currently "no-cost and low-cost" mitigation measure for

EMFs was intended as only interim, pending the Commission's study
17 years ago. New mitigation measures and standards for review must
be promulgated in view of current scientific understanding.
E.

The Commission's Procedure in the Wake of AB 32
and Guideline § 15064(h)(1) must Be Standardized.
Greenhouse gases and global warming are vital issues of great

complexity and importance. Commission practice must be brought into
line with the new legislation. This is a case of first impression. The
application of these laws by the Lead Agency is of vital public
importance.
F.

The Commission Must Require Proof of SCE's
Asserted Rights of Way Consistent with California
Case Law.
Given that California courts frown upon material expansion of

an easement's burden upon the servient property, and given that
Appellants have raised the issues of overburdening the ROW and
exceeding the rights of way granted to SCE, the Commission must
require SCE to "prove up" its asserted property rights as well as that
such contemplated the expansion proposed the 66 kV line and planned
third 220 kV line.
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X.
CONCLUSION
Predicated on the foregoing, appellants respectfully requests
that this application for rehearing be granted.

Dated: April 13, 2010

Respectfully Submitted By,
Appellants Alan and Peggy Ludington;
Danalynn Pritz, and David J. Tanner,
By: ____________________________
Danalynn Pritz, For and On
Behalf of Appellants.
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ATTACHMENT "A"
>>>>>>>>
From: "Brown, Carol A." <carol.brown@cpuc.ca.gov>
To: Damon Wing <Damon.Wing@ventura.org>
Sent: 2/24/2101 9:05:34 AM
Subject: Re: Moorpark-Newbury Line/CPUC hearing
The matter was already held - until there is a resolution the
Commission will not vote on the matter. Now - I know it is frustrating
for you, but the matter will stay on the agenda until it is either voted
on - or withdrawn. As a member of the public, you can not tell if the
matter is held or not. But - because I am following the matter, as is
the Commission's Energy Division, we know the matter is still being
negotiated and we held it.

-----Original Message----From: Damon Wing [mailto:Damon.Wing@ventura.org]
Sent: Tuesday, February 23, 2010 9:28 PM
To: Brown, Carol A.
Subject: Re: Moorpark-Newbury Line/CPUC hearing
Dear Ms. Brown,
There was a very productive meeting with SCE and residents on Friday.
SCE has just a couple more pieces of information to provide. Would it
be possible to hold the item from the CPUC schedule for two more weeks?
We hope to have received all requested information by then.
Thank you,
Damon Wing
Aide to Ventura County Supervisor Linda Parks
(805) 654-3128
-----Original Message----From: "Brown, Carol A." <carol.brown@cpuc.ca.gov>
To: Damon Wing <Damon.Wing@ventura.org>
Sent: 2/17/2010 12:38:12 PM
Subject: Re: Moorpark-Newbury Line/CPUC hearing
It stays scheduled (almost permanently) once it is on the agenda. We
have held it on a 1 or 2 meeting hold since the fall and we will
continue to hold it until we feel the issue has been addressed. So - no
need to be concerned about the fact it shows up on the agenda
________________________________
From: Damon Wing
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To: Brown, Carol A.
Sent: Wed Feb 17 11:52:33 2010
Subject: Re: Moorpark-Newbury Line/CPUC hearing

We'll be meeting with them this Friday. I see it's scheduled for the
February 25th CPUC hearing, agenda item #46.
Best,
Damon
>>>
From: "Brown, Carol A." <carol.brown@cpuc.ca.gov>
To: <Damon.Wing@ventura.org>
Date: 2/13/2010 6:03 PM
Subject: Re: Moorpark-Newbury Line/CPUC hearing
No. There has been no request to have the matter heard. Hope the
information exchange goes well
Carol
________________________________
From: Damon Wing
To: Brown, Carol A.
Sent: Fri Feb 12 10:16:16 2010
Subject: RE: Moorpark-Newbury Line/CPUC hearing

Dear Ms. Brown,
Supervisor Parks will be meeting with representatives from SCE probably
at the end of next week. SCE has indicated that they have responses to
various questions and issues raised at the last meeting. Has the CPUC
heard from them yet regarding putting this item back on the agenda?
Thank you,
Damon Wing
Aide to Supervisor Linda Parks
(805) 654-3128
>>>
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LAW OFFICES OF

PRITZ& ASSOCIATES
3625 East Thous.nd OoL. Bo.rl"lra.d, Suite 176
WESTLAKE

VILLAGE, CALIFoRNIA

9 I 362

DANAL}'l\iN PRI]Z
KtrRl'J. PRI]Z

TELEPHoNE:
(805) 496-8336
F csrMfE: (8O5) 496-8226

GERALDL. MARCUS,O{ Co*'""I

October21,2008
California Pubiic Utilities Commission
Director, Energy Division
505 Van NessAvenue,Fourth Floor
San Francisco,California 94102
SouthernCalifornia Edison Company
Law Department- ExceptionMail
Attn: Ms. C. Lawson
2244Walnut GroveAvenue
Rosemead,
California 91770
Re:

Moorpark-Newbury 66kV Subtransmission Line
scE Advice Letter Number 2272-8, dated october 2,2009
Notice of Proposed Construction
Protest / Objection to Proposed Construction

Dear Sir or Madam:
Please be advised that the undersigned is a party, a consumer affected by
the above-referenced project, and I am writing on behalf of myself, as well as
the residents of the Santa Rosa Valley Estates, and other residents of the Santa
Rosa Valley, who strongly oppose the Moorpark-Newbury
66kV
Subtransmission Line, SCE Advice Letter Number 2272-8, dated October 2,
2008 (hereinafter the "project"). Individual letters from affected resid.ents,and
petitions opposing the project are enclosed herewith. Accordingly, you may
construe this correspondence and the enclosed documentation as our "Protest
to the Proposed Construction" of the project.
For the reasons that follow, we request a second public meeting and/or
that the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) require the South
California Edison Company (hereinafter "Edison" or the "Utility") to file a
formal application that complies with the California Environmental Quality Act

(,'cEQA").

LAw OFFtcES OF

PRITZ& ASSOCIATES

California Public Utilities Commission
Southern Caiifornia Edison Company
Re: SEC AdviceLetter 2272-E:Protestto proposedConstruction
October27,2008

Public notice of the proposed construction project was posted in
residential neighborhoods on or around October 2, 2008. Attached hereto for
your convenient reference is a true and correct copy of the Notice of Proposed
Construction regarding this project, marked as Exhibit "A." The notice did not
comply with CPUC General Order (GO) No. 131-D Section XI., subdivision C.
More specifically, the notice faiied to comply with GO No. lB1-D,
$XI.,
subdivisions (C)(2) and (C)(4), which require:
2. A concise description of the proposed construction
and facilities, its purpose and its location in terms
clearly understandable to the average reader: and
***

4. Instructions on obtaining or reviewing a copy of the
application, including the Proponent's Environmental
Assessment or available equivalent, from the utility[.]
1.

GO N o . 1 3 1 -D . g X I. Subdivision( C\( 2.\.

The notice was deficient because it did not contain a concise description
of the proposed construction and facilities, its purpose and its location in terms
clearly understandable to the ouerage reader. Among its many deficiencies,the
notice, which addressed construction in four different sections, failed to specify
which section applied to Santa Rosa Valley residents. The notice also failed to
make clear and understandable to the average reader that the placement of the
new poles and power lines in section 2 (the section residents later learned
applied to Santa Rosa Valley residents), would be placed 40 feet closer to
residents, and literally in the backyards of some Santa Rosa Valley Estate
residents. Even as an attorney reading the posted notice, I fail to see where
residents were advised of these critical matters. The notice does not state, with
any degree of specificity, where the poles will be placed.

LAW OFFICES oF

PRITZ & ASSOCIATES

California Public Utilities Commission
SouthernCalifornia Edison Company
Re: SECAdviceLetter 2272-E:Protestto proposedConstruction
O c t o b e2r I , 2 0 0 8
I have been advised by every resident to whom I have spokenthat when
they read the postednotice,it was so unclear and contained so much jargon,
residentscouldnot understand preciselywhat the project was proposingor how
it would effectthem. As an attorney, I concurin their conclusion.
The noticeis also unclear in its descriptionof the "Exemption from CPUC
Authority." The notice states:
Pursuant to CPUC Generai Order 181-D, Section
III.B. L, projects meetin"gspecificconditions are exempt
from tlt'e cPUC's requirement to file an application
requesting authority to construct.This project qualifies
for the following exemption:
"g. power line facilities or substations to be
located in an existing franchise,
roadwidening setback easement, or public
utility easement; or in a utility corridor
designated, precisely mapped and officially
adopted pursuant to law by federal, state,
or local agencies for which a final Negative
Declaration or EIR finds no significant
unavoidable environmental impacts."
(Italics added.)
There should at least be a detailed explanation of why the exemption
applies to Edison, not just a citation to the CPUC Code section and a blanket
assertion that it applies. Because the exemption set forth in GO No. lB1-D,
SectionIII.B.1(g), contains a disjunctive phrase, there is more than one way in
which a utility company may qualify for the exemption. Edison has completely
failed to specify which aspect of the exemption they are claiming is applicable
to this project. More importantly, the notice completely fails to state what
specificconditions Edison has met which renders them exempt from having to

obtaina permitto construct.(GONo. lgl-D, SIII.B.)

LAw OFFICES OF

PRITZ & ASSOCIATES

California Public Utilities Commission
SouthernCalifornia Edison Company
Re: SECAdviceLetter 2272-E:Protestto proposedconstruction
October21,2008
This lack of proper notice has made it virtually impossiblefor the public
to formulate an adequateresponse.The public has a right to contestwhether
the claimed-exemptionhas beenincorrectlyapplied for by the Utility. (GO 131D., SSXII,XIII.) However,due to the iack of adequatenotice,the public cannot
meaningfully respond to the Utilities' claimed exemption. Local residents
require further information from the Utility to determine whether the claimed
exemptionapplies.
Predicatedon the foregoing,the noticedid not complywith GO No. 181-D,
$IX, subdivision(C)(2)
2.
The notice is also deficient becauseit fails to comply with GO No. 181-D,
$IX, subdivision (CX4). The notice did not contain any instructions on obtaining
or reviewing a copy of the appiication, including Edison's Environmental
Assessment or available equivalent. Again, this deficiency directly and
significantly impacted the public's ability to meaningfully respond to the
proposed construction and Edison's claim of exemption from having to obtain
a permit to construct. (GO No. 131-D, SIII.B.)

3.

Additional Objections.

Additional objectionsto the noticeinclude,but are not limited to:
a.

The lack of information in the project description. For
example the height of the proposedtowers is omitted in
section3.

b.

There is no descriptionof the Row (existing easements,
rights-of-way) involved. The notice does not specifu the
widths, the neighborhoodsor elevationscomparedto adjacent
properties to evaluateimpacts.

c.

The notice does not contain a description of the nearby
affectedproperties.

LAw OFFICES OF
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California Public Utilities Commission
SouthernCalifornia Edison Company
Re: SECAdviceLetter 2272-E:Protestto ProposedConstruction
O c t o b e r2 I . 2 0 0 8

d.

The notice does not state the justification or necessity, or a
description of alternatives.

e.

The descriptionof the various Row's, scE facilities and
adjacent jurisdictions omits the mailing list of those who
receivedthe notice.

f.

The notice does not compiy with cEeA requirements
regarding time frames and affectedagencies.

o

The notice and claimed-exemptionare inadequatebecause
Edisonproperty is involved. The first paragraph of the notice
states that the project involves "SEC fee-ownedproperty."
This is apparently not exempt under GO No. 181-D,
SIII.B.1.(g)if it is in a "utility corridor."

h.

Requiring residents to contact Edison for the basic details,
when aII relevant information is generally available on the
internet, is burdensomeand oppressive.There shouldnot be
an Edison human fact-filter intervening betweenthe public
and the initial study and project description.

b '

4.
The lack of proper notice has directly effected the public's ability to file a
meaningful response. Because the notice was deficient, residents did not
understand the true impact of the project until a community meeting was held,
weeks later, on October 16, 2008. At the meeting, the adverse effects of the
proposed construction became clear to residents for the first time. However, the
Edison representation present at the meeting had incomplete information, and
no firm plan of action for the project. The only documentation provided to
attendees of the meeting was a power-point presentation that virtually mirrored,
the inadequate notice and did not contain any of the additional information
identified herein. (See Exhibit B.) No additional documentation was provided
by Edison. Thus, even after the meeting, residents still lack the information
necessaryto ferret out the cumulative impact under the CPUC's time frame.
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Objections or protests to the project had to be filed by October 22,2008.
Thus, residents had mere|y six days from the time of the meeting until the time
the protests had to be filed, to formulate a response. Six days - two of which
included a weekend - is simply inadequate, by any standards, to formulate a
thorough and meaningfui responseto such a massive project.
The CPIIC should require Edison to grve proper notice to affected
residents, and, as a collateral sequella, allow the protest period to restart so
residents have a fair and meaningful opportunity to respond. The notice should
be recalled and the project suspended until the Utility complies with the notice
requirements and a secondpublic meetine is held . r
The foregoing notwithstanding, and to the extent possibie given the utter
lack of adequate notice, we hereby protest the project on the following grounds:
B.

E d iso n Is N o t E xe mp t Under Gener al Or der No. 131- D. Sec ti on
DLB.1(g) frottt Havittg to obtaitt a Per.oit to const..tct .
In the notice provided to local residents, Edison claims:
Pursuant to CPUC General Order 131-D, Section
III.B.1, projects meeting specificconditions are exempt
from the CPUC's requirement to file an application
requesting authority to construct. This project qualifies
for the following exemption:
"9. power line facilities or substations to be
located in an existing franchise, roadwidening setback easement, or public
utility easement; or in a utility corridor

1 Based on the foregoing, we
retain the right to lodge further protests or
objectionsto the proposed project as further information becomesavailable. No
waiver of the right to protest should be implied by our failure to list a ground.
for objection herein or in any of the letters submitted herewith.
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designated, precisely mapped and officially
adopted pursuant to law by federal, state,
or Iocal agenciesfor which a final Negative
Declaration or EIR finds no significant
unavoidable environmental impacts."
(Emphasis added.)
As you can plainly see, Go No. 131-D, section III.B.r(g), contains a
disjunctive phrase, separated with a semi-colon, which provides two different
means of exemption. We do not believe Edison falls under either exemption set
f o r t h i n GO N o . 1 3 1 -D , se cti o nIII.B.1( g) .
According to the notice, the proposed project is ". . . to construct fa) neu;
Moorpark-Newbury 66 kilovolt (k\) subtransmission line
Go 181-D,
sectionIILB.1(g), does not appear to exempt "subtransmission" Iines.
The first part of section III.B.1(g) states, in relevant part: "Compliance
with section IX.B is not required for . . . (g) pou;er line facilities or substations
. . ." (Emphasis added.) Power lines are defined in GO No. 131-D, SectionI, as
"a line designated to operate between 50 and 200 kV." The word "facilities" is
not defined in GO No. 131-D. According to Public Resources Code, section
25II0, a "facility" means "any electric transmission line." According to GO No.
131-D,Section I, a "transmission line is a line designed to operate at or above
200 kilovolts (k\D." None of these terms describe or seem to apply to a
"subtransmission line." In addition, sincethe proposed construction clearly does
not involve the construction of a substation in section 2 of the proposed project,
that aspect of the exemption under Section III.B.1(g) does not apply.
In addition, based on the project description, that the project involves the
construction of a "neu)subtransmission line," it seems that the project rs a neuJ
project, subject to the requirement to obtain a permit to construct under GO No.
131-D, SIII.B. A permit to construct is subject to CEQA. Therefore, a full
CEQA review would be required for this new project.
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At this stage, and for purposes of further review, we also object to Edison's
unsubstantiated assertio n that they qualify for the second aspect of the
exemption under GO No. 131-D, section IILB.1(g), which states, "in a utility
corridor designated, precisely mapped and officially adopted pursuant to law by
federal, state, or local agencies for which a final l{egatiue Declaration, or EIR
finds no significant uruauoidableenuironmental impacts ." (Italics added.)
Admittedly, Edison has not provided us with any documentation or
information regarding a Negative Declaration (ND) or EIR. Therefore. as a
preliminary matter, we hereby request that Edison be required to provide us
with all documentation relevant and necessary to establishing the italicized
aspect of the exemption quoted in the preceding paragraph, including, without
Iimitation:

1)

A copy of the original project,the ND and the EIR under which no
significant unavoidable environmentai impacts were allegedly
found.

2)

All documents relied upon and incorporated by reference by the
final ND or EIR.

3)

Any and all documents demonstrating that Edison implemented.
low-cost measures mitigating potential human exposure to electric
and magnetic fields (EMF's) associated with power lines,
specifically rn regard to the proposed Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV
Subtransmission Line Project and rts combined effect with the
existing 220kV transmission lines.

4)

AII documents which establish that the project complies with
current regulations, including compliance with ABB2, the
California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006.
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This list is not intended to be exhaustive. We are requesting that Edison
meet its burden of proving that the claimed-exemptionindeed applies to them,
and to this project. In order for a final ND, a Mitigated ND, or an EIR to be
used for a subsequent project or latter phase of an initial project the proposed
project must meet the requirements set forth in the California Code of
Regulations, section 15162 ICEQA requirements]. Edison's mere conclusion
that the project is exempt from CEQA requirements requires substantiation
with citation to relevant supporting documenting. Edison has not met its
burden.

C.
Envir
Complv with CEQA Guidelines.
There is a reasonable possibility that the proposed project could result in
individual and cumulative significant impacts on the environment. Under
CEQA, cumulative impacts of regulated utilities on existing facilities can no
longer simply be dismissed as "de minimis." (Communities for a Better
Enuironment u. CA ResourcesAgency (2002) 103 Cal.App.4th 98). Any impacts
can be significant in certain circumstances if the project or affected areas are
large enough. This project is enormous. It includes 84 new towers, spanning
9 miles, affecting four distinct regions specified in the notice as sections one
through four.
We believe it is necessary for the CPUC to require the Utility to obtain a
formal permit to construct becausewe believe the proposed project may involve
numerous CEQA violations. Given the limited information we have, we believe
the following environmental factors are potentially adversely and significantly
impacted by the proposed project.2
1.

Aesthetics.

' More violations may be discovered
after more information is provided
from the Utility.
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The project will be visible from public viewsheds including public road
right-of'ways, public parks and public open space areas. The construction of
additional power lines and poles will result in a significant increase in the
already significant adverse impact to scenicvistas, the areas visual quality and
character. In addition, many of the homes affected by this project have ocean
views that will be adversely impacted by the addition of a new system of power
lines and poles. The additional poles and lines will substantially degrade the
existing visual character and/or quality of the site and quality of the
surroundings. Edison is proposing to place the new power lines and poles 40
feet closer to residents, east of the current transmission lines, literally in the
backyards of some residents. This will have a significant impact on scenic
views and the existing visual character and quality of the sites and
surroundings.
2.

Biological Resources / Land Use and planning / Mandatory
F indings of Significance.

The project will impact native chaparral habitat. Several serrsitiveplant
and animal species are known to occupy chaparral habitat. Harm, harassment
or the taking of protected speciesis prohibited by State and federal laws. Loss
of habitat for a protected species is considered harm or harassment. CEQA
considers impact to protected species a significant environmental impact.
Therefore, the project has the potential to result in potentially significant
biological impacts.
Thus far, we have identified the Ludington residence (10300 East Presilla
Road) in section 2 of the proposed project which will be directly impacted by loss
of native chaparral which blankets the hilltop to the east of the existing tower.
By locating the new power lines and poles within the 100-foot buffer that
currently separates the Ludington's property from the lines, Edison will clear
brush, create a fuel modification zone, and establish a long-term maintenance
obligation over the hillside significantly impacting this protected.habitat. With
more time, we are confident more biological impacts will be added to this list.
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The project will also impact one or more heritage trees. Impacts to
heritage trees are protected by local ordinance. Impacts to herirage trees are
considered a significant adverse impact under CEQA. There is a "Heritage
Tree" at the end of Presilla Road that will be removed to accommodatethe
project. This tree, and others like it, are protected under the Ventura County
Tree Protections Ordinance. The tree at the end of Presilla, for example, has
a 12 and one-half foot trunk girth and is approximately 80 feet tall. The tree
also provides a visual screening of the current transmission lines. If removed.,
not only will this significantly impact a historical and biological resource, this
will have a further significant impact on aesthetics.
3.

Geology and Soils.

The project will expose peopie and structures to significant health and
safety impacts from known geologicconditions.
The proposed project traverses the Simi-Santa Rosa Fault zone. To our
knowledge, Edison has not prepared any site specific geological surveys along
the alignment of the proposed project to identify geoiogic hazards, including
areas of slope instability, landslides, expansive soils or areas of tectonic activity.
Edison has not collected any samples for carbon dating, to d.etermine whether
it is safe to build the project in this area. The fact is, the Simi-Santa Rosa fault
is consideredto be an actiue fault.
At the meeting on October 16, 2008, the Edison representative told iocal
residents that there is no requirement that the Utility even structurally fortify
the poles because earthquakes are considered "unpredictable." We find this
assertion specious since earthquakes are a major part of the geological and soil
considerations under CEQA. Edison currently plans to place approximately 34
poles in section 2, 40 feet closer to residents, and actually on some residential
properties. The project has the potential to result in a significant impact to the
public and local residents, including the risk of personal injury or death, if the
poles and/or lines were to topple over onto public road right-or-ways, public
open space areas, or residential properties.
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4.

Climate Change.

The project will result in an incremental but cumulatively significant
impact to climate change. Giobal Warming is considered a significant
cumulative impact. The project will generate greenhouse gases through use of
fossil fuels during construction and generation of electric power. Therefore, the
project will contribute incrementally to this cumulatively significant impact.
CEQA requires preparation of an EIR for all projects having the potential to
result in one or more significant impacts. The project's effects on climate
change must be addressed. The analysis should follow the Governor's Office of
P l a n n i n g a n d R e se a rch ( oPR) , June 2008, Technical Advis or y
(http://opr.ca.gov/index.php?a=ceqa/index.html)
on how lead agencies should
address a project's greenhouse gas emissions on climate change in CEQA
documents. The analysis should include the environmental baseline required
by AB 32, identification of uniformly adopted CEQA thresholds of significance,
quantification of the projects equivalent CO2 emissions, identification and
discussionsof alternatives to the project, and the manner in which the proposed
project complies with AB 32.
Lead agencies proposing to approve projects resulting in one or more
significant impacts must approve a Statement of Overriding Considerations.
To approve a Statement of Overriding Considerations lead agencies are
required to make a finding that all feasible mitigation measures have been
incorporated into the proposed project to reduce significant environmental
impacts. AII feasible mitigation measures should be identified along with a
discussionof other measures consideredand rejected as infeasible.
5.

The Cumulative Impact of the Project is Considerable and May
Have Substantial Adverse Environmental Effects and Effects on
Human Beings Either Directly or Indirectly Q4andatory Findings
of Significance).

The CPUC has a policy of "prudent avoidance"of exposureto EMF's.
(CPUC Dec. No. 06-01-042.) Doubling of the power lines will result in an
increasein EMF exposure. The EMF issuesare admitted by Edison,cursorily
addressed,and apparently soughtto be mitigated without any CEQA analysis.

LAW OFFICES OF

PRITZ & ASSOCIATES

California Public Utilities Commission
SouthernCalifornia Edison Company
Re:SEC AdviceLetter 2272-E:Protestto ProposedConstruction
October21,2008

This raises the following points of concern:

6.

a.

Does an exemption authorize mitigation
activities without analysis and disclosure?

b.

The action is apparently based on prior OPUC EIR's that are
not referenced (making it impossible to review).

c.

The description of EMF effectsbefore and after mitigation
are not addressed. Edison has mereiy offered an after-thefact EMF reading to affected residents which rs wholly
inadequate.

d.

The claimed "minimization" of harmful EMF's is not an
adequate CEQA mitigation plan. There is no indication that
the mitigation measures identified reduce the environmental
impact to iess than significant.

e.

There is no information on the method of mitigation proposed
for the project. Guidelines state that power poles should be
equal to or greater in height to the existing lines. will higher
poles be constructed?

of the exempt

Public Safety.

The project has the potential to result in a significant increase in fire
hazards.
The project will result in the construction of new electric
subtransmission lines and facilities. Electric subtransmission lines and
facilities are known to trigger structural and wildland fires. CEQA considers
a substantial increases in f::rehazards to be significant adverse impact.
Less than two weeks ago downed power lines were cited as the cause of
the fire in the Porter Ranch area of Southern California. Power lines were
recently cited as the cause of four of the State's last 20 worst fires. (See L.A.
Times 10/18/08, Section A, page 20 [electrical lines ignited four of the States's
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20 worst fires].) Quite clearly, moving the power lines 40 feet closer to
residents, and onto the property of many residents, significantly increases the
odds of a residential structural fire and personal injury or even death. Wildland
fires have the potential to destroy sensitive plant and animal habitats, harm
and/or harass endangered species, cause substantial increases in the rate of
erosion and siltation impacting sensitive resources within navigable waters of
the US and waters of the State. This is a very significant concern to residents
becausethe Santa Rosa Valley experiences uery strong winds during "Santa
Ana" conditions.
Based on the foregoing, we believe the proposed project violates several
provisions of CEQA. In addition to the issues listed above, the project may
violate other aspects of CEQA that are simply not known due to the lack of
adequate notice. Moreover, even assuming, without conceding, that Edison
obtained a ND, a MND, or EIR specifically for this project, we have reason to
believe that circumstances may have substantially changed since the date any
ND or EIR was certified. Therefore, we are asking that the CPUC require
Edison to file a formal application which complies with CEQA.
We would also point out that this project is based on an anticipated.
possible future overload of the existing 66kV lines. According to Edison,
however, the existing Iines have never lost power. This anticipated need for
new lines was made in 2005, based on a 2003 -2004 housing boom, which has
now completely ceased to exist, and the project was not considered in the
context of our current dire economic crisis which has all but stopped new
construction in the area these new lines are intended to serve. Re-assessment
of the plan may reveal that, in addition to changes in environmental
circumstances and conditions, there may be a change which respect to level of
need this project is intended to address. For example, compliance with AB 82
may result in clustering new development within urban areas to reduce energy
demand, away from outlying rural areas such as the Santa Rosa Vallev.
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D.

Alternatives Available to the Utility.

As a final note, I should mention that at the meeting on October 16, 2008,
local residents implored Edison to explore other options. Edison, however, was
apparently unwilling to consider alternatives to the proposed project.
Admittedly, Edison has not considered a single alternative course of action.
Residents, however, remain amenable to discussing potential solutions to our
concerns.

E.

Conclusion.

Construction on the project is scheduledto begin on November 17, 2008,
and local residents, myself among them, have not had an adequate opportunity
to investigate or respond to the proposed construction. Time is of the essence
and we would appreciate your prompt responseto this protest and request for
a second public meeting and/or for the filing of a formal application which
addresses,inter alia, the CEQA concernsheld by residents of the affected areas.
As I understand the process,Edison is required to serve its responseon
each protestant and the Commission Advisory and Compliance Division within
five business days of receipt of the protest. (GO No. 131-D, $XIIII.) We look
forward to the Utility's response and to the much needed intervention from the
CPUC. Thank you for your time and consideration of these very important
issues.

Danalvnn Prftz. fo
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Enclosures:

Letter from the Santa RosaValley EstatesHomeownersAssociation;
Letter from Linda Parks, CountyBoard of Supervisors;
Letter from Don Shubert, SRV Municipal Advisory Council;
Three petition against the Project,containing 17 signatures; and
Fifty-sevenletters opposingthe projectfrom concernedcitizens ofthe Santa RosaVailey
Originals to the CPUC, copiesto SEC.
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AttachmentA
N OT IC EOF PROPOSED
CONSTRUCTION
Moorpark-Newbury
66 kV Subtransmission
Line
SCEAdvice LetterNumber:2272-E
Date:October2.2008
ProposedProiect:
SouthernCaliforniaEdisonCompany(SCE)proposesto constructthe new Moorpark-Newbury
66 kilovolt(kV)subtransmission
lineto addressa basecaseoverloadon the Moorpark
tap of the
existingMoorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy
66 kV subtransmission
line. The new Moorpark-Newoury
66 kV subtransmission
linewill be constructed
betweenSCE'sMoorparkSubstation,
locatedat
the northwestcornerof GabbertRoadand Los AngelesAvenuein the City of Moorpark,ano
SCE'sNewburySubstation,
locatedat1295Lawrence
Drivein the Cityof ThousandOaks. The
project,
whichwillinvolveboththe construction
of newfacilities
and replacement
and reconductor
of existingfacilities,is approximately
9 milesin length,and will traverseportionsof the Cityof
Moorpark,unincorporated
areasof VenturaCounty,and the City of ThousandOaks,all within
existing
easements,
rights-of-way
(ROW)andSCEfee-owned
property.
specifically,
the new Moorpark-Newbury
66 kV linewillbe constructed
as follows:
Section1: Construction
of approximately
2,000feet of underground
66 kV line,entirelywithin
Moorpark
Substation.
.

Thissectionwill extendfromPosition2 in the Moorpark66 kV bus to a new tubular
steelpole(TSP)riser,up to approximately
90 feetin height,in the northeast
corner
of MoorparkSubstation,
and will be cabledwith2,000kcmil(thousand
circularmils)
copper.

Section2: Construction
of 34 engineered
TSPsexistingin the SCE'sexistingOrmondBeachMoorpark
220kV ROWfor approximately
5 miles:
.

This portionof the projectwill extendfrom the MoorparkSubstation
east and then
southto a pointadjacentto SCE'sexisting220 kV towerM16 T5. Fromthis point,
thenewlinewilltransition
to an existing
66 kV ROWas described
in #2 below.

.

The new TSPs, which will be approximately
75-125feet tall and strungwill g54
aluminumconductor,steel reinforced(ACSR),will be installedadjacentto the
existing220 kV towersand the newsubtransmission
linewillhaveapproximately
the
same span lengthsas the existingOrmondBeach-Moorpark
220 kV lines in the
ROW.

Section3: Replacement
of 14 existingdouble-circuit
66 kV latticesteeltowers(LSTs)with 14
double-circuit
TSPsfor approximately
2.5 mileson the existingMoorpark-Newbury-Phaimacy
66
kV subtransmission
line.
.

As noted in #1 above,this sectionbeginswherethe existingMoorpark-NewburyPharmacy66 kV subtransmission
line crossesSCE's existingOrmond BeachMoorpark220kV ROWat a pointapproximately
4,150feet southof the intersection
of SantaRosaRoadand GerrvRoad.

.

The new double-circuit
TSPs,whichwill be approximately
75-125feet tall,will carry
boththe existingMoorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy
66 kV subtransmission
lineand the
new Moorpark-Newbury
66 kV line, Bothcircuitswill be strungwith 954 ACSR(the
existingMoorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy
66 kV line currentlyis strungwith 653.9
ACSR,but will be reconductored
as partof thisprojectto avoidconduciorswingano
riseconflictwiththe new Moorpark-Newbury
66 kV tine).

Section4: Replacement
of 36 single-circuit
wood poleswith 36 double-circuit
lightweight
steel
(LWS)polesfor approximately
1.2milesin existingROW.
'

This sectionbeginsat a pointapproximately
.3 mileswest of the intersection
of
ConejoCenterDriveand RanchoConejoBlvdandendsat NewburySubstation.

.

Thissectionwill involvethe transferof the existingMoorpark-Newbury-pharmacy
66
kV subtransmission
linefromexisting70-90foottallwoodpolesto new75-95foottall
double-circuitLWS poles carrying both the new Moorpark-Newbury
66 kv
subtransmissionline and the existing Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy
66 kV
subtransmission
line.

Construction
of the proposedprojectis scheduled
to beginNovember11,2008,and is expected
to be completed
in December
2010.
EMFGompliance:The CPUCrequiresutilitiesto employ"no cost"and "lowcost"measures
to
and magneticfields(EMF).In accordance
with "EMFDesrgn
leducepublicexposureto_elec,tric
Guidelines"
filedwiththe CPUCin compliance
withCPUCDecisions
93-11-013
and 06-01-042.
SCEwouldimplement
the following
measure(s)
for the proposedproject:
1' Usingpoleheightsthatmeetor exceedthe"preferred"
66 kV designcriteriaas specifled
in SCE'sEMFDesignGuidelines.
2. Usinga compactpole-head
configuration
thatcreateslowermagneticfieldsthanother
designs.
3. Phasingcircuitsto reducethe magnetic
fields.
Exemptionfrom CPUGAuthority:Pursuant
to CPUCGeneralOrder131-D,Sectionlll.B.1,
projectsmeetingspecificconditionsare exempt from the CPUC's requirementto file an
application
requesting
authority
to construct.
Thisprojectqualifies
for the following
exemption:
"9. power line facilitiesor substations
to be locatedin an existingfranchise,roadwideningsetbackeasement,
or publicutilityeasement;
or in a utilitycorridordesignated,
preciselymappedand officiallyadoptedpursuantto law by federal,state, or local
agenciesfor whicha finalNegativeDeclaration
or EIR findsno significant
unavoidable
environmental
impacts."
Public Review Process: Personsor groupsmay protestthe proposedconstruction
if they
believethat the utilityhas incorrectly
appliedfor an exemptionor believethere is reasonable
possibility
that the proposedprojector cumulative
effectsor unusualcircumstances
associated
withthe project,mayadverselyimpacttheenvironment.
Protests
mustbe filedby October22,2008andshouldincludethefollowing:
1. Yourname,mailing
address,
anddaytime
telephone
number.
2. Reference
to the SCEAdviceLetterNumberand ProjectNameldentified.
3. A cleardescription
of the reasonfor the protest.
The lettershouldalso indicatewhetheryou believethat evidentiary
hearingsare necessary
to
resolvefactualdisputes.Protestsfor thisprojectmustbe mailedwithin20 calendardaysto:

California
PublicUtilities
Commission
Director,
EnergyDivision
505VanNessAvenue,4'nFloor
SanFrancisco,CA 94102

AND

SouthernCalifornia
EdisonCompany
- Exception
LawDepartment
Mail
2244 \NalnutGroveAvenue
Rosemead,
CA 91770
Attention:Ms.C. Lawson

SCEmustrespondwithinfivebusinessdaysof receiptandservecopiesof its response
on each
protestant
and the CPUC.Within30 daysafterSCE has submittedits response,the Executive
Directorof the CPUCwill sendyou a copyof an ExecutiveResolution
grantingor denyingthe
requestandstatingthe reasonsfor the decision.
Assistancein Filing a Protest: For assistance
in filinga protest,contactthe CPUC'spublic
Advisorin san Francisco
at (415)703-2074
orin LosAngetesat(213)576-7055.
AdditionalProject Information:To obtainfurtherinformation
on the proposedproject,please
contact:
ForMoorpark:
ChrisCoronel,SCE LocalPublicAffairsRegionManager
SCEValenciaServiceCenter
25625W.RyeCanyonRoad
Valencia,
CA,91355
Phone:(661)257-8227
ForThousand
Oaksand Unincorporated
VenturaCountyAreas:
RudyGonzales,
SCE LocalPublicAffairsRegionManager
SCEThousandOaksServiceCenter
3589FoothillDrive
Thousand
Oaks.CA.91361
Phone:(805)497-5616
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L.Aw OFFICES OF

PRITZ& ASSOCIATES
3625East

-fh.r.rsonJ
OoL. Borrl".ro.J, Suite 176

WESTLAKE

VILLAGE,

CALIFoRNIA

9 1 362

l).\NAl.\'\ r.-l'lil'l'Z
K('R'l l I'RI'IZ
(;l)l^t.l) L. )fAl{('t'S, O[ Cr.r'."I

T E L E p H o N(E8:0 5 ) 4 9 6 - 8 3 3 6
(8O5\ 496-8226
FacsrMrLE:

N o v e m b e7
r ,7,2008
By Email and Ouernight Deliuery
e-mailed to: FlY@cpuc.ca.gov
Michael Rasauser,
CEQA / RegulatoryAnalysts
CaseManager
Mr. HonestoGatchalian
Energy Division
CaliforniaPublic Utilities Commission
505 Van NessAvenue,Fourth Floor
San Francisco,California 94102
Re:

Moorpark-Newbury 66kV Subtransmission Line
SCE Advice Letter Number 2272-8, dated October 2, 2008
Notice of Proposed Construction

Renly / Objection to Edison's Resnonse Letter dated 10/31/08
Dear Mr. Gatchalian:
Before the close of the period to receive protests on October 22,2008, I,
along with approximately I07 other residents of the Santa Rosa Valley,
submitted a "Protest to the Proposed Construction" of the project specified
above,the Moorpark-Newbury 66kV Subtransmission Line, SCE Advice Letter
Number 2272-8, dated October 2,2008 (hereinafter the "project"). On October
31, 2008, South California Edison Company (hereinafter "Edison" or the
"Utility") fiIed its letter in response to the protests, in accordance with
California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) General Order (GO) 131-D,
sectionXIII (the "response").Accordingly, please construe this correspondence
as my reply to Edison's response.
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A.

Introduction.

Edison's proposed project has created significant public controversy and
raised a number of environmental issues. Edison obviously has the information
at its disposal to inform the public and address the environmental concernsthat
have been raised by the community. However, instead of providing full
disclosure,adequate notice, and showing goodfaith, Edison has choseninstead
to constrain the flow of information, providing only enough information for it to
argue that the protests should be dismissed and this massive project should be
allowed to go forward, unchecked, and without complying with the California
Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"). Our initial protests raised significant
environmental concerns and other issues which we urge the CPUC to fully
address, by requiring Edison to obtain a permit to construct. When in doubt,
the CPUC should err on the side of conservation, full disclosure, and protecting
the environment.
The City of Thousand Oaks, the City of Moorpark, the Municipal Advisory
Committee for the Santa Rosa Valley, and the Ventura County Board of
Supervisors have all filed objectionsto the project, raising CEQA concernsand
land use issues. All of these governmental bodies have asked the CPUC to
require some form of CEQA review. On October 28,2008, the Ventura County
Board of Supervisors held a special sessionat which Supervisor Linda Parks
moved to have the Board approve a letter to the CPUC requesting that it
consider the environmental impact(s) of the project and that Edison consider
alternatives to its proposed route, especially in the one-half mile area where
they plan to run the above-groundtransmission lines 40 feet closer to homes in
the Santa Rosa Valley. The Board voted uruanimously to approve the letter.
The Board also invited Edison to meet with the County government and
community to discuss the project, however, Edison officials declined to accept
that invitation. The results of the Board of Supervisors meeting were published
in the Ventura County Star newspaper along with the pointed comments from
Supervisor Kathy Long to Edison representatives. She said, "Edison has been
a great partner in the community, and you dropped the ball on this one. This
is a significant project and you need to have communication - not just
notification, but communication with the supervisors and the community."
(Ventura County Star, 10129108,County News Section, "Board backs delay of
power line project.")
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Given the lack of open communication from Edison, the inadequate notice
and the apparent lack of any Application filed with the CPUC for this project,
the community remains at a significant disadvantage in presenting its case to
the CPUC. Time constraints have also hampered the public's ability to fully
and fairly respond. We ask that the CPUC take these very important factors
into consideration. The public was forced to file protests in response to a wholly
inadequate notice that did not provide a sufficient description of the project or
explain the environmental effects of the project, or any other aspect of the
project, in terms clearly understandable to the average person. (GO No. 131-D,
SXI.C.2.) There were only slr days after becoming aware of what this project
potentially entailed at a public meeting, to file protests before the protestation
period closed. Even now, after receiving Bdison's response, the community
affected still only has the partial information Edison wants us to haue. There
is not full and complete information about this project and Edison failed to
address numerous key points raised in the compliant letters.
Notwithstanding these very serious deficiencies, our protests state valid
grounds for the CPUC to require Edison to obtain a permit to construct and to
require this project to go through the necessaryCEQA review process. CEQA
experts strongly assert that this project has the potential to significantly effect
the environment on manv different levels.
To inform my position, I have engaged the services of Mr. David J.
Tanner, an Environmental and Regulatory Specialist. Mr. Tanner has prepared
a preliminary report, attached hereto as Exhibit A. Mr. Tanner identifies
numerous environmental issues demonstrating why the CPUC should not turn
a blind-eye and allow Edison to rush this project through the CPUC
consideration process, without requiring at least a permit to construct. This is
a massiue project and, for the reasons that follow, we do not believe that the
exemption stated in GO 131-D, Section III.B.1.g ("exemption (g)") applies to
avoid CEQA review.
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B.

Edison has incorrectly applied for an exemption under GO
131-D.section III.B.1.s.

Exemption (g) states, in its entirety, that the following is exempt from
having to obtain a permit to construct:
power line facilities or substations to be located in an
existing franchise, road-widening setback easement,or
public utility easement; or in a utility corridor
designated, precisely mapped and officially adopted
pursuant to law by federal, state, or local agencies for
which a final Negative Declaration or BIR finds no
significant unavoidable environmental impacts.
Edison is claiming that this project is exempt under the foregoing
provision because the project involves new construction in an existing
easement,right-of-way (ROW) or SCE fee-ownedproperty. (Responseat pp. 23.) Edison relies on the first portion of the foregoing exemption, before the
semi-colon,which reads, "power Iine facilities or substations to be located in an
existing franchise, road-widening setbackeasement,or public utility easement;
. . ." While a semi-coloncan be used to separate clauseswith separate subjects,
for the reasons that follow, we submit that Edison's interpretation of this
exemption should be rejected. To allow a new project of this magnitude to
completely avoid the permitting process and environmental review, simply
becausethe project involves the use of an existing easement, does not comport
with the overall intent of GO 131-D, CEQA guidelines, or common sense.
Moreover, the rules of statutory construction do not support Edison's claim of
exemption.
Applying the rules of statutory construction typically utilized by a court
of law, it is fundamental that in construing a statute, the purpose is to ascertain
the intent of the law-making body so as to effectuate the purpose of the law.
(People u. Dyer (2002) 95 CaI.App.4th 448, 452-453, citing People u. Jefferson
(1999) 2l Cal. th 86, 94.) A construction should comport most closelywith the
apparent intent of the Legislature, with a view to promoting rather than
defeating the general purpose of the statute, and avoid an interpretation that
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would lead to absurd consequences.(Peopleu. Jenhins (1995) 10 Cal.4th 234,
246; Peopleu. King (1993) 5 Cal.4th 59, 69.)
Language that appears unambiguous on its face may be shown to have
a latent ambiguity; if so, a court may turn to customary rules of statutory
construction or legislative history for guidance. (Sronton u. Panish (1980) 28
Cal.3d 107, 115.) Statutory language which seems clear when consideredin
isolation may in fact be ambiguous or uncertain when considered in context.
(Hale u. Southern California IPA Medical Grottp, Inc. (2001) 86 Cal.App.4th
919, 924, citing Stochton Sau. & Loan,Banh u. Massanet (Ig4l) 18 Cal.2d 200,
207; Quarterman u. Kefau,uer(1997) 55 Cal.App.4th 1366, 1371.)
When an ambiguity exists, a statute must be interpreted in context,
examining other legislation on the same or similar subjects, to ascertain the
Legislature's probable intent. (California Teachers Assn. u. Gouerning Bd. of
Rialto Unified School Dist. (1997) 14 CaI.4th 627, 642.) Useful insight might
be gained into the intended meaning of a phrase or expression by examining
use of the same or similar language in other statutes. (Frediani u. Ota (1963)
215 Cal.App.2d r27,133.) These principles apply in the CtrQA context. (See
e.g., Azusa Land Reclamation Co. u. Main" San Gabriel Basin Watermaster
(1997) 52 Cal.App.4th 1165, 1792 [construing whether the language of the
exemption for an existing "facility" is ambiguous with respect to its application
to a solid waste landfill, relying on other terms and provisions of the Guidelines,
the environmental hazards associatedwith waste disposal sites and the policy
of CtrQA in determining that the exemption for a "facility" should not be given
an expansive construction].)
We contend that exemption (g) is ambiguous. In fact, when construed in
the context of the overall purpose of GO 131-D, and the policy of CEQA, it
appears that the true intent of exemption (g) was to n.of allow the Utility to
avoid CEQA review simply because a new project, especially one of this
magnitude, is to be located on an existing easement,ROW, or fee-ownedUtility
property.
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The purposeof GO 131-D,as modifiedin 1995(Decision95-08-038),was
to be responsiue
to the requirementsof CEQA (PublicResourcesCode,$2100et
seq.)and to the need for public notice and the opportunity for affectedparties
to be heardby the Commission.(SeeGO 131-D,$II.)
The purposeof CEQA was explainedby the California SupremeCourt in
Laurel HeightsImprouementAssn.u. Regentsof Uniuersityof California (1998)
47 Cal.3d376, 390,this way:
The foremost principle under CEQA is that the
Legislature intended the act "to be interpreted in such
manner as to afford the fullest possible protectioruto the
environment within the reasonable scope of the
statutory language." (Friends of Mammoth u. Board of
Superuisors (I97D 8 CaI.3d 247, 259.) More than a
decade ago, u)eobseruedthat, "It is, of course, too late to
argue fo, a grudging, miserly reading of CEQA;'
(Bozung u. Local Agency Formation Com. (1975) 13
Cal.3d 263,274.) The Legislature has emphasized that
"It is the intent of the Legislature that all agencies of
the state government which regulate activities
which are found to affect the quality of the
environment, shall regulate such activities so that
ma j o r co n si d e ra tion is given to pr euenting
(Pub. Res. Code, $ 21000,
enuironmental damage
subd. (g).)
(Italics added.)
Both the purpose of GO 131-D and the policies of CEQA mitigate in favor
of a restrictive reading of any claimed exemption from CEQA requirements. To
construe this provision in the manner suggested by Edison would be to allow a
Utility to construct new electric generating plants, or electric transmission
power or distribution lines on any easement or property they may own without
regard to any enuironmental impacts the project may haue. Clearly this is not
the intent of GO 131-D, and it does not further the state's goal of affording the
fullest possible protection to the environment under CEQA.

L A w O F F T C E So F

PRITZ & ASSOCIATES

California Public Utilities Commission
Reply Re: SEC Advice Letter 2272-E
N o v e m b e1
r 7,2008
Page 7
Also, when the exemptionslisted in GO 131-D, SIII.B, are considered
together,as a whole,it demonstratesthat Edison'sinterpretationof exemption
(g) must be rejected.
Ex emp ti o n s 8 .1 .a ., B .1 .b.,B.1.c.,B.1.d.,and 8.1.e. ( the fir st five) inv ol v e
either pre-existing facilities or very nominal changes to existing facilities in
which no environmental impact would be expected. Under section B.1.a., a
permit to construct is not required for older facilities, those with an in-service
date occurring before January 1, 1996 (SB.1.a.). Apermit to construct is not
required for the mere replacement of existing power line facilities or supporting
structures with equiualentfacilities or stru,ctures(S8.1.b.)A permit to construct
is not required for minor relocation of existing facilities up to 2,000 feet in
Iength or the intersetting of additional support structures between existing
support structures. ($B.l.c.) No permit to construct is required for the
conversionof existing overheadlines to underground. (SB.1.d.)And, no permit
to construct is required when placing new or additional conductors,insulators
or their accessorieson supporting structures already built. ($B.1.e.)
The next three exemptions listed in Section B.1 reference CEQA,
exempting projects that have already undergone environmental review, or are
c a t e g o r i c a l l ye xe mp t u n d e r C EQA. ( SS8.1.f.,8.1.g., and B.1.h.) Exempti on
B.1.h., states that a project is exempt from having to obtain a permit to
construct if it is statutorily or categorically exempt from having to comply with
CtrQA guidelines. (SB.1.h.) Exemption 8.1.f. exempts, "power lines or
substations to be relocated or constructed which have undergone environmental
review pursuant to CEQA as part of a larger project, and for which the final
CEQA document (EIR or Negative Declaration) finds no significant unavoidable
environmental impacts caused by the proposedline or substation."
Given that exemption 8.1.g., is listed within the last three exemptions
which specifically address CEQA, we do not believe the semi-colon was intended
to create two separate independent clauses, the first of which would exempt a
utility, ipso facto, from CEQA review simply because the project is constructed
on an existing easement. Edison's claim, that the part of exemption (g) prior to
the semi-colon,can be read in isolation of the latter half of the sentence,ignores
where the exemption was placed on the list. If it was the intent of GO 131-D
section B.1.g.to exempt a Utility from having to obtain a permit to construct
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merely because power line facilities or substations are to be located in an
existing franchise, road-widening setback easement,or public utility easement,
this aspect of the exemption would have been listed among the first five, which
do not make any reference to CEQA. There would be no semi-colon and the
aspect of the exemption on which Edison relies, would be standing alone as its
own provision. However, that is not the case because exemption (g) does not
create two separate, independent exemptions.
Exemption (g) must be read as one provision which provides an exemption
for power line facilities or substations that are to be located in an existing
franchise, road-widening setback easement, public utility easement or in a
utility corridor . . .fo, which a final Negatiue Declaration or EIR has found no
significant unauoidable enuironmental intpacts. The italicized Ianguage has to
modify all the clauses, before and after the semi- colon, in order for the
exemption to have meaning when read as a whole. Any other construction of
this exemption would lead to absurd consequences,contrary to what the
Legislature intended, and would be rejected by a court of law.
Exempting the constructing of new power line facilities or substations
from CEQA review simply because they are to be located in an existing
franchise, road-widening setback easement, or public utility easement would
lead to absurd consequences. It makes no sense that CEQA review would be
required only for projects constructed in a utility corridor and not those built
within an easement or Utility-owed property. The type of property on which the
project is built has nothing to do with the potential environmental impact of the
project. Thus, drawing the distinction the Utility urges, would result in an
absurd consequence. It would allow a utility to use existing easements to inflict
unrestricted and unlimited environmental damage.
With narrow exceptions,CEQA requires an EIR whenever a public agency
proposes to approve or to carry out a project that may have a significant effect
on the environment. (Pub. ResourcesCode, SS 21100 [state agencies];21151
[ocal agencies];Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, S15002,subd. (0(1).) The EIR is akin
to the permit to construct required under GO 131-D, SIX.B. The Legislature
has made clear that an EIR is "an informational document" and that "[t]he
purpose of an environmental impact report is to provide public agenciesand the
public in general with detailed information about the effect which a proposed
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projectis likely to have on the environment;to list ways in which the significant
effectsof sucha projectmight be minimrzed;and to indicate alternativesto such
a project."(Pub. ResourcesCode,$21061;Cal. Code Regs.,tit. 14, S 15003,
subds.(b)-(e).)
The EIR is the primary means of achieving the
Legislature's considered declaration that it is the policy
of this state to "take all action necessary to protect,
rehabilitate, and enhance the environmental quality of
th e sta te ." (P u b . R esour cesCode, S 21001, subd. ( a) .)
The EIR is therefore "the heart of CEQA." (Guidelines,
S 15003, subd. (a); County of Inyo u. Yorty (1973) 32
C a l .A p p .3 d 7 9 5 , 8 10.) An EIR is an "envir onm ental
'alarm bell'whose purpose it is to alert the public and
its responsible officials to environmental changes
before they have reached ecological points of no
return." (Ibid.; Santiago County Water Dist. u. County
o f Ora n g e (1 9 8 1 ) 1 18 CaI.App.3d818, 822.) The EIRis
also intended "to demonstrate to an apprehensive
citizenry that the agency has, in fact, analyzed and
considered the ecologicalimplications of its action." (.|y'o
OiI, Inc. u. City of Los Angeles (1974) 13 Cal.3d 68, 86;
Guidelines, S 15003, subd. (d).) Becausethe EIR must
be certified or rejected by public officials, it is a
document of accountability. If CEQA is scrupulously
followed, the public will lenow the basis on which its
responsible officials either approve or reject
environmentally significant action, and t he public,
being duly infornted, can respond accordingly to action
with which it disagrees. (People u. County of Kern
(1974) 39 Cal.App.3d 830, 842; Guidelines, $ 15003,
subd. (e).) The EIR process protects not only the
environment but also informed self-government.
(Laurel Heights, supre,, 47 Cal.3d at p. 392, italics added.)
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With these principles in mind, it is hard to believe that Edison could avoid
having to prepare an EIR, or obtain a permit to construct, merely becauseits
construction project runs through an existing easement. Indeed, this has
nothing to do with whether the project will have a significant effect on the
enuironment. The principles of CEQA therefore strongly fauor an interpretation
of exemption (g) where the following language: "for which a final l{egatiue
Declaration or EIR has found no significant unauoidable enuironmental
impacts" modifies all the clauses in the exemption, that is, power line facilities
or substations to be Iocated in: 1) an existing franchise, 2) road-widening
setback easement, 3) public utility easement;or, 4) in a utility corridor.
When a statute is capable of more than one construction, or its provisions
conflict, courts must attempt to harmonize and reconcile it in a manner which
carries out the Legislature's intent and does not lead to absurd consequences.
(Wells u. Marina City Properties,Inc. (Ig8I) 29 Cal.Sd 781, 788.) It is also well
settled that any doubt about the interpretation or application of a CEQA
exemption should be resolved in favor of protecting the environment. (County
of Antador u. El Dorado County Water Agerucy(1999) 76 Cal.App.4th 931, 946.)
Edison is proposing to construct a new projecl which entails, among other
things, the construction of 84 new towers, spannrng nine miles, affecting four
distinct regions traversing two cities and an unincorporated area of Ventura
County. To conclude that this massive project is exempt from having to obtain
a permit to construct merely because it involves the use of an existing
easement,ROW, or fee-ownedproperty would totally subvert CEQA principles
and contravene the policy of this state to "take all action necessary to protect,
rehabilitate, and enhance the environmental quality of the state." (Pub.
ResourcesCode, $ 21001, subd. (a).) This would be an absurd consequence.
Based on the foregoing, Edison should not be allowed to hide behind
faulty punctuation, or a poorly worded clause to avoid complying with CEQA
provisions. Exemption (g) does not apply to this project and therefore the
Utility has incorrectly applied for an exemption. The CPUC should require
E d i s o n t o o b ta i n a P e rmi t to C onstr uct ( GO 131- D,SIX.B.,X., XI.) .
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The protests state valid claims. suffrcient to require the
Utilitv to obtain a permit to construct.

As discussed above, the community responses have raised many valid
potentially significant environmental issues. More potential environmental
issues are raised by CEQA expert David Tanner (seeExhibit A attached hereto,
and incorporated herein by this reference). Many more CtrQA issues may come
to light as more information becomes available. In the interests of brevity, I
will, at this juncture, defer to our CEQA expert for comment on the particular
CtrQA issues. I would however ask the CPIIC to consider to the following
additional points:
There is controversy among the experts which, in and of itself is a
ground for requiring CEQA review. (See Guidelines, $ 15064(0(1)
["if a lead agency is presented with a fair argument that a project
may have a significant effect on the environment, the lead agency
shall prepare an EIR, even though it may also be presented with
other substantial evidence that the project will not have a
significant effect"l; I{o Oil, Inc. u. City of Los Angeles (1974) L3
Cal.3d 68,75 fadopting fair argument standard].)
In its response, Edison has identified numerous environmental
impacts that could be mitigated (e.g.,it is "extremely likely" this
project will be constructed in a high wind / high fire or earthquake
fault zone (Responseat p. 8); the Least Bell's vireo is not "expected"
along the project route (id. at p. 10);tree to be removed may qualify
as a heritage tree (id. atp.13); views are not substantially changed);
thus, CEQA applies and a mitigation plan must be prepared in
accordancewith CEQA guidelines.
Edison's claim that EMF exposure is not a sufficient basis for a
protest appears to be disingenuous because when the Utility is
required to obtain a permit to construct, part of that process will
require Edison to "describethe measures taken or proposedby the
utility to reduce the potential exposure to electric and magnetic
fields generated by the proposedfacilities[.]" (GO 131-D., SX.)

LAw OFFICES OF

PRITZ & ASSOCIATES

California Public Utilities Commission
Reply Re: SEC Advice Letter 2272-E
November17,2008
Page12
Edison's argument that it cannot "predict future magnetic field
levels or specific field reductions created by new electric facilities[,]"
(Response at p. 7), actually demonstrates the need for a permit to
construct because, among other things, it will require the Utility to
weigh and consider alternative routes or locations. Also, Edison's
claim that it is unable to determine what EMF levels will be
emitted by this new project must be rejected because future effects
are reasonably foreseeableand Edison hos this information (it's just
not sharing it with the public).
Edison's reliance on Santa Monica Chantber of Contmerceu. City of
Santa Monica (2002) 101 Cal.App.4th 786, in claiming that the
public must present evidenceto override their claimed exemption
at this stage, with the limited information available to the public,
appears to be misplaced. (SeeResponseat p. 8.)
In Santa Monica, the city's Chamber of Commerce filed a petition for a
writ of mandate to direct the City to prepare an EIR pursuant to CEQA, after
the City failed to prepare an EIR before adopting legislation that created a
large, residents-only, permit-required parking district. "The first question
[before the Court of Appeal was] whether or not the legislation [was] properly
exempted from environmental review under CEQA, specifically, under the Class
1 exemption for existing facilities." (Id.at p. 793.) The court found the City
exempt as a matter of law and then went on to find that there was no
substantial evidence of any exception to the exemption. ( Id. at pp. 796-798.)
Accordingto Santa Monica,the first question here would be whether the
Utility has properly applied for the exemption. In Santa Monica, the City
claimed it was categorically exempt. Edison, however, is not claiming the
e x e m p t i o n u n d e r GO 1 3 1 -D , III.B.1.h. applies to this pr oject. That sec ti on
specifically exempts "projects that are statutorily or categorically exempt under
14 Code of California Regulations section 15000 et seq." However, even
assuming for argument's sake only, that Edison is claiming a categorical
exemption under California Code of Regulations, title 14, section 15301,
subdivision (b), it does not apply to this project.
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The Class 1 exemption provides an exemption for among other things, the
operation or permitting, or ntinor alteration, of existing public or priuate
structures or facilities, that invohes negligible or no expansion of use beyond
that existing at the tinte of the lead agency's determination. "The k"y
consideration is whether the project involves negligible or no expansion of an
existing use." (Ibid.) This massive project is anything but "negligible" and the
lJtility has failed to prove that this project does not involve an expansion of use
beyond that existing at the time of the lead agency's determination, or that the
lead agency ever made an initial determination in regard to this project. (See
Mr. Tanner's correspondence,attached hereto as Exhibit A.)
Moreover, rn Santa Monica, unlihe here, the public was fully informed.
An Application for the project was filed, the City deemed it complete, an initial
study was conducted and it was determined that the project qualified for a
Negative Declaration. Thereafter, the City posted a CEQA Notice of
Exemption, informing the public of its decision. In Santa Monica, the City did
everything right. Here, in contrast, the CPUC has not required Edison to file
an Application, and no agency has prepared an initial study or the equivalent
thereof, setting forth the results of analysis or testing which demonstrates
whether the project will have a significant environmental impact. Therefore,
if the public lacks the information on which to prove that Edison's claimedexemption does not apply, it is only because Edison has not prouide'd sufficient
information about this project. The case is quite clearly in a different posture
than the Santa Monica case.
"Our Supreme Court decided that CEQA requires preparation of an EIR
'whenever it can be fairly argued on
the basis of substantial eviderrcethat the
proj ect may hav e significant environmental impact. "' (Banlzer'sHi t!,1,
Hillcrest,
Parh West Com.munity Preseruation Group u. City of San Diego (2006) 139
Cal.App.4th 249,265, quoting l/o Oil, supra, 13 Cal.3d at pp. 83,7\i, emphasis
in original.) We have demonstrated that this project may have many significant
environmental impacts. Therefore, the CPUC should require Edison to obtain
a permit to construct.
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C o ncl u si o n .

There is a tremendous amount of controversy surrounding this project.
Lack of information and notice is at the heart of the controversy. Edison has
not provided the public with adequate notice and, to our knowledge, no
Application was filed with the CPUC regarding this project. Thus, both the
public and the CPUC appear to lack the detailed information about this project
required for consideration and approval.
By requiring the Utility to obtain a permit to construct, the pertinent
information will be brought to light and subject to public scrutiny. The CPUC
can then make an informed decision as to whether an exemption applies, or
whether Edison should prepare a Negative Declaration or an EIR or otherwise
follow the CtrQA procedures. The CPUC must require additional information
from the lltility, i.e., requiring it to file a permit to construct, before merely
dismissing the many valid public protests, as Edison urges the CPUC to do.
Noncompliance with substantive requirements of CtrQA or noncompliance
with information disclosure provisions "which precludes relevant information
from being presented to the public agency . . . may constitute prejudicial abuse
of discretion within the meaning of Public ResourcesCode sections 21168 and
21168.5,regardless of whether a different outcome would have resulted if the
public agency had complied with those provisions." (1d. at $ 21005, subd. (a).)
In other words, when an agency fails to proceedas required by CEQA, harmless
error analysis is inapplicable. The failure to comply with the law subverts the
purposes of CEQA if it omits material necessaryto informed decisionmaking
and informed public participation. Case law is clear that, in such cases,the
error is prejudicial. (Sierra Club u. State Bd. of Forestry (1994) 7 Cal.4th I2I5,
1236-1237; County of Amador u. El Dorado County Water Agency, supra, 76
Cal.App.4th at p. 946; Fall Riuer Wild Trout Foundation u. County of Shasta
(1999) 70 Cal.App.4th 482, 49I-493; Kings County Farm Bureau u. City of
Hanford (1990) 227 CaI.App.3d 692, 712; East Peninsula Ed. Council, Inc. u.
Palos VerdesPeninsula Unified School Dist. (1989) 210 Cal.App.Sd I55, 774;
Rural Landowners Assn. u. City Council (1983) 143 Cal.App.Sd 1013,

r02r-1023.)
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The public, and CEQA expert Mr. Tanner, have raised many valid points
that this project may potentially have a significant impact on the environment.
Therefore, the CPUC must require Edison to obtain a permit to construct. The
CPUC should not dismiss the substantial community protests and allow this
project to proceed uninformed in the face of inquiry, protest, and significant
environmental concerns.

Very truly yours,

{t*N\s$

"h,

Danalynn Prifz, for

PRITZ& ASSOCIATES
DLP:ln
cc:
SouthernCalifornia Edison Company
Law Department - ExceptionMail
Attn: Ms. C. Lawson
22,14Walnut GroveAvenue
Rosemead,California 9177O
(By Mail)
email: Chloe Lukins, CLtl@cpuc.ca.eov
David Tanner, dave@earsi.com

''A''
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Ms. DanalynnPritz
Pritz& Assocrates
-l'housand
Oakstslvd.
3625lrast
S u i t e1 7 6
. ' a l i f b r n 9i a1 3 6 2
W e s tL a k eV i l l a g eC
t-inc.SC'f:Adr.'iceLcttcrNunrber2272-h,
Subject: Moorpark- Ncwbury66kV Subtransnrission
ttl'Proposed
Construction
DatedOctober2. 200fi.Notice
Dear Ms. Pritz
Environrncntal& RegLrlatorySpecialists,lnc. (l:ARSI) has ro,icwcd SC'Li's(SouthcrnC'alililrnia
lrdison) Advicc lcttcr Nunrbcr 2212-I'-(Aclvicc lcttcr). Thc purposc ttf our rcvicu' is dcterminc
whether the project qualilies fbr an exenrptionfiorri the ('alilbrnia l'-nvironnlentalQuality Act
tspolicies
n U ( ' ) p r o p c r l ya c l m i n i s t c r ei d
( C I T Q A ;a n d i l ' t h e C ' a l i l b m i aP u b l i cU t i l i t i e ' sC ' o r n n r i s s i o( P
(iuidelincs.
anclproceduresconsistentwith C'IQA and C'l:QA
I rcvicwed SC'L'sAdvicc lctter.as wcll as nranyo1'the('omplaint lcttcrs,thc Rcsponscof'Southcrn
( ' a l i l b r n i a l l d i s o n C ' o m p a n y( U 3 3 8 - l : ) t o P r o t e s t st o A d v i c e L . c t t e rN o . 2 2 7 2 - l : ( l l e s p o n s el c t t c r ) ,
attendedthe Ventura CoLrntyBoard of SupervisorsSpecialMeeting on this project on October2ll.
2008. discussedthe Adr,icc letter with various SCIi and PUC' slall' tnetnbers.tncttrbersol- thc
c o m n r u n i t ya n d c o n d u c t c da s i t er i s i t o l ' t h c s c g n r e not l ' t h c u t i l i t y c o r r i d o rw i t h i n S a n t aR o s aV a l l c y .
lincs and photographs
Anachcd zlrcntapsidentilyingthc proposcdalignrncntof the subtransnrission
o f e x i s t i n gp o w c r l i n e s .
cnvironrncntaland lanclusc scrviccsto thc devcloptnentindustrysincc 1974. I havc
I havc proviclccl
documcnts in compliance with C'EQA and the National
writtcn hundreds of cnr,'ironnrental
w i t h ( ' l : Q A i s e x t e n s i v ea n d l c o n s i d e r m y s e l l '
I l n v i r o n m e n t aPl o l i c y A c t ( N I : P A ) . M y e x p e r i e n c e
an experl in analysisol'projecls and their el-fectson the environrrent,includingbut not limiteclto:
Aesthetics. Agricultural I{esources.Biological Resources.C'ultural Resources,(ieology/Soil.
Ilazards/llazardousMatcrials.llydrologyrWatcr Quality. Land Use I'lanning. Mineral Rcsourccs,
and Utility
Noisc, Populationand llousing. Public Sen'icr:s.Recrcation.Transportation/'[raff]c
Service Systems. I have evaluatedthe cnvironmental impacts fiom a wide rangc of projects from
large-scale mixcd-use rnaster-plannedcommunities. 1cl inliastructure projects including
and utility corridors.industrialand nranulacturingproiects,allbrdablehousingproject
transportation
and various pro-iectson Nativc American Indian lands. etc. 1-henrajority of this work has been
p c r l b r r n c di n ( ' a l i t b r n i a .
represents
rny prolbssionalopinions:
The fbllowing staternent

Enyironmental and Regulatorl' Specialists, Inc. .223 62"" Street. Newporl Beach.Ca 92663
o website.wwwearsicom . e-mail.earsi@earsi.com
o fax 949-646-5496
phone:949-646-8958
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l . A r g u m e n t s a g a i n s tt h e U s eo f G e n e r a lO r d e r t 3 l - D , S e c t i o nI I I B . l . g
A . S C E ' s t o r t u r e d i n t e r p r e t a t i o n o l ' P U C ' G eO
n er dr ae lr N o . l 3 l - D . S e c t i o n l l l . B . l . g c a n n o t b e u s e d
('alilbrnia
llnvirontnental
requirernents
olthe
to evadethe
Ouality Act.
l. On its face.the proposedprqect lalls within the broaddeflnitionof'a "prqect" subjectto review
s ' o d eS e c . 2 l 0 6 5 ) ,u n l e s si t i s l b u n dt o l a l l w i t h i n a n y
i n a c c o r d a n cw
e i t h C ' t r Q A( P u b l i cl t e s o u r c e C
(
i
c
n
c
r
a
l
O r d c r l 3 l - D . t h c C I : Q A s t a t u t c so r t h c C E Q A G u i d c l i n e s .
o f t h c e x c m p t i o n si d c n t i f l c di n
projcct
thc
is
cxt-.nrpt
bascdon the cxccptiondescribedin ParagraphIll.ts.l.g of'
SCE contendsthat
the above-relbrencedGeneral Order. but fails to identily any provision ol' C'EQA itself to
substantiatcthat ltitsition. tivcn it. lbr thc sakc of'discussion.thc ['UC' had intcndcd to cxcmpt
projectssuch as this, the P[J('does not have the authorityto createsuch an exceptionthat would bc
S('lr presurnablywoulc'lcontend
o1'thepro.1ect.
in conflict with CI:QA. Baseclon its characterization
that thc projcct is a Class I catcgoricalcrcnrption(Calilbmia C'odcol-RegulationsScc. 15301),but
ol-the
that woLrldbe an enomous rcgulatoryreach,unsupportedby any ol'the actualcharacteristics
Prcr.ject.
l ' S c c t i o nI I I . B i n g e n e r aal n c l
l n a n y e v e n t .i t w o u l d b e a g r o s sn r i s a p p l i c a t i oann c lr n i s i n t e r p r e t a l i o n
rcvicw. (jcncral Ordcr
particular
prolect
liorn
cnvironnrental
in
to
cxentpt
this
ParagraphIIl.ts.l.g
No. l3l was rcviscd in 1995. inter uliu. to makc it rnorc rcsponsivcto "the requircmentsof the
Calilbrnia lrnvironnrentalQuality Act" and "the need lbr public notice and the opportunity lbr
all'cctedpartics to bc hcard by the ('onrnrission." Scction lll.ts.l, alicr cstablishingthe pertttit
rccluircrncnt
lbr projcctssuch as this. gocs on to icicntifya nunrbcrol- cxcmptions. lrxcmptions"a"
t h r o u g h " e " c o n s i s to l ' e i t h e r p r e - e x i s t i n gl a c i l i t i e so r v e r y n o n r i n a lc h a n g e st o s u c h t h c i l i t i e s .
Excmptions"l" through"h" apply to faciliticsthat har,'calrcadyundcrgoncsnvironmentalreview or
arc cxcrnptundcrthc tcnns ot'C'l:QA. This projcctclocsnot fall within any o1'thcsccatcgorics.SC'[r
seeksto have exception"g" applieclin a way which vloulclcreatea specialcatcgory outside the
bounds of both specilic provisionsof C'lrQA and thc obvious intcnt of Paragraphlll.ts.l, based
can
solely on the awku'ardworclingand punctuationof thc lattcrprovision. Undcr no circutnstances
that be useclto evadethe requirernents
ol'C'[:QA.
2. Hxcrnption"g" is superlluousor rneaningless
if'rcad thc way SC'Edoes.stoppingat thc semii
l
'
t
h
c
y
w
e r c e x i s t i n gl a c i l i t i c s ,i . e . , w i t h a k n o w n l r n i t e
c o l o n a n c lt r e a t i n gc r i s t i r r gc r l s r ' n r c n lass
capacityand lirnitcdpotcntialinrpactsanclpresumptivclyno ncecllbr furthcrcnvironlnentalreview.
The conrparable('l:QA & PU('C'ategorical[:xenrptions("b") lirr replacetnentor tnaintenanceol'
existing lacilitiesdon't allow overburdening:changesnlust be rninor. It's not just new projectsthat
or minor upgrade.
are not exernpt,it's any expansionof an existingfacility that's not a rcplacenrent
can'tbc justiticd.Why a prior final
Thc rcsultingdiffbrcnccsbctwcenutilrty corridorsand casenrcnts
EIR lbr corridors and not lianchises'lUnexnlainablcdrfftrences indicate that a statuteis being
rnisreadand rnisused.

"g" is readas allorvingexistingeasements
3. lf exernption
to be usedto capacitytbr rnorethan
needin
existinglacilities.thereis no limit. Many easements
lbr exampleare wider thanI-acilities
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orclerto provide lbr initial installation,servicingand setbackbul'f'ering(not.just EMF setbacks).
Contrary to SCI:'s clairn. a 1OO-lboteasementwith a 33-lbot right-of--wayin the middle and
setbackson eithersidedoesnot contemplatetwo more 33-loot parallelright-ot'-ways.
SCB's assertslbr unexplaincdand unexplainablcreasonswith greatrisk to the environment.that the
PUC intendedro cxcmpt any addeclfhcilities in all tianchisesin all instances.but saw a need to
exentpt acldedlacilities in utility corridors only when a llnal ND or I:lR llnds no signilicant
unavordablcenvironmcntalimpacts. lt is much morc reasonablc.consistcnt.logical and protcctivc
of thc cnvironrncntto rcquirc that added firciliticsin both utility corridorsand franchisesonly be
exemptif prior flnal lrlR's hal'ebeendone that consideredsuchell'ects.
B l ( g ) S C ' I r ' i o l a t e ss t a t L r t r ) cr yo t t s t r t t c t i opnr i n c i p l e s i: t c a n ' t
4 . B y n o t c i t i n g e n t i r cs u b - s e c t i o n
entireprovisionstnustbe considered.
legislateonrissions,
-5. ll'difi'erent nreaningsw'ereto be establishedby the settri-colon,clill.erentsubsectionlettersor
(g.i) lbr easenrents
iclentifiers
sub-sub-section
1g.ii)lor corriclors.would be usecl.
6 . T o c l a r i l y i n c l c t a i rl c " c x i s t i n gl ' a c i l i t i c sc" x c r n p t i o n s :P [ J C ' O r d c rl 3 l - D . ' s S c c t i o nI B . l . ( b )
prol'ide'dunder('trQA.
and (c) deal with and track the "existinglacilities"exetnptiotts
7. SC'[:'sorvncclfacilitics.which arc part of'thc projectdcscriptionarc not includcdts l.(g). and ncr
cxcntptionis citccJ.
Prcsuntably,SC'tj "ow'ncdlacilitics" which arc part ol'thc pcrrnit but not includedin exemption(g).
would bc covcrcd by B.l cxcnrption(b) or (c). and linritcd to upgradcsand ttrinorchanges.not new
facilities.
ol' the other
.
t l . l l ' t h c ( ' l : Q A c l a u s ei n c x c n r p t i o n( g ) d o e s n ' ta p p l y t o e x l s t l l t ge a s e l n e n t snone
(
c
)
.
s u b s c c t i o nrsn a k es c n s c( c . g .e x i s t i n gl i n e sa n d f a c i l i t i e s( b ) . n r i n o rr e l o c a t i o n or parts of a larger
prrlcct (l)). ancl all existing lianchiscsand cascrncntsrvould bc unrcstrictcdand ablc to inflict
danragc.
unliuritcdcnvironr-ncntal
lines and poles,not Just
l1'S('ll's interpretationstarrdsSC'lrr('ityfianchisescoulcltriple or quadrLrple
proposesI useclin nty cxantplc.
the cloublingthc Pro.iect
9. Rcgardingthc scnri-colonin excnrption"g":
which
A senri-colonis properlyusedto separateclauseswith separatesubjects.verbsand predicates,
is not the casehere.
A senri-coloncan be usedas a comma lbr clarity where severallrstswith comnlasare linked.but not
grat.nnlatically
which I would point out is the casehere. The CI:QA clauseshouldapply to
separate,
the whole sentencebelbrc arrclalier the semi-colon,lbr granrrnatical.cornnronsenseand legal
i nterpretationpri nci pl es described be'low'.
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do no1survivethe "ljair Argumenl"
assunrptions
basedon narrowgrantmatical
Technicalreadrngs
the PUCstaffmust
interpretation
or EIRs:if it'sa reasonable
testfor rcquiringNcgativeDeclarations
consider
it.
CategoricalIlxemptionsrnust fall within all the expresstenns ol'an [ixemption.can't be irnpliedor
expanded.and nrust be strictly construedin lhvor ol'prolecting the environntent:See e.g. Azusa
r 9 9 7 ) - 5 2C ' A , l t h .p . l l 6 - 5 .( ' o u n t y o f A m a d o r
L a n d R e c l a n t a t i ovn. M a i n S a n( j a b r i c l W a t e r n r a s t c( 1
. h c l : x c c p t i o n so n l y
v . E l D o r a c l oC o u n t yW a t c r A g e n c y( 1 9 9 9 )7 6 C A 4 t h 9 3 1 . a n d s i n t i l a r c a s c s T
place.
is
met
in
the
f
rrst
lixernption
apply if'the
lnLlstconsiderboth possiblcuscsof thc scnti-colonand
Judicialprinciplesof statutoryintcrprctations
or if one is nonscnsicaland torturecl.
seeil'either is more likely and reasonable
The icleathat any existing lianchise.road widening setbackeasententor public utility easemcnts
justilication other than the
would be exenrptdill'erentlyfiont a utility corridor has no reasonable
scmi-colon. Did none ol'thc cxisting fianchiscsor cascnlcntscvcr rcquirc C'trQA.whcrcasa utility
rcquire C'trQA'l The only .iustification
comidor always did'l Wouldn't ncw lianchisesor casenrents
fbr the scmi-colonnot to be the equivalentof a conrmawould be if'such eascmcntsnever had. ancl
neverwould hai'e.NegativeDeclarationsor ljlRs in any case.
P U C G e n e r a lO r c l e rl 3 l - D . S e c t i o nB . l l i s t s e x e n r p t i o n "sa - h " . w h i c h a C ' o u r tw o u l d l o o k t o . t o
dccidc what "g" ntcant. Thc othcr cxcmptions."a-c and h" deal with areaswherc no cnvirtlnmental
impact would bc cxpcctccl(thc purposco1'cxcmptions);thcrclilrc to rcad thc flrst part of "g" as
which had prior Iinal CEQA analysis,would
anythingbut exemptingonly lianchisesand easements
rnakethat part ol'"g" superlluousand repetitive.sonlethinga C'ourtwill not usuallydo.
Thcrc a Fair Arguntcnt that thc clcarcst.nrost rcasonablcanclnrost protcctivcintcrpretationis that
or corridor should
unlcssa prior final CHQA dctenninationhas bcen rnadc.no fianchisc.eascnrcnt,
be cxcrnpl.without rneetingthe otherconditions(a-eanclh).
Why then are Utility ('on'idors not sirnply listed with the others in the sarne lbrnrat'l Because
lianchisc, road cascnrcntsancl public utility cascnrcntsarc "cxisting" by dclrnition. i.c. lcgally
and flnitc. whcrcasa utility corridorcoulclbc just a planningroutc on onc or lrorc Gcneral
dcscribcc'l
Planmaps,and thc term "cxisting"necdcdto bc clarilrecl.
The lact that utility corridorsinclude lrecleralrights and therc is no excnrptionlbr NIrPA approvcd
utility corridors,arguesagainstthe flnal C'trQAphrasebeing intendeclfbr just utility corridors.
Again, thc rnainqucstionis w'hyonly utility corridorsshouldbc trcatcdas subjcctto C'HQAand City
fianchisesexempt'lCan S('E and any City decidewithout CIIQA to run new doublelinesand double
the towersand polesthroughouta C'ityclverexistinglianchises'.'
10. CEQA L,xcrnptions
in (iencral:

replacernent
and
I:xenrptions
C'ategorical
arc in lnost cascs.expresslylimited to nraintenance,
improvement
of existingoperations
and facilitiesalreadyin placewith sinrilarimpacts(SeeCEQA
Facilities"e
) .. g . p i p e l i n e sh, o s p i t a l sa.n d d o n o t a p p l y t o n e w o r
G u i d e l i n e s1 5 3 0 1 ," L , x i s t i n g
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expandedlacilities. t:xpandinginto surplusor unusedavailablelianchiseand easementareaslbr
new linesand towersthat doublethe existingfacilitiesare not within the scopeof existingoperations
and facilitiesand shouldnot be conlusedwith sirnply incrcasingsystclncapacityover existinglines
(c.g.. PipclineCBQA excnrptionsarc linritcd to onc nrilc undcrground,ntt
or lacility intprovernents
Cl:QA.
new surfbcelacilities.) The SC'lrversionof the exemptionis so largeit eviscerates
of'signilicant impactsto justily C'atcgoricallixemptions.such as SCI:
Mitigation or ntinir.nization
has rnade(vicws arc not substantiallychanged).is not a pennittedargumentor rationale;if thereare
adminedmitigateableimpacts.CtrQA appliesanclthe rnitigationplan must be preparedproperly in
Iirll compliancewith C'EQA.
l r d e r I 3 l - D t s . 2 o n l y a p p l yi t ' t h c a c t i v i t y
T h e e x c e p t i o n tso t h e e x e m p t i o n sI i s t e di n P U C G e n e r a O
is alreadyexculptlthcy can'tbc usccl.as SC'Eattcllpts to do in its Rcsponsclcttcr.as a substitutclbr.
o r l i r n i t a t i o no n . l u l l C ' l : Q A a n a l y s i so l ' a l l p o t e n t i a li n r p a c t s :i . e . t h e t e s l l b r v i e w i l t t p a c t so r
cuntulativeinrpactsis not whetherthere is a scenichighway involi,'ed:that scenichighway testonly
applicsil'thc ncu, lincs arc alrcadycxcmpt bccausca Ncgativc Dcclarationor lrlR alrcadylbund no
othcr vicw ilnpact.
I l. ('ontroversyamongexpertsexistsover the nrcaningcll'l:xenrption"g." CIrQA requiresthe lead
a g e n c yt o c r r o n t h e s i d eo f ' t h ce n l ' i r o n r n c n t .
Exentption"g" is poorly worded and thcrc is trernendousspeculationwhen trying to detenttinethc
PtJ("s intcnt in adopting this cxcrnption. Furthcnnorc.PU(' stall' has acknowleclgedindustry
conlusion over the PtJ("s intent. This controversyhas been ongoing lbr well over a year. Thc
c x e m p t i o nh a s d i f f e r e n t n t e a n i n gi f v i e w e d i n c o n t e x t o l ' t h e r v h o l e o 1 ' t h e e x e n r p t i o n s( a - h ) .
Comparingexentption"g" to ('IQA begsthe comparisonto (l:QA Guidelines.Section 15003.2(a).
in
by the serni-colonleavesthoseclassesol'pro.iects
Breakingthe exeniptioninto t$o piirtsseparatecl
(as
the
part
with
Scction
15003.2
on
thcir
facc
by
S('E).
l1'cornbincd
thc first
cxcnlpt
clainrcd
exemptionwould say that this classof'pro.jectis exempl il'it does not have cumulativetmpactsor
the setni-colonis a
lnterpretingthe exernptionassunrirtg
signilicantell'ector unusualcircunrstances.
ol'this
and
should
bs
lcads
onc
to
that
nonc
classof projectis
typographicalcrror
a ct)urrna.
concludc
exenlptfronr CIIQA on its facc.
I"orlunately.t'trQA providcs clcar guidancc. C'lrQA statcsthat in ntarginalcascswhcre it is not
clear whether there is substantialeviclencethat a projcct nray have a signilicant efl-ecton the
environnrent.thc Ieadagency shall be guided by the lbllowing principle:"lf there is disagreement
anlong cxpcrt opinion supportcclby f acts or,'crthc signilicancc of an cff cct on the cnvironrnent,thc
Lead Agency shall treat the el'l'ectas signilicant and shall preparean I:lR" (C'lrQA (iuidelines
S c c t i o nt S 0 6 4 ( g ) )
In this case.the public and PU(' are trying to deternrineil'SC'l:'s interpretationcontainedin thc
Advice letter is correct.or if some other interprelationbettcr reflectsthe intent of the PUC and
CEQA. ln this situationthe guidanceprovidedby CEQA should be relied upon. Sincethe project
has thc a number of potcntial environnrentalimpacts.CEQA's underlyingprinciplcs suggestthat
when interpretingrulesand regulationsrelativeto environmentalprotection,one must erron the side
of'the environment.
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"g" appliesto projectssubjectto a final ND
eitherexernption
In the contextol C'EQA'sprinciples.
appliesto a classol'projectsthatdo not havethe potentialfbr significant
or ElR, or the exenrption
inrpactor unusualcircumstances.
efI'ects,
cunrulative
"g' doesnot applyto the proposed
Projectbecause
It is rny opinionthat in eithercase.exemptron
potential
to generate
the
project
and
has unusualcircurnstances
thereis no llnal ND or l:lR. thc
impactson landuse,healthandsaf-ety.
aesthetic
andothercalegories.
significant
2. ArgumentsFor Exceptions
A. C'umulativc
Eflbcts
l . C l i n r a t e( ' h a n g c
Sf'E's assenionthat ('lirnatc ('hangc is cuncntly not a rclcvanl fhctor lor Application per CfjQA
( i u i d e l i n e sS e c t i o n1 5 3 0 0 . 2i s i n c o r r c c t .T h c l n c t t h a t t h e P r o - j c cwt i l l c o n t r i b u t ci n c r e t r e n t a l l tyo a
curnulativclysignificantadverscimpacton climatechangeis not disputcd.'fhepositionpresentedby
Sf'[: ancl the standardset by ('llQA is whether the incrernentalcontribution is curnulatively
considerablc.
wchee n i t s t a t e s":W h e n a s s e s s i n g w h e t h e r a
t ' f i Q A C i u i d e l i n e s S e c t i o1 n5 0 6 4 ( h ) ( l ) p r o v i d e s g u i d a n
cumulativeel'f'ectrequiresan HR. the lead agencyshall considerwhetherthe cunrulativeirnpactis
significantand whcthcr thc cffccts of thc projcct arc cunrulatirclyconsidcrablc. An lrlR must bc
preparedil-the cLrmulativeinrpactrnav be signilicantanclthc pro-ject'sincrementalell-ect,though
individually limitcd. is cumulatively considerablc. "C'urnulativclyconsiderable"mcans that the
incrcnrcntalcfl'cctsol'an individual pro-lcctarc signilicant whcn vicwcd in urnncction with thc
ellbcts ol- past pro.lects.the eli'ectsol- other current pro-jects.and the cll'ectsol- probable luture
projects."
The Stateol'C'alilbrnia,in adoptingAB 32. clcarly answeredpart ol'this qucstionwhcn it lbund that
thc cfl'cctsof clinratcchangc rcsult in significantadvcrsc inrpactsto thc cnvironmcnt. [jlcctrical
generationand transmissionlacilitiesgeneratesignilicantquantitiesol-greenhouse
gasesduring their
procedures.
The Air
construcLion.their operating lil'e and through maintenanccand upgrade
Rcsourccsl3oardrccognizcsthis lact anclrcccntlyrclcascda Drafi ScopingPlan lbr cornpliancewith
AB-32. This Plan recognizesthe considerableimpact that past,currentand lLrturepower generation
lacrlitieshave. are having, and will continueto have on clinratechangeand the environment. To
combat grccnhousegascsgcneratedfiorn clcctricalgenerationand transmissionfacilities,the Plan
targetsone third of'the State'senergynrir to come lionr renewablesourcesby 2020.
It is rny opinion that thc Project'sincrementalcflect, though individually lirnited. is cun.rulativcly
considerablewhen vicwcd in connectionwith the cll'ectsol'past pro.jccts.
other currcntpro-iects
and
probablefuture pro.jects.In addition.the adoptionof AB-32 reprcsentsspecialcircumstances
not
anticipatedat the time o1'adoptionof General Order l3l-D. The use of General Order 13l-D,
SectionIII B.l exemption"g" is not applicableto the proposedProject.
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"Sincethereis currentlyno Statcor air districtcriterialbr assessing
Additionally.
SCtr'sallegation,
that a projectwould have a
climatechangeintpactsof projectsat this tirne.any detennination
significantimpacton clinratechangeis premature."is contraryto PUf' currentpractices.The PUC
CEQA by requiringanalysisol' clirrtatcchangcin CEQA docuntents
is corrcctlyadministering
Advisoryon thetopic.
Technical
andResearch's
with AB-32andtheOfllceof Planning
consistent
2. C'urrentand FuturcPrrlccts
linesin the f uture.These
powertransnrission
SCf:plansto utilizethis utilitycorridorlbr additional
regulatory
review.S('l: is reseningspacein this corridorlor their
lutureplanshavenot undergone
futurcconstruction.
Potcntialcunrulativctntpactsincluclcacsthcticinrpactsfiorn additionalabovc ground facilitics:thc
potentiallbrovcrloaclliont increasccl
loads lionr expansionof'existingancltuturc lacilities:the neecl
to upgradeor changeexisting facilitiesdue to changesin regulations.such as AB-32: the increased
potcntialfbr a downed powcr line induccd firc; incrcascin LMF. and overloadingol'public rightsol-wzrysfl'onrconflictsbctr.vccn
cxistingand luturc plans.
lines combinedwith
It is rtry opinion that the cunrulativeatl'cctol'the existing220kV transnrission
lines and lutLrrelincs conslitlrtccllrrulattveintpactsthat when
the proposeclnew 66kV transnrission
cornbined with other past. present ancl luture projccts har,e thc potenlial to bc cumulatively
considerablcanc'lccrtainly rcprcscntunusualcircumstanccs.u'hich hav'cthc potcntialto rcsult in
s i g n i l i c a nct n v i r o r r r r c n t ai rl r r p a e t s .
B. Specialand Unusual('ircurnslances
by thc rcccnt PortcrRanch
Downed power lines arc known to crcatecatastrophicllrcs as er,'idcnccd
flre that destroyed66 structuresand darnagedrnany nrorc. bumcd over l3 thousandacresand cost
t a x p a y c r sr l i I I i o n so l ' d o ll a r s .
,

t

Modcrn planning principlcs dictatc that powcr lincs bc sct back lionr rcsidcntialncighborhoods,
sensitivccnvironnrcntsancl onc anothcr to thc maximuln clcgrcclbasiblc;that fucl rnodiflcation
zones be establishedwithin transmissioncorridor right-of'-rvaysand easenrcntsto minirnize thc
potentialspreadol'llre; and that adequateaccesslbr Ilre and rescuepersonnelbe incorporatedinto
the clesignol-proiects. The prolectscoveredby PU('and CIIQA exenrptionsare not anticipatedto
resultin the potentialtbr signilicantenvironmentalef-fects.CtjQA (iuidelines.Section15003.2and
providcs"cxccptions"to thc usc ol'catcgoricalcxcnrptions.
PUCI(icneralOrder ll l-D.111.ts.2
not presentin projects
It is rny opinion that the proposedPro.jectcontains"unusualcircumstances"
qualilying fbr Categoricall:xernptions.Unusualcircunrslances
associatedwith this projectinclude:
a) the location ol'the proposed66kV transmissionlines in close proximity to existing residential
uses,b) the constructionof the 66kV transmissionlines with the setbackarea lbr existing 220kV
transmissionlines,c) Thc Project'sfailure to provideadequatesetbacksand fucl nrodificationzones
results in reduced responsetirr-reslbr lire and rescuepersonnel. Reduced responsetimes will
significantly increasethe risk of personal injury and structuraldamage under nomral climatic
conditions. This potentialimpact is exacerbatedand could becomecatastrophicil- a fire occurred
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cluringperiodsol'high winds known to occur in the SantaRosa Valley; d) potentiallyconsiderable
cumulative irnpactsfronr future facilities within this utility corridor. aestheticimpacts.increascd
BMF, and risk ot'catastrophicfire. and e ) statutorychangesincluding the requiremcntto addrcss
AB-32. thc afl-ectol-which could not havc bccn knorvnwhen (icncral Ordcr l3l-D was adopted.
are among the reasonsthe City ol'Thousand Oaks and Ciountyo1These unusual circuntstances
lcttcrs
w'ith thc PUC. l'he C'ountyo1-Vcntura.aficr infbrntingSC'Eof thcir
Venturafilcd cornplaint
concernsat a spccialBoard of Supcrl'isorshcaringsubniittcda secondletterinfbrnringthe PUC that
unresolvedlancjuseconcernsexist in accordancewith GeneralOrder l3l-D, SectionXIV.b.
C'HQA (iuidclincs Sc-ctionl-5003.2(b)statcs:"A catcgoncalexcrttptionshall not bc used for an
acrivity where thcrc is a reasonablepossibilitythat thc activity will havc a signilicantell'ecton the
cnvironnrcntclucto unusualcircutnstanccs."
It is rny opinion that a reasonablepossrbilityexiststhat the "location" ol'the proposed66kV above
grounclpowcr lincs immcdiatcly ad1accntto rcar propcrty lrncs ol'cxisting rcsidentialstructures
within thc Santal{osa Vallcy and clscw'hcrcin thc C'ity of ThousandOaks will havc a "signi{icant
ef'fect" on the environmcntcluc to unusual circumstanccs.ils u'cll as cuntulativclyconsiderable
irnpactswhen considcringplst. presentand lirturepro.iects.
Among [:xpertsOver thc Signillcanceol'a Projectl]ffcct
C'. Disagreement
SCtj's Rcsponsclcttcr clairnsthat thc Projcct will not rcsult in any ol'thc cxccptiottscontaincclin
General Order l3l-D and that the proposeclProlect shoulclbe exernptedliorn CEQA. lhave
evaluatedthe Advice letter.a nuntberol'the ('onrplaint letters.the SCI: Respottscletter.revicwcd
aerialphotosol'the proposedt) nrile corridorand have a personalknowlcdgcol'the cxistingcorridor
w i t h i n t h c S a n t aR o s aV a l l c v .
C'lrQA statesthat in nrarginalcaseswhere it is not clear whetherthcre is substantialcvidencethat a
pro.jectruay hal'e a signilicantell'ecton the environmenl.thc lead agency shall be guided by thc
fbllowing principle: "11'thereis disagreementamong expen opinion supportedby lacts over the
significancco1'ancl'l'ccton thc cnvironrnent.the Lcad Agcncy shall trcat thc clll'ct as signilicantand
s h a l lp r e p a r ea n [ r l R " ( C ' t : Q AG u i d c l i n c sS e c l i o n1 5 0 6 4 ( g ) )
p o s s i b i l i t yt h a t
It is nty opinion that the activitiesdescribedin the Adrice letterplescnta rc-asonable
"signilicant
to
unusual
clrcull1stances
the
environnrent
due
will
have
a
ell'ect"
on
the Project
describedherein.
3. Arguments for Re-Circulation Of The Advice Lctter
A . T h e A d v i c e L e t t e rl s l i l a w e d

FailsTo AddressThe Wholeo1'theProject
I. The ProjectDescriptron
lbr
requirea leadagencyto receiveandreviewapplications
CltrQAGuidelines,
Section15060(a)
or Ertensionol
PUC'Rulesof Practice
Rule3.1(a)Construt'tion
completeness.
and Procedures,
or
o1'theproposcdconstruction
I:ut'ilities,
requiresan application
to contain"a full description
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extension.and the ntannerin which the samewill be constructed."Further.GeneralOrder l3lfora Perniitto ('onstruct.
D. SectionlX.B setsforth the specificrequirenrents
The PUC'proceduresdo not requirean applicationlbr this prqect and insteadrely on the Advice
l c t t e r ' sc l a i m c de x c n t p t i o n" g " r v i t h i nG c n c r a lO r d e r l 3 l - D , S e c t i o nl l l B . l . T h c A d v i c c l e t t e r
idcntillesthc proposeclactivity as exempt fiom C.EQA. In so doing, the PUC is relying on the
descriptionol'the proposedactivity containedin the Advice letterto conllrnr that the activily, in
firr cxcntpti()ll.
lact, mcctsthe rcquircrttcnts
The Adl,ice letters surnntarizesthe proposedimprovenrentsto such an extent that pertinent
inlbrmation about thc intprovcrncntshas bccn ontittcd. Thc inlonrtation is so woefully
inadequateand inconrpletethat thc lirll scopc ol' the pro.icctcannot be detcnninecl. The
infbnnationin thc Advice letterdoesnot answerlhe fbllowing basicquestions:
lbr road
in thc Advice lelter perrnittedby applicableagreenrents
Are thc activitiesdescribecl
public utility easentent
or utility corriclors'.'
widcrringsetbackeasenrL-nt,
of'thc ncw lacilities'.'
What are thc characteristics
Will replacententand reconductorol' existing lacilitics be ol' the same size, type and
character'l
o

Are the proposedupgradesol-the samesize,type and character'.)

o

('an the activitiesclescribccl
in accordancewith applicable
in the Advice letterbe constructecl
irnrnediately
builclingcodes'.)This is critical given that ne\\'power lrnc-swill be constructecl
adjaccntto residcntialuscsand within public right-ol'-u'ays.

o

in the Adl'icc lctter overloadcapacityor conf}ct with future
Will thc actrviticsclcscribecl
plancddcvclopmcntsw'ithinthc af fbctcdpublic right-of'-u'ays'l

o

Arc futurc utility laciliticsandior linesplannedwithrn this utility corridor'.)

o

l1'firturclaciliticsarc planncdrvithin this utility corridor.what arc thc cnvinrnrncntalafl-ects
of thesefuturc lincs on cxistingand proposcdinrprovcnrcnts'.)

Bascd on thc sizc and conrplcxityof this projcct. the Advicc lcttcr shoulclbc rcviscd and rccirculatcd to includc a conrplcte dcscription of thc proposcd activity nrccting thc contcnt
requirementsof GeneralOrder l3l-D, SectionlX.B. One would expectthis to includedetailed
plans and othcr graphicsallowing the public, responsibleand trustecagencies,as well as thc
PUC to nrakean inlbnneclclecision
on the applicabilityol'the erernptionas intendedby C'llQA.
2.

'fhe

Advice Letter Failed-l'oUse Plain Languagc

The Advice letter lailed to use plain languagewhen describrngthe Project in vrolationof the
Sections2 1003and 2 I 100.
intentof Section2 1083.Public ResourcesCode: Ref'erence:
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The lack ol' a plainly worded comprehensiveproject descriptionhas generatedgreat public
controversyand speculationover the Project'spotentialenvironmentalimpacts. The controversy
appearsto be directly attributableto what is perceivedto be an effort by SCE to circumvent
CI:QA and the PUC regulatoryprocess.
3. Exemption"g" Does Not C'overThe Whole Of The Pro.icct
"SC'ti'sowncd lacilitics". rvhich arc part of the projcct clcscriptionarc not included General
O r d e r l 3 l - D S e c t i o nB . l ( g ) . a n d n o c x e r n p t i o ni s c i t e d .
4 . T h e A d v i c e L e t t e rI s M i s l e - a d i n g
T'he Advice lener appearsto violate the PUC ('ode ol' l:thics. and C'I:QA by niisleadingthe
public in the llanncr in which it assertsexenlption liorl PtJ(' authority.citing PUC' General
O r d c r l 3 l - D S c c t i o nl l l . U . l . T h c A d v i c c l c t t c rs t a t c s": p r o j c c t sn l c c t i n gs p c c i f i cc o n d i t i o n sa r e
exernptfiom the C'PU("s requirementto llle an applicationrequestingauthorityto construct."
By nrakingthis statelnentthe public is lead to believethat an applicationor its equivalentis not
n c e d c dp u r s u a n t o P U C ' I t u l c s o 1 ' P r a c t i c ca n d P r o c c d u r c sI.{ u l c l . l ( a ) , ( i c n c r a l O r d c r l 3 l - D
required
SectionlX.B. or C'trQA Guidelines.Section15060(a),when in lact cletailedinlbrn.ration
by these regulationsprol'iclesthe rnlbnnation necessarylbr the PUC'not SCE to make this
decision. Sccondly.thc wording in thc Advicc lctter leadsthc public to bclicvc that this dccision
i s l l n a l ( p a s tt e n s e ) a
. s o p p o s c dt o c l e a r l ys t a t i n gt h i s i s S C ' l : ' si n t e r p r e t a t i oor l ' S e c t i o nl l l . B
pendingPIJC approval. While the Advicc letterdoesinlbrrn the public of their rights to protest,
thc descriptionot'the groundsfbr protestgiven only asks i1'thcyhave "incorrcctlyappliedfbr an
exenrption."and begsthe questionwhetherSt'l: is nrisleadingthe public on thc requirementlbr
l i l i n g a n a p p l i c a t i o n( ( ) r i t s c - q u n a l e n t )o r p r o v i d i n g a l i r l l d e s c r r p t i o no l ' t h e p r o p o s e d
constructionor cxtcnsion.and thc manncrin which thc sarlc w'ill bc constructecl.
tsy rclying solcly un thc dcscriptionol' thc proposcclactivity in thc Advicc lcttcr, the public,
rcsponsiblcand trustcc agr'ncics.as rvcll as thc PUC' arc biaseclby its content and are not
presentedwith sulllcient f'actualinlbrrnationto make an inlbnnecldecision on the proposed
activity. PUCipolicy tbrrevicw ot'Advice lettersnrustbe consistcntwith C'EQA.
To err on the side of'the environmentand insurefirll disclosureand public participationthe PUC'
should rcquirc SCE to lllc an applicationpursuantto PUC' Rulcs of'Practiceand Proccdurcs,
R u l e 3 . 1 ( a ) C ' o n s t r u c t i oonr l l x t e n s i o no l - l " a c i l i t i e s o
. r r e q u i r c e q u i v a l e n ti n l b r m a t i o nt o b e
incorporatedinto a revisedre-circulatedAdvice le11er
so that the public, responsibleand trustee
agencies.as well as the PUf'can e!aluatethe wholc of the pro1cct.
B. PUC Did Not AcceptThe Advice LetterAs ClompleteIn A MannerConsistentWith C[:QA.
C E Q A G u i d c l i n c sl 5 0 6 l l a & b ; r c q u i r c st h a ta l c a da g c n c y ' sd c c i s i o no n w h c t h c rt h c P r o j c c ti s o r i s
not subjectto C'trQA be nradealier an applicationhas beendeenrecl
cornplete.Sirnilarrequirements
lbrth
the specific requirementsfor a
contained
in
General
Order
l3l-D.
Section
lX.B
and
set
are
Permit to Construct.

Advicc lctter272-F.
SCIF.
N o r " c n r b c1ri . 2 0 0 8
P a g cl l o f 2 3
I t i s c l e a r l i o r n t h e i n f b r r n a t i o n c o n t a i n e d i n t h e A d v i c e l e t t e r t h a t i t d e s c r i b e sa " p r o i e c t " t h a t w o u l d

CEQA must rnectthe intcnt of CEQA, which is to
to CEQA. The PUC in adnrinistering
be sub.ject
insurc that the public. responsiblc and trustee agencies are infbnned. and that the inlbrmation
presentedis colupletealtd non-biased.
Ilowevcr. this Advice lcttcr does not describcthc rvholcof thc projectas requiredby C'HQA. This
piecemealapproachis prohibitedby C'I:QA. Piecemealingpreventsthe PUC' liom conductinga
thorough cl,aluationof thc scopc of thc Prqcct. As a rcsult. thc Prt4cct'spotcntial tbr unusual
circumstanccshaving thc potcntial to rcsult in significant cnvironnrcntalcf-fcctscan't be fully
determinecl.
verily that the descriptionol'thc projcct is
inclependently
The PUC as leadagencylor ('l:QA shoLrlcl
in lact, rhe whole ol'the projectand dcenrthe Advice lettcrcontpleteprior to public circulation. By
not acceptingthe Advicc letteras complete.the PUC'not only had insufllcicntintbrmationto basc
the PUC' is precludedliom rnaking any lirrtherC'l:QA clecisionsby C'lrQA
any lirrtherclecisions.
a b).
C u i d e l i n e sS. e c t i o n1 5 0 6 1 ( &
('. PU(' ls Procccdinglmproperly ln DeterrniningWhetherT'heActivity Proposedln
l-cttcr ls SubjcctTo C[:OA

-l'he
Aclvice

'fhc

stepsrakcnby the I'UC'in dctcrrniningi1'thisprojcct is subjcctto ('EQA nrustbc consistentwitlt
C[1QA Guidelines.Becausethe PU(' has not beenprescntcdwith sulllcientdetailsaboutthe proiect
and havc not inclependentlyvcriliecl that the inlonnation provicledrepresentsthe whole ol'the
having
if therc arc unusualcircunlstances
project,the PLJC'lacks
sufllcicnt infonnationto de-terminc
the polentialto resultin signilicantenvirontnentalcll'ects.

requirc thal once an applicationis deenrcdcontplcte,a lead agency must first
C'EQA Ciuide'lincs
deterrninewhetheran activity is subjectro C'l:QA (CEQA Guidalines15061(c)). C'EQA does not
allow a lcad agcncytu rnakcthis clctcnninationtbr projcctsthat har,'cnot tllcd an applrcation.or fbr
projcctswhosc applicationshalc not bccn dccmcdconrpletc.
D. SC'lj'sRcsponscLcttcr l;ails

-fo

AcldrcssC'riticalIssucs

SCB's Responseletteris incorlpletc. The Responscletterfailcd to addrcssthc vast nrajorityof key
points raiseclin the ('ornplaint lctters. I;or exanrple,thc fbllowing kcy allegatittnswere not
addrcsscd.

a
a
a

T'helhilureto useplain languagein describingthe scopeand extentol-thc proposed
constructionactivity
The failureto providea compleledescriptionof the proposedactivity
Thc failure to addressthe incrcasedfire threat to residentialareas
lincs to thc oppositc
66kV abovcground subtransmission
Thc failureto rclocatcthc proposecl
Valley
sideof the existing220kV lines w,ithinthc SantaRosa

S C EA d r i c c l c t t c r2 7 2 - l :
N o v c n r b c1r1 . 2 0 0 8
P a g cl 2 o f 2 - 3

aboutthe proJect.
inlbrrnation
letler,SCtr is restricting
By avoidingthesetopicsin their Response
questions,
suchas, whether
to
the
key
provide
answers
definitive
Much of this infonnationcould
cxcmption"g" is applicableto the proposedprojcctand whcthcrthc proposedprojcctmustsubmita
thcir answcrsmight havcrevcaledthat
Pernritto Construct.llad SCUanswcredthesc qucstions.
unitsin the SantaRosaValley,thatthis
increase
in the llre threatto residential
thereis a significant
lineswithin
transntission
additional
theyhavelutureplansto construct
because
threatis cumulative
to thc
facilities
proposed
66kV
the
to
relocatc
that
reason
they
havc
declined
this corridor.and fbr
lines,likc commonsensedictates.
oppositcsideof thc cxisting220kVtransnrission
to all issuesthatcould
letterandrequireSC'l:to respond
The PUCshouldreviewthe Response
providcrneaningful
to assistin dctcminingif thc projcctqualificsforcxcmption"g."
infbrnration
tr.

'l'hus
AdviccLcttcrls Inconsistcnt
lrorll.cvicwins'Ihis
[]ar.Thc I'UC'Proccss
With CtrOA

activity in the Advice letterqualifieslbr
The PU(' is being askedto detenninewhetherthe proposecl
cxcrnption"g" solcly on thc dcscriptionof thc aclivity in thc Advicc lcttcr and Rcsponsclettcr
subrnittcclby S('l:. By rclying on SCI: supplicd infbrnrationancl not cxcrcising its indepcndcnt
judgment in deterrniningif thc pro.lcctis in fact, thc whole of thc project,the PUC has insufficient
ln this case.that rnissinginlbnlation will reveal a
inlbrrnationabout the project and its I'eatures.
reasonablepossibility that the Projcct will havc a "signilicant cfl'ect" on thc cnvironmentdue to
unusual circunrstances. T'o rely solely on S['E supplieclinlbrntation presentsa far different
of thc proicctthan actuallvcxists.
understanding
principlesis to insurethat the inlornratronabout a proposedactivity is
One ol'('EQA's lunclanrental
presentedaccurately.cornpletelyand is non-biasecl.This principlc allows the public and decision
principalis the use
rnakersto nrakcinlbrnrecldecisionsbasedon known lhcts. Anothcr lunclanrcntal
dcscriptionof
to
an
adequatc
By
not
rccluiring
thc
Advice
lettcr
contain
of indepcnclcnt
-iudgmcnt.
thc
most
critical
topics fbr
project
lcttcr
that
avoids
thc wholc of the
and by rclying on a Responsc
i d e n t i l y i n ga n d d e t e r n r i n i n igl - s i g n i l r c a netl l b c t sa n d u n u s u acl i r c u r n s l a n c ec sx i s t ,t h c P U ( ' w i l l h a v e
violatedtheseIundamentalprinciplesol'C'l:QA. ll- the PC'Urnakesany other detenriinationon the
applicabilityol'exemption "g." other than to deny it, it $'ill have basedits decisionon biasedand
i ncornplctci ntornratiort.
Ir. Afilnnative DecisionOn The Advrce Letter ls Prernature
An afflnlative decrsionat this tinre on whcthcr the Pro-jcctqualitics lirr cxcrnption"g" is prcmaturc
with CEQA Guidelines.An
becausethc PUC has not taken actions to remedy inconsistencic's
"g" is prentaturebecause:
al'f'irmative
decisionon whetherthe Projectqualilieslbr exenrptior.l
l. An inadequateAdvicc letter w'ascirculateciwhich did not nreetthc contentrequirementsol'
C ' E Q A ( j u i d c l i n c sS c c t i o n 1 5 0 6 1 ( a )a n d P U C R u l c s o f P r a c t i c e sa n d P r o c c d u r e sR, u l e 3 . 1 ( a )
Clonstruction
or [:xtensionof lracilities:
2. The I']UC'lailed to acceptthe Advice letter as completein a mannerconsistentwith CEQA
G u i d e l i n e sS e c t i o nI - 5 0 6I ( a - b ) :
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irnproperly
by not complyingwith C'l:QA(iuidelinesl-5061or similar
3. The PI.JCproceeded
in theAdviceletteris subjectto CtsQA;
procedure
w'hether
theactivityproposed
in determining
4 . l ' h c P U C ' l a i l e dt o c o r r c c tc r i t i c a lo n r i s s i o nisn S C ' t : ' sR c s p o n slec t t c rt h a t w o u l d h a v c
andpotentialfbr significant
unusualcircunrstance
providedcriticalinlbrrnation
on the Pro.ject's
impact:and
environmental
judgnrcntin dctcrnriningif SCE supplied
5. The PUC has not cxcrcisedits indepenclent
thewholecll'thepro.iect.
inlbrnration
describes
4. Clonclusions
and Recommendations
C'onclusions
Afler carelully re','rewingthe infbnnation.I have conclucleda reasonablepossibilityexiststhat the
do not qualily fbr cxcmptions"g"
inrprovcmcntsdcscribcdin S('t: Advicc Lcttcr Nunrbcr 2212.-L,
w i t h i n ( i c n c r a lO r d c r I - l l - l ) . S c c t i o nI l l l l . L
Notwithstancling
this conclusion.the proposedirnprovcmcntshave a reasonablcpossibilityto result
in signilicant cl-f'ects.
unusual circunrstances
and cunrulativelyconsiderableinrpactsclue to the
ol'the improl'enrentswhen consideringpast presentand tuture projects
localionanclcharacteristics
'I'hc
and that onc or nrore ol'the cxceptionscitcd in CeneralOrdcr l3l-D, Scction lll ts.1 apply.
cnvironmcntalconccrnsiclcntillcclin your protcstIcltcr:rrc r.'alidand hitvc thc lrotcntialto rcsult in
signilicantenvironrrentalirnpacts. The deternrination
o['signilicancecannotbe rnadeat this point
give the lack ol'detailedinlbnnation.
Rccclmnrcndations
Basedon the lbregoing.it is rly expertopinion that the PUC'should
Deny the Advice Lctter on it's t-ace.finding that the Prqect does nut qualify fbr Cieneral
O r c l e rI 3 I - D , S e c l i o nI l l B . I . g
[)cny thc Aclviccl-cttcr finding that cxccptionscxist to thc usc cxcnrption"g" within Cicncral
O r d c r I 3 I - D . S c c t i o nl l l U . I
lrxtend the Suspensionletter or re-issuea new Suspensionletter and instruct SC[: to recirculatca rcviscdAdvicc lcttcr
Ilxtend the Suspensionletter or re-issuea new Suspensionletter.instructSCE to meet with
thosc who filcd C'omplaintlettersto resolve issucsand rcconsiderthc Advice letter at a later
datc'.

S C I .A
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Thank yoLrfor this opportunityto be of service. Should you have any questions.don't hesitateto
c a lI .
Sincc-rell.

t r y
?"J,'i ka. B"
/
/

6

/ \ J

Dar id J. Tantter
President
&l I t e g u l a t o r yS p e c i a l r s t sI n. c .
Environrnenta
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April 24, 2014

Mr. Michael Rosauer, CPUC Environmental Project Manager,
Mr. Mike Manka, Project Director
Mr. Matthew Fagundes, Project Director
c/o Environmental Science Associates
Moorpark-Newbury Project
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
RE: Moorpark-Newbury Project
Scope of Environmental Impact Report
Dear Mssrs. Rosauer, Manka and Fagundes:
We are so incredibly grateful for your time and effort in meeting with the
community to discuss the impending Environmental Impact Report and hear the concerns
of our community members. We appreciated very much the opportunity for both.
	
  
Mr. Rosauer confirmed that the current EIR order is only to review remaining
construction of this Project, although it is already 60% installed by SCE’s estimates. Only
SCE benefits from such a truncated review. Since it has already completed a significant
portion of the environmental disruption the spirit of CEQA would again be subverted.
CEQA specifically requires that past projects are to be included in an EIR. How is the
60% not a past project?
The County and the community have consistently urge the CPUC to order an EIR
on this previously unexamined right of way. At every turn, the environmental issues that
will now be explored were raised and dismissed by the Energy Division. How is it
possible the Energy Division granted Exemption G to the Project in 202, despite public
outcry, while the Administrative Law Judge in A. 13-10-021 ordered complete
environmental examination? Something went horribly wrong.
Mr. Rosauer stated he would bring this issue to the Commission’s Legal Division
to determine if the scope can be increased to include 100% of the Project. CEQA is
served only if the “whole project” is examined. CEQA specifically prohibits the division
of larger project into smaller projects that thereby would limit the scope of analysis,
precisely what SCE has attempted here. Clearly, CEQA does not allow the kind of
piecemealing that has occurred here.
Presently, ESA has been retained to look at only 40% of the project and even less
of its environmental impact. It is clear an independent third party looking at this situation
would agree that:
1. CEQA requires a full review of past and present projects.

2. The portion already installed by SCE is part of the same Project for which it
seeks a permit to construct.
3. The total cumulative environmental impact from the Project includes the work
completed to date as well as work yet to be completed.
4. Any Alternative to the Project should require the removal of all installations to
date.
5. To avoid a legal challenge in the future, the CEQA review of the Project
should be based on the full project rather than parsing out the installed
portion.
There is no question SCE considers this a single project, as it describes in its
Application for PTC: “SCE originally commenced construction of the Project in October
2010 under the assumption that the Project was exempt from CPUC permitting pursuant
to GO 131-D Section III.B.1.g. (‘Exemption G’).” Why would the Energy Division limit
environmental review to the yet-to-be-built phases ? It defies logic and the facts.
We urge that the Project’s EIR “Project Description” be redrafted to include
100% the activities related to the Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV subtransmission line,
consistent with SCE’s description of the Project. To do otherwise effectively would
circumvent CEQA once again.
	
  
I.	
  Scope	
  of	
  the	
  Evaluation	
  –	
  CEQA	
  Mandates	
  Analysis	
  of	
  	
  “Whole	
  Project”	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
A.	
  Entire	
  Moorpark-Newbury	
  66	
  kV	
  Project	
  Must	
  Be	
  Reviewed	
  
	
  
	
  
The	
  authority	
  upon	
  which	
  SCE	
  based	
  its	
  Fall	
  2010	
  notice	
  of	
  construction	
  was	
  
the	
  3/20/10	
  Resolution	
  E-‐4243.	
  The	
  community	
  immediately	
  challenged	
  the	
  
resolution	
  by	
  Petition	
  for	
  Rehearing	
  filed	
  4/14/10.	
  Rehearing	
  was	
  granted	
  and	
  the	
  
resolution	
  vacated	
  19	
  months	
  later	
  by	
  CPUC	
  order	
  dated	
  11/10/11.	
  However,	
  SCE	
  
failed	
  to	
  notify	
  the	
  Energy	
  Division	
  that	
  the	
  resolution	
  was	
  under	
  review	
  when	
  it	
  
gave	
  construction	
  notice	
  in	
  Fall	
  2010.	
  
	
  
	
  
The	
  community	
  believes	
  Resolution	
  E-‐4243	
  was	
  secured	
  under	
  false	
  
pretenses.	
  SCE	
  manipulated	
  facts	
  and	
  data	
  to	
  gain	
  CEQA	
  exemption:	
  	
  	
  
	
  
(1)	
  It	
  characterized	
  the	
  Project	
  as	
  a	
  mere	
  “maintenance	
  operation	
  within	
  an	
  
existing	
  ROW,”	
  which	
  led	
  the	
  Energy	
  Division	
  to	
  assume	
  the	
  ROW	
  was	
  so	
  disturbed	
  
by	
  public	
  uses	
  that	
  review	
  was	
  unnecessary.	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
(2)	
  It	
  failed	
  to	
  disclose	
  a	
  number	
  of	
  known	
  potentially	
  significant	
  
environmental	
  impacts.	
  	
  
	
  
(3)	
  It	
  has	
  presented	
  skewed	
  need	
  projections	
  since	
  2005,	
  none	
  of	
  which	
  have	
  
been	
  substantiated	
  by	
  actual	
  demand.	
  	
  
	
  
(4)	
  While	
  stakeholders	
  were	
  awaiting	
  further	
  settlement	
  discussions,	
  it	
  
restored	
  the	
  draft	
  resolution	
  to	
  the	
  CPUC’s	
  agenda,	
  without	
  notice	
  to	
  stakeholders.	
  
SCE’s	
  misrepresentations	
  and	
  omission	
  provided	
  the	
  grounds	
  upon	
  which	
  approval	
  
of	
  Resolution-‐4243	
  was	
  based.	
  	
  

	
  
	
  
Regardless,	
  CEQA	
  does	
  not	
  allow	
  the	
  division	
  of	
  a	
  larger	
  project	
  into	
  smaller	
  
projects	
  that	
  thereby	
  would	
  limit	
  the	
  scope	
  of	
  analysis,	
  which	
  is	
  precisely	
  what	
  SCE	
  
has	
  manipulated	
  the	
  system	
  into	
  doing.	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
B.	
  “Whole	
  Project”	
  Should	
  Include	
  SCE’s	
  Master	
  Plan	
  
	
  
	
  
CEQA	
  requires	
  meaningful	
  environmental	
  review	
  of	
  the	
  “whole	
  project.”	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
There	
  is	
  no	
  question	
  SCE	
  knows	
  how	
  it	
  intends	
  to	
  expand	
  and	
  energize	
  its	
  
grid.	
  Allowing	
  it	
  to	
  reveal	
  only	
  what	
  it	
  wishes	
  prevents	
  meaningful	
  analysis	
  of	
  the	
  
cumulative	
  environmental	
  impact.	
  This	
  piecemeal	
  tactic	
  is	
  calculated	
  to	
  ensure	
  as	
  
little	
  regulation	
  as	
  possible.	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
The	
  community	
  submits	
  that,	
  at	
  a	
  minimum,	
  SCE	
  should	
  disclose,	
  and	
  this	
  
EIR	
  should	
  include,	
  any	
  projects	
  affecting	
  the	
  Thousand	
  Oaks,	
  Moorpark	
  and	
  
Newbury	
  Park	
  communities,	
  the	
  Moorpark	
  Substation,	
  or	
  the	
  M-‐N-‐P	
  and	
  Moorpark-‐
Ormond	
  Beach	
  ROWs,	
  including	
  the	
  recently	
  disclosed	
  gas-‐generated	
  power	
  plant	
  
proposed	
  to	
  be	
  built	
  behind	
  the	
  Moorpark	
  Substation	
  to	
  replace	
  Ormond	
  and	
  
Mandalay	
  plants.	
  It	
  should	
  also	
  include	
  the	
  planned	
  a	
  third	
  o	
  220	
  kV	
  line	
  on	
  the	
  west	
  
side	
  of	
  the	
  Moorpark-‐Ormond	
  Beach	
  ROW	
  disclosed	
  by	
  SCE	
  just	
  days	
  before	
  the	
  
9/18/09	
  public	
  hearing	
  –	
  this	
  should	
  be	
  evaluated	
  as	
  part	
  of	
  its	
  plan	
  for	
  the	
  ROW.	
  
	
  
	
  
What	
  if	
  the	
  Project	
  is	
  simply	
  a	
  justification	
  for	
  requested	
  rate	
  increases?	
  
What	
  if	
  Moorpark-‐Ormond	
  Beach	
  220	
  kV	
  lines	
  are	
  no	
  longer	
  needed	
  for	
  Moorpark	
  
Substation,	
  and	
  are	
  only	
  part	
  of	
  larger	
  plan	
  to	
  send	
  power	
  outside	
  Ventura	
  County?	
  
These	
  are	
  hard	
  fact	
  one	
  should	
  know	
  when	
  examining	
  what	
  this	
  Project	
  takes	
  from	
  
the	
  sensitive	
  environment	
  of	
  Ventura	
  County.	
  	
  
	
  
II.	
  	
  Alternatives	
  –	
  Less	
  Costly,	
  More	
  Environmentally	
  Friendly	
  
	
  
	
  
A.	
  Co-location	
  with	
  the	
  existing	
  66	
  kV	
  
	
  
	
  
Since	
  the	
  Project	
  first	
  came	
  to	
  public	
  awareness	
  following	
  the	
  10/3/08	
  
Advice	
  Letter,	
  the	
  County	
  and	
  the	
  community	
  have	
  urged	
  that	
  the	
  project	
  be	
  co-‐
located	
  with	
  the	
  line	
  it	
  is	
  designed	
  to	
  enhance	
  –	
  the	
  Moorpark-‐Newbury-‐Pharmacy	
  
(M-‐N-‐P)	
  66	
  kV	
  line,	
  1,800	
  feet	
  to	
  the	
  west.	
  This	
  would	
  relieve	
  line	
  stress	
  with	
  little	
  
or	
  no	
  environmental	
  damage.	
  [See	
  SCE’s	
  General	
  Rates	
  Case	
  2015,	
  page	
  61,	
  which	
  
describes	
  it	
  as	
  merely	
  replacing	
  conductors	
  with	
  higher	
  rated	
  954	
  AC	
  conductors	
  –	
  
no	
  new	
  poles,	
  no	
  additional	
  lines.]	
  It	
  is	
  less	
  expensive	
  than	
  the	
  current	
  Project.	
  This	
  
is	
  truly	
  the	
  environmentally	
  superior	
  option.	
  
	
  	
  
	
  
B.	
  Undergrounding	
  
	
  
	
  
Underground	
  is	
  one	
  of	
  the	
  many	
  options	
  SCE	
  has	
  dismissed	
  as	
  too	
  costly.	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  
C.	
  Locating	
  On	
  West	
  Side	
  Of	
  	
  The	
  220	
  kV	
  Towers,	
  Farther	
  From	
  Homes	
  
	
  
	
  
This	
  was	
  another	
  option	
  SCE	
  declined.	
  Initially	
  it	
  dismissed	
  it	
  as	
  to	
  costly.	
  
Later,	
  SCE	
  disclosed	
  it	
  had	
  additional	
  220	
  kV	
  towers	
  planned	
  for	
  the	
  west	
  side.	
  
	
  
	
  
D.	
  Renewable	
  Energy	
  Alternatives	
  
	
  
	
  
Since	
  the	
  Project’s	
  conception,	
  the	
  State	
  of	
  California	
  has	
  witnessed	
  an	
  
explosion	
  of	
  solar	
  installations,	
  in	
  private,	
  commercial	
  and	
  industrial	
  settings,	
  with	
  
the	
  attendant	
  outcome	
  of	
  an	
  increase	
  in	
  distributed	
  solar.	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  SCE	
  is	
  required	
  by	
  the	
  State	
  to	
  produce	
  33%	
  “clean”	
  energy	
  by	
  2020	
  [Vivint	
  
Solar],	
  which	
  is	
  why	
  it	
  has	
  allowed	
  solar	
  companies	
  to	
  use	
  its	
  grid.	
  And	
  now	
  solar	
  is	
  
set	
  to	
  soon	
  become	
  a	
  direct	
  competitor	
  with	
  electricity.	
  	
  Solar	
  storage	
  batteries	
  are	
  
coming	
  into	
  play.	
  They	
  program	
  is	
  being	
  implemented	
  and	
  fine	
  tuned	
  in	
  Hawaii	
  and	
  
is	
  soon	
  to	
  hit	
  the	
  mainland.	
  	
  Once	
  business	
  and	
  homeowners	
  begin	
  to	
  use	
  batteries	
  
as	
  solar	
  stories,	
  the	
  grid	
  will	
  become	
  less	
  necessary,	
  and	
  according	
  to	
  some	
  solar	
  
companies,	
  obsolete.	
  
	
  
The	
  solar	
  potential	
  of	
  Thousand	
  Oaks	
  is	
  equal	
  to	
  if	
  not	
  greater	
  than	
  Fontana,	
  
where	
  SCE’s	
  ratepayers	
  are	
  making	
  massive	
  rooftop	
  SPVP	
  investments.	
  In	
  addition	
  
to	
  multiple	
  large	
  tracts	
  well	
  suited	
  for	
  ground	
  solar	
  installations,	
  there	
  also	
  are	
  three	
  
large	
  shopping	
  malls	
  in	
  the	
  Thousand	
  Oaks/Newbury	
  Substation	
  service	
  area.	
  A	
  
number	
  of	
  retail	
  stores	
  already	
  have	
  rooftop	
  solar	
  in	
  place,	
  proof	
  that	
  it	
  is	
  practical	
  
for	
  expansion	
  to	
  the	
  retail	
  malls,	
  all	
  within	
  close	
  proximity	
  to	
  the	
  existing	
  facilities.	
  	
  
Additionally,	
  the	
  multi-‐acre	
  campus	
  of	
  Amgen	
  –	
  SCE’s	
  largest	
  area	
  consumer	
  –	
  has	
  
enormous	
  roof	
  space.	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
E.	
  Energy	
  Saving	
  Programs	
  Alternative	
  
	
  
	
  
The	
  EIR	
  should	
  examine	
  the	
  available	
  energy	
  saving	
  programs	
  like:	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
1.	
  Demand	
  response	
  programs	
  (examples	
  -‐	
  SmartConnect	
  and	
  TI&TA)	
  	
  
	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  and	
  other	
  energy	
  efficiency	
  programs	
  that	
  affect	
  electrical	
  use	
  and	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  peak	
  demand,	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
2.	
  Programs	
  for	
  HVAC	
  replacement	
  and	
  retrofits	
  for	
  older	
  units,	
  and	
  
	
  
	
  
3.	
  Installation	
  of	
  approved	
  cycling	
  devices	
  for	
  commercial	
  and	
  newer	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  homes	
  (saves	
  about	
  15%	
  use).	
  
	
  
	
  
Note:	
  These	
  programs	
  easily	
  could	
  reduce	
  peak	
  energy	
  demand	
  by	
  40MW	
  
and	
  negate	
  the	
  need	
  for	
  the	
  Oxnard	
  Peaker	
  Plant	
  that	
  is	
  designed	
  to	
  produce	
  40MW	
  
for	
  the	
  Ventura	
  region.	
  
	
  
	
  
The	
  advantages	
  of	
  these	
  incremental	
  approaches,	
  compared	
  to	
  the	
  Project’s	
  
infrastructure	
  enhancement,	
  are:	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  
1.	
  As	
  technology	
  and	
  efficiency	
  improve,	
  their	
  costs	
  will	
  decrease.	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
2.	
  They	
  benefit	
  consumers	
  and	
  the	
  environment	
  with	
  lower	
  overall	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  usage.	
  
	
  
	
  
3.	
  The	
  environmental	
  and	
  human	
  impact	
  is	
  nearly	
  zero.	
  
	
  
	
  
4.	
  They	
  are	
  funded	
  based	
  on	
  true	
  demand	
  growth,	
  as	
  needed.	
   	
  
	
  
	
  
5.	
  They	
  generate	
  more	
  local	
  employment	
  and	
  sales	
  tax	
  revenue.	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
F.	
  The	
  "No	
  Project"	
  Alternative	
  –	
  Environmental	
  Superior	
  Alternative	
  
	
  
	
  
At	
  the	
  scoping	
  meeting,	
  you	
  have	
  been	
  instructed	
  to	
  evaluate	
  two	
  “no	
  
project”	
  alternatives.	
  You	
  indicated	
  this	
  is	
  quite	
  “unusual.”	
  We	
  are	
  not	
  sure	
  if	
  the	
  
“unusual”	
  part	
  is	
  that	
  the	
  CPUC	
  might	
  allow	
  SCE	
  to	
  leave	
  poles	
  and	
  footings	
  in	
  place,	
  
or	
  that	
  the	
  CPUC	
  might	
  order	
  SCE	
  to	
  remove	
  every	
  piece	
  of	
  its	
  construction.	
  In	
  any	
  
case,	
  the	
  latter	
  is	
  the	
  community’s	
  top	
  choice.	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
To	
  secure	
  approval,	
  a	
  project	
  must	
  meet	
  some	
  specific	
  projection	
  of	
  need.	
  
Ever	
  since	
  the	
  10/2/08	
  Advice	
  Letter,	
  the	
  community	
  has	
  questioned	
  SCE’s	
  
assessment	
  of	
  “need.”	
  SCE’s	
  skewed	
  need	
  projections	
  since	
  2005	
  have	
  not	
  been	
  
substantiated	
  by	
  actual	
  demand.	
  
	
  
	
  
If	
  the	
  need	
  projections	
  were	
  based	
  on	
  2003-‐04	
  actual	
  demand	
  data	
  and	
  the	
  
Project	
  was	
  initially	
  conceived	
  in	
  2004-‐05,	
  why	
  did	
  SCE	
  wait	
  until	
  late	
  2008	
  start	
  
this	
  process?	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
1.	
  Outdated	
  “Need”	
  Data	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
This	
  Project	
  arose	
  from	
  outdated	
  “need”	
  data	
  spawned	
  by	
  the	
  2005	
  “heat	
  
storm	
  peak	
  loading”	
  projections	
  that	
  have	
  time	
  and	
  again	
  proven	
  false.	
  [See	
  eg.	
  SCE	
  
GRE	
  2012	
  –	
  CPUC	
  refused	
  to	
  included	
  the	
  Presidential	
  Substation,	
  serving	
  the	
  same	
  
community,	
  as	
  the	
  need	
  was	
  questionable.	
  By	
  inference,	
  the	
  need	
  data	
  is	
  equally	
  
weak	
  here.]	
  
	
  
	
  
The	
  2003-‐2004	
  need	
  data	
  dates	
  back	
  to	
  a	
  different	
  era,	
  before	
  the	
  housing	
  
market	
  crash,	
  the	
  recession,	
  the	
  “greening”	
  of	
  America’s	
  energy,	
  and	
  the	
  discovery	
  of	
  
Enron’s	
  fraudulent	
  manipulation	
  of	
  the	
  energy	
  market.	
  SCE’s	
  need	
  projections	
  are	
  
based	
  on	
  speculative	
  growth,	
  growth	
  that	
  has	
  not	
  materialized	
  in	
  the	
  9	
  years	
  since	
  
the	
  Project’s	
  conception.	
  Rather,	
  decreased	
  need	
  due	
  to	
  the	
  recession,	
  alternative	
  
energy	
  sources	
  and	
  energy	
  conservation	
  programs	
  is	
  now	
  documented.	
  Yet,	
  SCE	
  
continues	
  to	
  fabricate	
  “need”	
  in	
  a	
  region	
  where	
  additional	
  need	
  is	
  doubtful	
  within	
  
the	
  ten-‐year	
  planning	
  period.	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
Amgen	
  is	
  likely	
  the	
  greatest	
  consumer	
  in	
  electrical	
  need	
  area.	
  Over	
  the	
  years,	
  
the	
  community	
  has	
  watched	
  it	
  grow,	
  and	
  now,	
  shrink.	
  	
  Amgen	
  is	
  cutting	
  another	
  252	
  
jobs	
  this	
  month,	
  which	
  brings	
  the	
  total	
  to	
  jobs	
  lost	
  to	
  1,150	
  since	
  2007.	
  That	
  means	
  
that	
  more	
  than	
  15%	
  of	
  its	
  workforce	
  is	
  gone.	
  [See	
  Pacific	
  Coast	
  Business	
  Times,	
  on	
  
line,	
  3/6/14.]	
  SCE	
  designed	
  this	
  Project	
  based	
  on	
  projections	
  from	
  2003	
  or	
  2004	
  

data.	
  The	
  shrinking	
  of	
  Amgen's	
  Newbury	
  Park	
  campus	
  has	
  to	
  affect	
  those	
  
projections.	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
2.	
  Fuzzy	
  Math	
  
	
  
	
  
But	
  the	
  problem	
  goes	
  deeper.	
  There	
  is	
  now	
  ample	
  evidence	
  of	
  SCE’s	
  “fuzzy	
  
math.”	
  On	
  numerous	
  different	
  occasions,	
  it	
  has	
  given	
  the	
  community	
  at	
  least	
  four	
  
different	
  forecast	
  dates	
  by	
  which	
  the	
  new	
  66	
  kV	
  lines	
  must	
  be	
  energized	
  to	
  avoid	
  
overload	
  (and	
  most	
  recently,	
  a	
  drop	
  in	
  voltage):	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
“2005”	
  	
  
	
  
(Source:	
  PEA,	
  Table	
  2.1-‐1	
  –	
  the	
  basis	
  for	
  the	
  Project)	
  
	
  
“Late	
  2010	
   	
  
(Source:	
  Advice	
  Letter	
  10/8/10}	
  
	
  
“Mid-‐June	
  2012”	
  	
   (Source:	
  Lawsuit	
  against	
  farmers	
  July	
  2011)	
  
	
  
“Mid-‐2016	
   	
  
(Source:	
  10/28/14	
  Notice	
  of	
  Application	
  for	
  PTC)	
  
	
  
	
  
Why	
  do	
  these	
  dates	
  keep	
  changing?	
  Seemingly,	
  at	
  a	
  very	
  minimum,	
  SCE’s	
  
modeling	
  programs	
  do	
  not	
  work.	
  Its	
  own	
  PEA	
  supporting	
  the	
  Application	
  For	
  PTC	
  
reveals	
  the	
  mathematic	
  liberties	
  it	
  has	
  taken.	
  
	
  
	
  
PEA	
  Table	
  2.1-‐1	
  (attached)	
  documents	
  SCE’s	
  historical	
  projection	
  of	
  need	
  for	
  
2005	
  –	
  2013.	
  The	
  projected	
  load	
  exceeds	
  line	
  capacity	
  (920	
  Amp)	
  for	
  the	
  entire	
  
period,	
  reaching	
  967Amp	
  in	
  2009,	
  then	
  drops	
  to	
  a	
  low	
  of	
  929	
  Amp	
  after	
  the	
  
anticipated	
  completion	
  of	
  the	
  project.	
  Note:	
  The	
  projection	
  for	
  2013	
  was	
  937	
  Amp.	
  
	
  
	
  
Comparatively,	
  PEA	
  Table	
  2.1-‐2	
  documents	
  SCE’s	
  current	
  projections	
  for	
  
2013	
  –	
  	
  2022.	
  	
  For	
  2013,	
  the	
  projected	
  load	
  is	
  now	
  842	
  Amp	
  –	
  that’s	
  87	
  Amp	
  less	
  
than	
  SCE’s	
  previous	
  projections,	
  and	
  way	
  below	
  capacity.	
  As	
  for	
  the	
  anticipated	
  year	
  
in	
  which	
  load	
  will	
  exceed	
  capacity,	
  that	
  is	
  now	
  projected	
  to	
  be	
  2021,	
  when	
  it	
  will	
  
reach	
  937	
  Amp	
  (the	
  previous	
  projection	
  for	
  2013).	
  Can	
  SCE’s	
  modeling	
  programs	
  
really	
  be	
  this	
  inaccurate?	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
3.	
  Bottom	
  Line	
  
	
  
	
  
In	
  reality,	
  actual	
  peak	
  demand	
  has	
  dropped	
  from	
  its	
  high	
  point	
  in	
  2008	
  and	
  
has	
  not	
  gone	
  up.	
  SCE’s	
  forecast	
  models	
  seem	
  to	
  anticipate	
  growth	
  no	
  matter	
  what.	
  It	
  
has	
  not	
  happened.	
  As	
  protestors	
  forecasted,	
  need	
  has	
  actually	
  declined	
  –	
  whether	
  
due	
  to	
  the	
  economic	
  downturn	
  and	
  recession,	
  the	
  tanking	
  of	
  the	
  housing	
  market,	
  the	
  
explosion	
  of	
  solar	
  installations,	
  or	
  the	
  effectiveness	
  of	
  energy	
  saving	
  programs	
  
already	
  in	
  place	
  –	
  need	
  has	
  declined.	
  Yet	
  SCE’s	
  consistently	
  uses	
  its	
  data	
  to	
  tell	
  a	
  
different	
  and	
  highly	
  questionable	
  story.	
  Here,	
  SCE	
  does	
  not	
  plan	
  to	
  resume	
  
construction	
  of	
  the	
  Project	
  until	
  late	
  2016	
  –	
  Where	
  is	
  the	
  pressing	
  need?	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
Add	
  to	
  this	
  the	
  likely	
  closure	
  of	
  SCE’s	
  power	
  plants	
  at	
  Ormond	
  Beach	
  and	
  
Mandalay	
  Bay	
  under	
  AB	
  248,	
  the	
  future	
  efficacy	
  of	
  the	
  entire	
  220	
  kV	
  transmission	
  
corridor	
  comes	
  into	
  question.	
  	
  
	
  

	
  
We	
  strongly	
  urge	
  the	
  “no	
  project”	
  alternative	
  requiring	
  SCE	
  to	
  dismantle	
  
construction	
  to	
  date	
  be	
  found	
  the	
  Environmentally	
  Superior	
  Alternative,	
  under	
  
CEQA	
  Section	
  15126.6	
  (2),	
  especially	
  given	
  the	
  lack	
  of	
  demonstrated	
  need.	
  
	
  
III.	
  Environmental	
  Issues	
  
	
  
	
  
This	
  ROW	
  in	
  question	
  has	
  never	
  undergone	
  environmental	
  review.	
  The	
  1970	
  
condemnation	
  order	
  that	
  created	
  it	
  predates	
  CEQA.	
  After	
  the	
  220	
  kV	
  towers	
  were	
  
built	
  in	
  the	
  early	
  1970’s,	
  the	
  ROW	
  was	
  allowed	
  to	
  revert	
  to	
  its	
  bucolic	
  origins.	
  The	
  
north-‐south	
  run	
  of	
  the	
  9-‐mile	
  Project	
  cuts	
  through	
  orchards,	
  farmland,	
  protected	
  
sensitive	
  habitat,	
  riparian	
  resources,	
  and	
  known	
  historical	
  resources.	
  It	
  straddles	
  
the	
  active	
  Simi-‐Santa	
  Rosa	
  Fault	
  and	
  is	
  embedded	
  in	
  a	
  region	
  known	
  for	
  its	
  high	
  fire	
  
hazard.	
  It	
  traverses	
  three	
  jurisdictions	
  and	
  four	
  distinct	
  regions.	
  It	
  twice	
  rises	
  and	
  
drops	
  approximately	
  1,000	
  over	
  the	
  Santa	
  Rosa	
  Valley	
  ridge	
  and	
  the	
  Conejo	
  Valley	
  
ridge.	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
The	
  ROW	
  forms	
  the	
  eastern	
  boundary	
  of	
  the	
  2-‐mile	
  wide	
  “greenbelt”	
  that	
  
runs	
  from	
  north	
  to	
  south	
  through	
  Santa	
  Rosa	
  Valley	
  and	
  separates	
  it	
  from	
  the	
  City	
  of	
  
Camarillo.	
  It	
  is	
  a	
  continuous	
  swath	
  of	
  open	
  space	
  and	
  agricultural	
  land.	
  [The	
  existing	
  
M-‐N-‐P	
  66	
  kV	
  ROW	
  lies	
  entirely	
  within	
  this	
  greenbelt.]	
  Before	
  SCE’s	
  construction	
  
activities	
  in	
  2011,	
  the	
  only	
  “disturbance”	
  within	
  this	
  7+	
  mile	
  stretch	
  of	
  the	
  ROW	
  
were	
  the	
  220	
  kV	
  tower	
  footing	
  built	
  in	
  the	
  early	
  1970’s,	
  visually	
  softened	
  by	
  the	
  
plants	
  and	
  trees	
  that	
  had	
  grown	
  around	
  and	
  between	
  them	
  in	
  the	
  decades	
  that	
  
followed.	
  
	
  
	
  
The	
  residentially	
  zoned	
  communities	
  of	
  Santa	
  Rosa	
  Valley	
  and	
  Moorpark	
  
grew	
  up	
  to	
  the	
  east	
  of	
  the	
  ROW.	
  The	
  220	
  kV	
  towers	
  were	
  constructed	
  in	
  the	
  
approximate	
  center	
  of	
  the	
  325’	
  wide	
  ROW.	
  Its	
  previously	
  unused,	
  undisturbed	
  
eastern	
  flank	
  was	
  a	
  strip	
  of	
  land	
  more	
  than	
  100	
  feet	
  wide.	
  The	
  County	
  could	
  rely	
  on	
  
this	
  generous	
  100+	
  foot	
  “buffer	
  zone”	
  in	
  allowing	
  residential	
  development	
  of	
  the	
  
land	
  to	
  the	
  east.	
  To	
  our	
  knowledge,	
  all	
  of	
  those	
  homes	
  to	
  the	
  east	
  were	
  between	
  
1975	
  and	
  1989-‐90.	
  
	
  
	
  
The	
  Notice	
  Of	
  Preparation	
  touched	
  on	
  nearly	
  all	
  of	
  the	
  environmental	
  issues	
  
below.	
  However,	
  this	
  discussion	
  will	
  highlight	
  the	
  specific	
  ways	
  in	
  which	
  they	
  apply.	
  
	
  
	
  
A.	
  Hazards	
  –	
  Public	
  Safety	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
The	
  California	
  Environmental	
  Health	
  Investigations	
  Branch	
  of	
  the	
  California	
  
Department	
  of	
  Public	
  Health	
  has	
  taken	
  the	
  position	
  no	
  group	
  of	
  people	
  should	
  bear	
  a	
  
disproportionate	
  share	
  of	
  harmful	
  environmental	
  consequences.	
  In	
  this	
  case,	
  residents	
  
along	
  the	
  ROW	
  are	
  already	
  bearing	
  the	
  burden	
  of	
  the	
  Moorpark-‐Ormond	
  Beach	
  220	
  
kV	
  lines	
  and	
  their	
  deleterious	
  effects	
  –noise,	
  EMF,	
  heightened	
  danger	
  of	
  brushfires	
  
and	
  downed	
  lines	
  in	
  an	
  earthquake,	
  not	
  to	
  mention	
  negative	
  aesthetic	
  impacts	
  and	
  
loss	
  of	
  property	
  value.	
  How	
  much	
  is	
  enough	
  for	
  one	
  community	
  to	
  bear?	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  
1.	
  Brushfire	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
The	
  Setting:	
  	
  About	
  one	
  mile	
  west	
  of	
  the	
  Gabbert	
  Road	
  Substation	
  in	
  
Moorpark,	
  the	
  Project	
  hooks	
  sharply	
  to	
  the	
  south.	
  Its	
  remaining	
  8	
  miles	
  plow	
  
through	
  farmland	
  and	
  protected	
  open	
  space.	
  	
  From	
  the	
  moment	
  it	
  angles	
  southward,	
  
the	
  new	
  line’s	
  entire	
  path	
  falls	
  within	
  an	
  area	
  designated	
  by	
  Cal	
  Fire	
  as	
  a	
  “Very	
  High	
  
Fire	
  Hazard	
  Severity	
  Zone.”	
  Native	
  brush	
  still	
  cloaks	
  all	
  of	
  the	
  two	
  ridgelines	
  that	
  
create	
  Santa	
  Rosa	
  Valley.	
  	
  The	
  southern	
  ridge	
  is	
  land	
  protected	
  by	
  the	
  Conejo	
  Open	
  
Space	
  Conservation	
  Agency.	
  The	
  northern	
  ridge	
  is	
  part	
  of	
  the	
  property	
  on	
  which	
  our	
  
home	
  is	
  built.	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  Issues:	
  	
  At	
  least	
  four	
  of	
  the	
  state’s	
  most	
  catastrophic	
  fires	
  were	
  ignited	
  by	
  
downed	
  power	
  lines	
  in	
  the	
  relatively	
  recent	
  past.	
  Five	
  catastrophic	
  fires	
  were	
  
caused	
  by	
  downed	
  lines	
  in	
  2007	
  and	
  2008	
  .	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  loss	
  of	
  life	
  and	
  property	
  attributable	
  to	
  electrically	
  ignited	
  brushfires	
  is	
  
staggering.	
  Wind-‐driven	
  brushfires	
  no	
  longer	
  adhere	
  to	
  a	
  “red	
  flag”	
  season;	
  the	
  
season	
  is	
  year-‐round.	
  As	
  noted	
  above,	
  the	
  ROW	
  traverses	
  an	
  extremely	
  fire-‐
sensitive,	
  rural	
  residential	
  region.	
  The	
  increased	
  number	
  of	
  lines,	
  the	
  proximity	
  of	
  
existing	
  conductors	
  to	
  proposed	
  conductors,	
  and	
  the	
  Project’s	
  closer	
  proximity	
  to	
  
homes,	
  per	
  se	
  heighten	
  the	
  statistical	
  probability	
  of	
  electrical	
  ignition.	
  SCE’s	
  66	
  kV	
  
Project	
  moves	
  this	
  ignition	
  source	
  within	
  40	
  feet	
  of	
  residential	
  properties.	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
2.	
  Earthquake	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
Turning	
  to	
  the	
  phenomenon	
  of	
  earthquakes,	
  the	
  underlying	
  active	
  Simi-‐Santa	
  
Rosa	
  Fault	
  is	
  further	
  evidence	
  of	
  the	
  ROW’s	
  sensitive	
  environment,	
  one	
  that	
  has	
  
never	
  undergone	
  environmental	
  study.	
  Environmental	
  review	
  should	
  include	
  site-‐
specific	
  geological	
  surveys	
  to	
  identify	
  geological	
  hazards,	
  identifying	
  areas	
  of	
  slope	
  
instability,	
  landslides,	
  expansive	
  soils,	
  or	
  areas	
  of	
  tectonic	
  activity,	
  collection	
  of	
  
samples	
  for	
  carbon	
  dating	
  to	
  determine	
  if	
  it	
  is	
  safe	
  to	
  undertake	
  construction	
  in	
  this	
  
area.	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
The	
  new	
  66	
  kV	
  line	
  compounds	
  the	
  risks	
  of	
  property	
  damage	
  and	
  personal	
  
injury	
  or	
  death	
  if	
  a	
  pole	
  were	
  to	
  topple	
  into	
  the	
  220	
  kV	
  lines,	
  or	
  onto	
  residential	
  
properties	
  or	
  the	
  two	
  highways	
  it	
  bisects.	
  There	
  is	
  a	
  very	
  real	
  potential	
  for	
  
significant	
  impact	
  to	
  the	
  public	
  and	
  area	
  residents.	
  
	
  
	
  
By	
  way	
  of	
  illustration,	
  during	
  the	
  1994	
  Northridge	
  earthquake	
  (with	
  its	
  
epicenter	
  9	
  miles	
  to	
  the	
  southeast),	
  local	
  residents	
  watched	
  the	
  220	
  kV	
  lines	
  arc	
  and	
  
send	
  cascades	
  of	
  sparks	
  toward	
  the	
  ground.	
  Fortunately,	
  this	
  quake	
  happened	
  in	
  the	
  
middle	
  of	
  a	
  green	
  January	
  and	
  no	
  fire	
  resulted.	
  Given	
  the	
  change	
  in	
  our	
  climate,	
  the	
  
community	
  cannot	
  rely	
  on	
  rain	
  to	
  insulate	
  it	
  from	
  highly	
  flammable	
  brushfire	
  
conditions.	
  In	
  a	
  larger	
  quake,	
  or	
  a	
  quake	
  on	
  the	
  Simi-‐Santa	
  Rosa	
  Fault,	
  it	
  also	
  cannot	
  
rely	
  on	
  the	
  lines	
  staying	
  affixed	
  to	
  their	
  poles.	
  This	
  could	
  prove	
  catastrophic.	
  
	
  

	
  

	
  

3.	
  Electromagnetic	
  Field	
  (EMF)	
  Exposure	
  	
  

The	
  CPUC	
  has	
  a	
  long-‐standing	
  policy	
  of	
  prudent	
  avoidance	
  of	
  EMF	
  exposure.	
  
Co-‐locating	
  the	
  new	
  line	
  with	
  the	
  existing	
  M-‐N-‐P	
  facility	
  1,800	
  to	
  the	
  west	
  of	
  our	
  
communities	
  would	
  be	
  a	
  lower	
  cost	
  alternative	
  to	
  the	
  proposed	
  project	
  that	
  brings	
  
lines	
  within	
  40	
  feet	
  of	
  residential	
  properties.	
  	
  This	
  would	
  be	
  the	
  “low	
  cost”	
  option.	
  
	
  
	
  
The	
  “no-‐cost	
  and	
  low-‐cost”	
  standard	
  the	
  CPUC	
  adopted	
  was	
  an	
  action	
  plan	
  
established	
  in	
  CPUC	
  Decision	
  93-‐11-‐013.	
  The	
  fact	
  that	
  the	
  CPUC	
  has	
  not	
  
promulgated	
  any	
  further	
  guidelines,	
  but	
  this	
  does	
  not	
  diminish	
  the	
  potentially	
  
significant	
  impact	
  of	
  EMF,	
  or	
  the	
  necessity	
  for	
  environmental	
  review.	
  The	
  unhealthy	
  
impact	
  of	
  EMF	
  exposure	
  is	
  real	
  and	
  documented.	
  This	
  is	
  a	
  significant	
  issue	
  
warranting	
  study	
  in	
  this	
  EIR.	
  The	
  compound	
  impact	
  of	
  even	
  more	
  lines,	
  closer	
  to	
  
homes,	
  should	
  be	
  addressed.	
  Again,	
  how	
  much	
  is	
  enough	
  for	
  one	
  community	
  to	
  
bear?	
  
	
  
	
  
B.	
  Particularly	
  Sensitive	
  Habitat	
  	
  -	
  USFWS	
  Designation	
  
	
  
	
  
The	
  United	
  States	
  Fish	
  and	
  Wildlife	
  Service	
  has	
  designated	
  large	
  areas	
  of	
  the	
  
Santa	
  Rosa	
  Valley	
  “Particularly	
  Sensitive	
  Habitat”	
  with	
  know	
  protected	
  species	
  of	
  
animals	
  and	
  plants.	
  
	
  
	
  
For	
  example,	
  sensitive	
  plants—i.e.,	
  Lyon’s	
  Pentacheata	
  and	
  Conejo	
  Dudleya—
are	
  known	
  to	
  exist	
  in	
  the	
  Project	
  area,	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  protected	
  avian	
  species—i.e.,	
  the	
  
Least	
  Bells	
  Vireo	
  and	
  California	
  Gnatcatcher.	
  [See	
  Ventura	
  County	
  General	
  Services	
  
Agency,	
  Mitigated	
  Negative	
  Declaration	
  LU	
  04-‐0064	
  (Endangered	
  species	
  observed	
  
in	
  the	
  project	
  area	
  p.13)	
  http://www.earsi.com/public/MND_SR_Park.pdf	
  ]	
  The	
  
recent	
  discovery	
  of	
  the	
  endangered	
  red-‐legged	
  frog	
  in	
  the	
  Simi	
  Valley	
  hillsides	
  raises	
  
the	
  question	
  of	
  other	
  protected	
  species	
  that	
  may	
  be	
  identified	
  through	
  a	
  thorough	
  
and	
  unbiased	
  examination	
  of	
  the	
  area.	
  
	
  
	
  
SCE	
  scoffed	
  at	
  this	
  potential	
  impact,	
  saying	
  its	
  focus	
  study	
  failed	
  to	
  reveal	
  any	
  
of	
  the	
  protected	
  species	
  present.	
  However,	
  even	
  if	
  none	
  were	
  present	
  at	
  the	
  time,	
  
the	
  Project	
  has	
  the	
  potential	
  of	
  significant	
  impact	
  on	
  all	
  of	
  them	
  because	
  of	
  the	
  
resultant	
  loss	
  of	
  habitat.	
  Conducive	
  habitat	
  has	
  independent	
  value	
  as	
  its	
  loss	
  impacts	
  
the	
  recovery	
  of	
  the	
  species.	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
This	
  project	
  has	
  resulted,	
  and	
  will	
  result,	
  in	
  a	
  disturbance	
  and	
  loss	
  of	
  habitat.	
  
Its	
  construction	
  efforts	
  to	
  date	
  have	
  thereby	
  endangered	
  animal	
  and	
  plant	
  species	
  
known	
  to	
  exist	
  in	
  the	
  area.	
  Already	
  more	
  than	
  14	
  acres	
  of	
  land	
  have	
  been	
  disturbed.	
  
Future	
  efforts	
  will	
  only	
  compound	
  this	
  disruption.	
  It	
  is	
  essential	
  the	
  EIR	
  address	
  the	
  
negative	
  impact	
  of:	
  (1)	
  habit	
  loss,	
  (2)	
  physical	
  “take”	
  of	
  species	
  and	
  (3)	
  the	
  
impairment	
  of	
  species	
  recovery.	
  
	
  
	
  
C.	
  Riparian	
  Resources	
  
	
  

	
  
This	
  project	
  spans	
  four	
  riparian	
  streambed	
  resources.	
  No	
  jurisdictional	
  
delineations	
  have	
  been	
  included	
  in	
  the	
  Project	
  description.	
  Any	
  impact	
  to	
  riparian	
  
resources	
  is	
  considered	
  significant	
  and	
  requires	
  discretionary	
  permits	
  from	
  the	
  US	
  
Army	
  Corps	
  (404	
  Permit),	
  CDFG	
  (1602	
  Streambed	
  Alteration	
  Agreement)	
  and	
  
RWQCB	
  (401	
  Water	
  Quality	
  Certification)	
  and	
  possibly	
  a	
  USFWS	
  10A	
  Permit.	
  
Mitigation	
  will	
  be	
  required	
  for	
  impacts	
  to	
  jurisdictional	
  waters.	
  
	
  
	
  
D.	
  Historical	
  and	
  Cultural	
  Resources	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
The	
  County	
  and	
  public	
  have	
  continuously	
  voiced	
  concern	
  for	
  the	
  
archeological	
  resources	
  in	
  Santa	
  Rosa	
  Valley.	
  It	
  was	
  once	
  home	
  to	
  the	
  largest	
  
Chumash	
  community	
  in	
  this	
  region.	
  SCE	
  knew	
  the	
  Santa	
  Rosa	
  Valley	
  was	
  an	
  area	
  
rich	
  in	
  Chumash	
  historical	
  and	
  cultural	
  resources.	
  [See	
  letters	
  attached	
  to	
  SCE’s	
  
Response	
  to	
  the	
  Data	
  Request	
  Set,	
  2/3/14.	
  
	
  
	
  
E.	
  Public	
  Viewshed	
  –	
  Aesthetics	
  
	
  
	
  
Santa	
  Rosa	
  Valley	
  and	
  the	
  unincorporated	
  hillsides	
  of	
  Moorpark	
  provide	
  a	
  
glimpse	
  of	
  what	
  the	
  open	
  space	
  of	
  Ventura	
  County	
  once	
  looked	
  like.	
  Both	
  areas	
  
provide	
  scenic	
  pastoral	
  views	
  for	
  all	
  who	
  pass	
  through	
  or	
  have	
  the	
  privilege	
  of	
  living	
  
nearby.	
  In	
  the	
  four	
  decades	
  since	
  its	
  construction,	
  even	
  the	
  Moorpark-‐Ormond	
  
Beach	
  220	
  kV	
  ROW	
  had	
  reverted	
  to	
  this	
  greenbelt	
  of	
  agriculture	
  and	
  open	
  space.	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
There	
  are	
  no	
  “public	
  Improvements”	
  in	
  the	
  north-‐south	
  run	
  of	
  the	
  ROW	
  in	
  
question.	
  There	
  is	
  no	
  public	
  access	
  to	
  it.	
  Private	
  driveways	
  and	
  dirt	
  farm	
  roads	
  
provide	
  the	
  only	
  access	
  to	
  these	
  widely	
  spaced	
  tower	
  bases,	
  which	
  had	
  remained	
  in	
  
their	
  current	
  configuration—virtually	
  untouched.	
  There	
  were	
  no	
  other	
  SCE	
  
“improvements”	
  in	
  the	
  span	
  between	
  tower	
  bases.	
  Almost	
  every	
  set	
  of	
  towers	
  in	
  the	
  
north-‐south	
  run	
  had	
  crops,	
  orchards	
  and	
  native	
  brush	
  growing	
  around	
  and	
  between	
  
their	
  footings.	
  For	
  the	
  most	
  part,	
  the	
  line	
  was	
  rarely	
  patrolled;	
  maintenance	
  visits	
  
were	
  few.	
  
	
  
	
  
As	
  so	
  aptly	
  put	
  by	
  Santa	
  Rosa	
  Valley’s	
  Municipal	
  Advisory	
  Committee	
  
Member,	
  Mark	
  Burley,	
  at	
  the	
  September	
  2009	
  CPUC	
  Public	
  Hearing,	
  the	
  exquisite	
  
beauty	
  of	
  this	
  rural	
  agricultural	
  and	
  protected	
  open	
  space	
  region	
  is	
  dying	
  the	
  “death	
  
of	
  a	
  thousand	
  cuts”	
  at	
  the	
  hands	
  of	
  SCE’s	
  piecemealed	
  projects.	
  One	
  need	
  only	
  look	
  
at	
  the	
  overhead	
  web	
  of	
  lines	
  crisscrossing	
  the	
  Santa	
  Rosa	
  and	
  Moorpark	
  Roads	
  
intersection	
  at	
  the	
  light	
  north	
  of	
  Santa	
  Rosa	
  Technology	
  Magnet	
  School.	
  It	
  is	
  
unconscionable.	
  
	
  
	
  
The	
  proximity	
  of	
  new	
  poles	
  to	
  residences	
  surely	
  has	
  and	
  will	
  negatively	
  
impact	
  the	
  property	
  of	
  contiguous	
  and	
  adjacent	
  homes.	
  
	
  
	
  
F.	
  Land	
  Use	
  and	
  Planning	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  
Since	
  2008,	
  the	
  Ventura	
  County	
  Board	
  of	
  Supervisors	
  has	
  expressed	
  concern	
  
over	
  the	
  lack	
  of	
  environmental	
  review	
  for	
  this	
  Project.	
  It	
  has	
  actively	
  tried	
  working	
  
with	
  SCE	
  to	
  address	
  its	
  land	
  use	
  concerns	
  –	
  namely	
  an	
  alternative,	
  any	
  alternative	
  
that	
  will	
  move	
  the	
  lines	
  farther	
  from	
  homes	
  or	
  underground.	
  SCE	
  has	
  stonewalled	
  
these	
  efforts.	
  Consequently,	
  the	
  Board	
  issued	
  a	
  resolution	
  opposing	
  it	
  and	
  the	
  now	
  
tabled	
  Presidential	
  Substation	
  and	
  requesting	
  alternatives	
  consistent	
  with	
  County’s	
  
land	
  use	
  and	
  planning	
  goals.	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
Damon	
  Wing	
  of	
  Supervisor	
  Linda	
  Parks’	
  office	
  presented	
  the	
  County’s	
  
position	
  at	
  the	
  Scoping	
  Meeting.	
  He	
  reiterated	
  the	
  Board’s	
  consistent	
  concern	
  that	
  
this	
  Project	
  has	
  had	
  no	
  environmental	
  review,	
  and	
  urged	
  that	
  any	
  impacts	
  that	
  have	
  
occurred	
  subsequent	
  to	
  the	
  2008	
  Advice	
  Letter	
  be	
  comprehensively	
  reviewed.	
  He	
  
again	
  urged	
  that	
  the	
  line	
  be	
  moved	
  farther	
  from	
  homes.	
  
	
  
	
  
G.	
  Agricultural	
  and	
  Forestry	
  Resources	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
As	
  SCE	
  began	
  work	
  on	
  the	
  Project,	
  it	
  contacted	
  farmers,	
  demanding	
  they	
  
remove	
  decades-‐old	
  orchard	
  trees.	
  After	
  convincing	
  a	
  judge	
  it	
  was	
  urgent	
  it	
  begin	
  
construction	
  by	
  8/8/11,	
  it	
  cut	
  down	
  several	
  hundred	
  trees	
  in	
  August	
  and	
  mandated	
  
farmers	
  never	
  replant	
  these	
  areas.	
  As	
  a	
  result,	
  several	
  acres	
  have	
  been	
  rendered	
  
permanently	
  un-‐farmable.	
  
	
  	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  Additionally,	
  at	
  the	
  dead	
  end	
  of	
  Presilla	
  Road	
  stood	
  an	
  enormous	
  and	
  very	
  old	
  
eucalyptus	
  tree,	
  nearly	
  100	
  feet	
  tall	
  with	
  a	
  12-‐½	
  foot	
  trunk	
  girth	
  –	
  a	
  designated	
  
“Heritage	
  Tree”	
  per	
  the	
  Ventura	
  County	
  Tree	
  Protection	
  Ordinance.	
  This	
  tree	
  
visually	
  softened	
  the	
  “industrial”	
  impact	
  of	
  the	
  existing	
  transmission	
  facilities.	
  In	
  
August	
  2011,	
  SCE	
  demolished	
  it;	
  it	
  took	
  days.	
  Not	
  much	
  later,	
  a	
  crew	
  arrived	
  to	
  cut	
  
down	
  three	
  additional	
  very	
  mature	
  eucalyptus	
  trees	
  in	
  the	
  same	
  tree	
  line	
  but	
  on	
  the	
  
west	
  side	
  of	
  the	
  easement,	
  where	
  no	
  construction	
  was	
  even	
  planned.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
Off	
  Gerry	
  Road,	
  another	
  farmer	
  was	
  forced	
  to	
  give	
  up	
  an	
  old	
  California	
  
Peppertree	
  growing	
  within	
  the	
  325’	
  wide	
  easement,	
  nowhere	
  near	
  the	
  220	
  kV	
  
towers	
  or	
  the	
  proposed	
  construction.	
  There	
  may	
  have	
  been	
  any	
  number	
  of	
  other	
  
mature	
  and/or	
  protected	
  trees	
  demolished	
  in	
  SCE’s	
  construction	
  efforts—
construction	
  that	
  was	
  undertaken	
  under	
  the	
  authority	
  of	
  a	
  Resolution	
  granted	
  under	
  
false	
  pretenses	
  and	
  later	
  overturned	
  by	
  the	
  11/10/11	
  Order	
  Granting	
  Rehearing.	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
These	
  trees	
  were	
  part	
  of	
  the	
  vegetative	
  mitigation	
  that	
  had	
  grown	
  in	
  and	
  
around	
  the	
  ROW	
  in	
  the	
  past	
  40	
  years.	
  Some	
  of	
  them	
  predated	
  it.	
  The	
  local	
  
community	
  had	
  long	
  enjoyed	
  the	
  visual	
  mitigation	
  provided	
  by	
  all	
  of	
  these	
  trees.	
  
	
  
	
  
H.	
  Noise	
  
	
  
Even	
  at	
  distances	
  of	
  1,000	
  feet	
  from	
  the	
  existing	
  220kV	
  lines,	
  in	
  the	
  evenings,	
  
one	
  can	
  hear	
  the	
  constant	
  crackle	
  coming	
  from	
  them.	
  	
  It	
  is	
  loud,	
  continuous,	
  and	
  

alarming	
  to	
  say	
  the	
  least.	
  	
  An	
  additional	
  line	
  even	
  closer	
  to	
  homes	
  would	
  only	
  
exacerbate	
  the	
  burdensome	
  noise	
  pollution	
  that	
  currently	
  exists.	
  	
  
	
  	
  
IV.	
  Conclusion	
  
	
  

	
  
These	
  proposed	
  power	
  lines	
  run	
  straight	
  through	
  two	
  rural	
  communities.	
  	
  
Most	
  of	
  us	
  living	
  here	
  purposefully	
  moved	
  away	
  from	
  the	
  suburbs	
  a	
  means	
  of	
  
providing	
  a	
  “safe	
  haven”	
  for	
  us	
  and	
  our	
  families.	
  	
  The	
  information	
  above	
  lends	
  very	
  
little	
  to	
  feeling	
  “safe”	
  (whether	
  for	
  the	
  humans,	
  the	
  wildlife,	
  or	
  the	
  surrounding	
  
natural	
  habitat)	
  and	
  certainly	
  depletes	
  if	
  not	
  negates	
  the	
  idea	
  of	
  a	
  “haven”.	
  	
  No	
  
community,	
  whether	
  rural	
  or	
  otherwise,	
  should	
  be	
  subjected	
  to	
  such	
  a	
  burden.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
According	
  to	
  nearly	
  a	
  decade	
  of	
  commentary	
  by	
  Sperling’s	
  "Best	
  Places"	
  to	
  
live,	
  Moorpark,	
  California	
  is	
  a	
  great	
  place	
  to	
  raise	
  a	
  family.	
  Tragically,	
  for	
  families	
  
and	
  property	
  values	
  alike	
  –	
  but	
  most	
  importantly	
  for	
  our	
  children	
  –	
  this	
  may	
  all	
  
come	
  to	
  a	
  crashing	
  end,	
  as	
  Moorpark	
  has	
  recently	
  been	
  designated	
  as	
  a	
  cancer	
  
cluster.	
  	
  Many	
  fingers	
  are	
  pointing	
  to	
  the	
  electromagnetic	
  fields	
  as	
  a	
  cause	
  for	
  so	
  
many	
  cases	
  of	
  childhood	
  leukemia	
  and	
  other	
  cancers.	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
As	
  you	
  absorb	
  the	
  facts	
  and	
  the	
  legalities	
  of	
  this	
  situation,	
  please	
  also	
  take	
  us,	
  
the	
  people,	
  the	
  families,	
  the	
  land	
  owners	
  and	
  dwellers,	
  into	
  serious	
  consideration—
we	
  are	
  the	
  human	
  environmental	
  impact	
  of	
  this	
  Project.	
  	
  We	
  know	
  making	
  this	
  
evaluation	
  and	
  the	
  ultimate	
  decision	
  will	
  be	
  but	
  a	
  flash	
  in	
  the	
  pan	
  for	
  the	
  ESA	
  and	
  
the	
  CPUC.	
  It	
  is	
  a	
  lifelong	
  decision	
  for	
  the	
  residents	
  of	
  these	
  communities.	
  	
  
	
  	
  
We	
  sincerely	
  appreciate	
  your	
  thoughtful	
  and	
  thorough	
  consideration.	
  
	
  
DATED:	
  4/24/14	
  
	
  
	
  /s/	
  Chad	
  Walker	
  	
  
_______________________________________________________	
  
	
  
Chad	
  Walker	
  
10690	
  Ternez	
  Drive	
  
Moorpark,	
  CA	
  93021	
  
cwalker99@me.com	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  

Allison Chan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dayne Hinojosa <dayne.h@aol.com>
Thursday, April 24, 2014 9:50 PM
Moorpark-Newbury
SCE EIR report

RE: Moorpark-Newbury Project
Scope of Environmental Impact Report
Dear Mssrs. Rosauer, Manka and Fagundes:
We are so incredibly grateful for your time and effort in meeting with the community to discuss
the impending Environmental Impact Report and hear the concerns of our community
members. We appreciated very much the opportunity for both.
Mr. Rosauer confirmed that the current EIR order is only to review remaining construction of
this Project, although it is already 60% installed by SCE’s estimates.Only SCE benefits from
such a truncated review. Since it has already completed a significant portion of the
environmental disruption the spirit of CEQA would again be subverted. CEQA specifically
requires that past projects are to be included in an EIR. How is the 60% not a past project?
The County and the community have consistently urge the CPUC to order an EIR on this
previously unexamined right of way. At every turn, the environmental issues that will now be
explored were raised and dismissed by the Energy Division. How is it possible the Energy
Division granted Exemption G to the Project in 202, despite publicoutcry, while the
Administrative Law Judge in A. 13-10-021 ordered complete environmental examination?
Something went horribly wrong.
Mr. Rosauer stated he would bring this issue to the Commission’s Legal Division to determine if
the scope can be increased to include 100% of the Project. CEQA is served only if the “whole
project” is examined. CEQA specifically prohibits the division of larger project into smaller
projects that thereby would limit the scope of analysis, precisely what SCE has attempted
here. Clearly, CEQA does not allow the kind of piecemealing that has occurred here.
Presently, ESA has been retained to look at only 40% of the project and even less of its
environmental impact. It is clear an independent third party looking at this situation would agree
that:
1.
CEQA requires a full review of past and present projects.
2.
The portion already installed by SCE is part of the same Project for which it seeks a
permit to construct.
3.
The total cumulative environmental impact from the Project includes the work
completed to date as well as work yet to be completed.
4.
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Any Alternative to the Project should require the removal of all installations to date.
5.
To avoid a legal challenge in the future, the CEQA review of the Project should be
based on the full project rather than parsing out the installed portion.
There is no question SCE considers this a single project, as it describes in its Application for
PTC: “SCE originally commenced construction of the Project in October 2010 under the
assumption that the Project was exempt from CPUC permitting pursuant to GO 131-D Section
III.B.1.g. (‘Exemption G’).” Why would the Energy Division limit environmental review to the
yet-to-be-built phases ? It defies logic and the facts.
We urge that the Project’s EIR “Project Description” be redrafted to include 100% the activities
related to the Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV subtransmission line, consistent with SCE’s description
of the Project. To do otherwise effectively would circumvent CEQA once again.

I. Scope of the Evaluation – CEQA Mandates Analysis of “Whole Project”
A. Entire Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Project Must Be Reviewed
The authority upon which SCE based its Fall 2010 notice of construction was the
3/20/10 Resolution E-4243.The community immediately challenged the resolution by Petition
for Rehearing filed 4/14/10. Rehearing was granted and the resolution vacated 19 months later
by CPUC order dated 11/10/11. However, SCE failed to notify the Energy Division that the
resolution was under review when it gave construction notice in Fall 2010.
The community believes Resolution E-4243 was secured under false pretenses. SCE manipulated
facts and data to gain CEQA exemption:
(1) It characterized the Project as a mere “maintenance operation within an existing ROW,”
which led the Energy Division to assume the ROW was so disturbed by public uses that review
was unnecessary.
(2) It failed to disclose a number of known potentially significant environmental impacts.
(3) It has presented skewed need projections since 2005, none of which have been substantiated
by actual demand.
(4) While stakeholders were awaiting further settlement discussions, it restored the draft
resolution to the CPUC’s agenda, without notice to stakeholders. SCE’s misrepresentations and
omission provided the grounds upon which approval of Resolution-4243 was based.
Regardless, CEQA does not allow the division of alarger project into smaller projects that
thereby would limit the scope of analysis, which is precisely what SCE has manipulated the
system into doing.
B. “Whole Project” Should Include SCE’s Master Plan
CEQA requires meaningful environmental review of the “whole project.”
There is no question SCE knows how it intends to expand and energize its grid. Allowing it to
reveal only what it wishes prevents meaningful analysis of the cumulative
environmental impact. This piecemeal tactic is calculated to ensure as little regulation as
possible.
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The community submits that, at a minimum, SCEshould disclose, and this EIR should include,
any projectsaffecting the Thousand Oaks, Moorpark and Newbury Park
communities, the Moorpark Substation, or the M-N-P andMoorpark-Ormond Beach
ROWs, including the recently disclosed gas-generated power plant proposed to be
builtbehind the Moorpark Substation to replace Ormond and Mandalay plants. It should also
include the planned a thirdo 220 kV line on the west side of the Moorpark-Ormond Beach
ROW disclosed by SCE just days before the 9/18/09 public hearing – this should be evaluated as
part of its plan for the ROW.
What if the Project is simply a justification for requested rate increases? What if MoorparkOrmond Beach 220 kV lines are no longer needed for Moorpark Substation, and are only part of
larger plan to send power outside Ventura County? These are hard fact one should know when
examining what this Project takes from thesensitive environment of Ventura County.
II. Alternatives – Less Costly, More Environmentally Friendly
A. Co-location with the existing 66 kV
Since the Project first came to public awareness following the 10/3/08 Advice Letter, the County
and thecommunity have urged that the project be co-located with the line it is designed to
enhance – the Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy (M-N-P) 66 kV line, 1,800 feet to the west.
Thiswould relieve line stress with little or no environmental damage. [See SCE’s General Rates
Case 2015, page 61, which describes it as merely replacing conductors with higher rated 954 AC
conductors – no new poles, no additional lines.] It is less expensive than the current Project. This
is truly the environmentally superior option.
B. Undergrounding
Underground is one of the many options SCE has dismissed as too costly.
C. Locating On West Side Of The 220 kV Towers, Farther From Homes
This was another option SCE declined. Initially it dismissed it as to costly. Later, SCE
disclosed it hadadditional 220 kV towers planned for the west side.
D. Renewable Energy Alternatives
Since the Project’s conception, the State of Californiahas witnessed an explosion of solar
installations, in private, commercial and industrial settings, with the attendant outcome
of an increase in distributed solar.
SCE is required by the State to produce 33% “clean” energy by 2020 [Vivint Solar], which
is why it has allowedsolar companies to use its grid. And now solar is set to soon become a direct
competitor with electricity. Solar storage batteries are coming into play. They program is being
implemented and fine tuned in Hawaii and is soon to hit the mainland. Once business and
homeowners begin to use batteries as solar stories, the grid will become less necessary, and
according to some solar companies, obsolete.
The solar potential of Thousand Oaks is equal to if not greater than Fontana, where SCE’s
ratepayers are making massive rooftop SPVP investments. In addition to multiple large tracts
well suited for ground solar installations, therealso are three large shopping malls in the
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Thousand Oaks/Newbury Substation service area. A number of retail stores already have rooftop
solar in place, proof that it is practical for expansion to the retail malls, all within close proximity
to the existing facilities. Additionally, the multi-acre campus of Amgen – SCE’s largest area
consumer –has enormous roof space.
E. Energy Saving Programs Alternative
The EIR should examine the available energy saving programs like:
1. Demand response programs (examples -SmartConnect and TI&TA)
and other energy
efficiency programs that affect electrical use and peak demand,
2. Programs for HVAC replacement and retrofits for older units, and
3. Installation of approved cycling devices for commercial and newer homes (saves about 15%
use).
Note: These programs easily could reduce peak energy demand by 40MW and negate the need
for the Oxnard Peaker Plant that is designed to produce 40MW for the Ventura region.
The advantages of these incremental approaches, compared to the Project’s infrastructure
enhancement, are:
1. As technology and efficiency improve, theircosts will decrease.
2. They benefit consumers and the environmentwith lower overall
usage.
3. The environmental and human impact is nearly zero.
4. They are funded based on true demand growth,as needed.5. They generate more local
employment and sales tax revenue.
F. The "No Project" Alternative – Environmental Superior Alternative
At the scoping meeting, you have been instructed toevaluate two “no project” alternatives. You
indicated this is quite “unusual.” We are not sure if the “unusual” part is that the CPUC might
allow SCE to leave poles and footings in place, or that the CPUC might order SCE to remove
every piece of its construction. In any case, the latter is the community’s top choice.
To secure approval, a project must meet some specific projection of need. Ever since the 10/2/08
Advice Letter,the community has questioned SCE’s assessment of “need.”SCE’s skewed need
projections since 2005 have not beensubstantiated by actual demand.
If the need projections were based on 2003-04 actual demand data and the Project was initially
conceived in 2004-05, why did SCE wait until late 2008 start thisprocess?
1. Outdated “Need” Data
This Project arose from outdated “need” data spawnedby the 2005 “heat storm peak
loading” projections that have time and again proven false. [See eg. SCE GRE 2012– CPUC
refused to included the Presidential Substation, serving the same community, as the need was
questionable. By inference, the need data is equally weak here.]
The 2003-2004 need data dates back to a different era,before the housing market crash,
the recession, the“greening” of America’s energy, and the discovery ofEnron’s fraudulent
manipulation of the energy market. SCE’s need projections are based on speculative growth,
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growth that has not materialized in the 9 years since the Project’s conception. Rather, decreased
need due to therecession, alternative energy sources and energy conservation programs is
now documented. Yet, SCE continues to fabricate “need” in a region where additional need is
doubtful within the ten-year planning period.
Amgen is likely the greatest consumer in electrical need area. Over the years, the community has
watched it grow, and now, shrink. Amgen is cutting another 252 jobs this month, which brings
the total to jobs lost to 1,150 since 2007. That means that more than 15% of its workforce is
gone. [See Pacific Coast Business Times, on line, 3/6/14.]SCE designed this Project based on
projections from 2003 or 2004 data. The shrinking of Amgen's Newbury Park campus has to
affect those projections.
2. Fuzzy Math
But the problem goes deeper. There is now ample evidence of SCE’s “fuzzy math.”
On numerous different occasions, it has given the community at least
four differentforecast dates by which the new 66 kV lines must beenergized to avoid
overload (and most recently, a drop in voltage):
“2005” (Source: PEA, Table 2.1-1 – the basis for the Project)
“Late 2010(Source: Advice Letter 10/8/10}
“Mid-June 2012” (Source: Lawsuit against farmers July 2011)
“Mid-2016(Source: 10/28/14 Notice of Application for PTC)
Why do these dates keep changing? Seemingly, at a very minimum, SCE’s modeling programs
do not work. Its own PEA supporting the Application For PTC reveals the mathematic liberties it
has taken.
PEA Table 2.1-1 (attached) documents SCE’shistorical projection of need for 2005 – 2013.
Theprojected load exceeds line capacity (920 Amp) for the entire period, reaching 967Amp in
2009, then drops to a low of 929 Amp after the anticipated completion of the project. Note: The
projection for 2013 was 937 Amp.
Comparatively, PEA Table 2.1-2 documents SCE’scurrent projections for 2013 –
2022. For 2013, the projected load is now 842 Amp – that’s 87 Amp less than SCE’s previous
projections, and way below capacity. As for the anticipated year in which load will exceed
capacity, that is now projected to be 2021, when it will reach 937 Amp (the previous projection
for 2013). Can SCE’s modeling programs really be this inaccurate?
3. Bottom Line
In reality, actual peak demand has dropped from its high point in 2008 and has not gone up.
SCE’s forecast models seem to anticipate growth no matter what. It has nothappened. As
protestors forecasted, need has actually declined – whether due to the economic downturn and
recession, the tanking of the housing market, the explosion of solar installations, or the
effectiveness of energy saving programs already in place – need has declined. Yet SCE’s
consistently uses its data to tell a different and highly questionable story. Here, SCE does not
plan to resume construction of the Project until late 2016 – Where is the pressing need?
Add to this the likely closure of SCE’s power plants at Ormond Beach and Mandalay Bay under
AB 248, the future efficacy of the entire 220 kV transmission corridor comes into question.
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We strongly urge the “no project” alternative requiring SCE to dismantle construction to date be
found the Environmentally Superior Alternative, under CEQA Section 15126.6 (2), especially
given the lack of demonstrated need.
III. Environmental Issues
This ROW in question has never undergone environmental review. The 1970 condemnation
order that created it predates CEQA. After the 220 kV towers were built in the early 1970’s, the
ROW was allowed to revert to its bucolic origins. The north-south run of the 9-mile Project cuts
through orchards, farmland, protected sensitive habitat, riparian resources, and known historical
resources. It straddles the active Simi-Santa Rosa Fault and is embedded in a region known
for its high fire hazard. It traverses three jurisdictions and four distinct regions. It twice rises and
drops approximately 1,000 over the Santa Rosa Valley ridge and the Conejo Valley ridge.
The ROW forms the eastern boundary of the 2-mile wide “greenbelt” that runs from north to
south through Santa Rosa Valley and separates it from the City of Camarillo. It is a continuous
swath of open space and agricultural land. [The existing M-N-P 66 kV ROW lies entirely within
this greenbelt.] Before SCE’s construction activities in 2011, the only “disturbance” within this
7+ mile stretch of the ROW were the 220 kV tower footing built in the early 1970’s, visually
softened by the plants and trees that had grown around and between them in the decades that
followed.
The residentially zoned communities of Santa Rosa Valley and Moorpark grew up to the east of
the ROW. The 220 kV towers were constructed in the approximate center of the 325’ wide
ROW. Its previously unused, undisturbed eastern flank was a strip of land more than 100 feet
wide. The County could rely on this generous 100+ foot “buffer zone” in allowing residential
development of the land to the east. To our knowledge, all of those homes to the
east werebetween 1975 and 1989-90.
The Notice Of Preparation touched on nearly all of theenvironmental issues below. However,
this discussion willhighlight the specific ways in which they apply.
A. Hazards – Public Safety
The California Environmental Health Investigations Branch of the California Department of
Public Health has taken the position no group of people should bear a disproportionate share of
harmful environmental consequences. In this case, residents along the ROW are already
bearing the burden of the Moorpark-Ormond Beach 220 kV lines and their deleterious effects –
noise, EMF, heightened danger of brushfires and downed lines in an earthquake, not to
mention negative aesthetic impacts and loss of property value. How much is enough for one
community to bear?
1. Brushfire
The Setting: About one mile west of the Gabbert Road Substation in Moorpark, the
Project hooks sharply to the south. Its remaining 8 miles plow through farmland and protected
open space. From the moment it angles southward, the new line’s entire path falls within an
areadesignated by Cal Fire as a “Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone.” Native brush still cloaks
all of the two ridgelines that create Santa Rosa Valley. The southern ridge is land protected by
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the Conejo Open Space Conservation Agency. The northern ridge is part of the property on
which our home is built.
The Issues: At least four of the state’s most catastrophic fires were ignited by downed power
lines in the relatively recent past. Five catastrophic fires were caused by downed lines in 2007
and 2008 .
The loss of life and property attributable to electrically ignited brushfires is staggering. Winddriven brushfires no longer adhere to a “red flag” season; the season is year-round. As noted
above, the ROW traverses an extremely fire-sensitive, rural residential region. The increased
number of lines, the proximity of existing conductors to proposed conductors, and the Project’s
closer proximity to homes, per se heighten the statistical probability of electrical ignition. SCE’s
66 kV Project moves this ignition source within 40 feet of residential properties.
2. Earthquake
Turning to the phenomenon of earthquakes, the underlying active Simi-Santa Rosa Fault is
further evidence of the ROW’s sensitive environment, one that has never undergone
environmental study. Environmental review should include site-specific geological surveys to
identify geological hazards, identifying areas of slope instability, landslides, expansive soils, or
areas of tectonic activity, collection of samples for carbon dating to determine if it issafe to
undertake construction in this area.
The new 66 kV line compounds the risks of property damage and personal injury or death if a
pole were to topple into the 220 kV lines, or onto residential properties or the two highways it
bisects. There is a very real potential for significant impact to the public and area residents.
By way of illustration, during the 1994 Northridge earthquake (with its epicenter 9 miles to the
southeast),local residents watched the 220 kV lines arc and sendcascades of sparks toward the
ground. Fortunately, this quake happened in the middle of a green January and no fire resulted.
Given the change in our climate, the community cannot rely on rain to insulate it from highly
flammable brushfire conditions. In a larger quake, or a quake on the Simi-Santa Rosa
Fault, it also cannot rely on the lines staying affixed to their poles. This could prove catastrophic.
3. Electromagnetic Field (EMF) Exposure
The CPUC has a long-standing policy of prudent avoidance of EMF exposure. Co-locating the
new line with the existing M-N-P facility 1,800 to the west of our communities would be a lower
cost alternative to the proposed project that brings lines within 40 feet of residential
properties. This would be the “low cost” option.
The “no-cost and low-cost” standard the CPUC adopted was an action plan established in CPUC
Decision93-11-013. The fact that the CPUC has not promulgatedany further guidelines, but
this does not diminish the potentially significant impact of EMF, or the necessity for
environmental review. The unhealthy impact of EMF exposure is real and documented. This is a
significant issuewarranting study in this EIR. The compound impact of even more lines, closer to
homes, should be addressed. Again, how much is enough for one community to bear?
B. Particularly Sensitive Habitat - USFWS Designation
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The United States Fish and Wildlife Service has designated large areas of the Santa Rosa Valley
“Particularly Sensitive Habitat” with know protected species of animals and plants.
For example, sensitive plants—i.e., Lyon’sPentacheata and Conejo Dudleya—are known to exist
in the Project area, as well as protected avian species—i.e., the Least Bells Vireo and California
Gnatcatcher. [See Ventura County General Services Agency, Mitigated Negative Declaration LU
04-0064 (Endangered species observed in the project area
p.13)http://www.earsi.com/public/MND_SR_Park.pdf ] The recent discovery of the endangered
red-legged frog in the Simi Valley hillsides raises the question of other protected species that
may be identified through a thorough and unbiased examination of the area.
SCE scoffed at this potential impact, saying its focus study failed to reveal any of the protected
species present. However, even if none were present at the time, the Project has the potential of
significant impact on all of thembecause of the resultant loss of habitat. Conducive habitat has
independent value as its loss impacts the recovery of the species.
This project has resulted, and will result, in adisturbance and loss of habitat. Its construction
efforts to date have thereby endangered animal and plant species known to exist in the
area. Already more than 14 acres of land have been disturbed. Future efforts will only compound
this disruption. It is essential the EIR address the negative impact of: (1) habit loss, (2) physical
“take” of species and (3) the impairment of species recovery.
C. Riparian Resources
This project spans four riparian streambed resources.No jurisdictional delineations have
been included in theProject description. Any impact to riparian resources is considered
significant and requires discretionary permits from the US Army Corps (404 Permit), CDFG
(1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement) and RWQCB (401 Water Quality Certification) and
possibly a USFWS 10A Permit. Mitigation will be required for impacts to jurisdictional waters.
D. Historical and Cultural Resources
The County and public have continuously voicedconcern for the archeological resources in Santa
Rosa Valley. It was once home to the largest Chumash community in this region. SCE knew the
Santa Rosa Valley was an area rich in Chumash historical and cultural resources. [See letters
attached to SCE’s
Response to the Data Request Set, 2/3/14.
E. Public Viewshed – Aesthetics
Santa Rosa Valley and the unincorporated hillsides of Moorpark provide a glimpse of what the
open space of Ventura County once looked like. Both areas provide scenic pastoral views for all
who pass through or have the privilege of living nearby. In the four decades since its
construction, even the Moorpark-Ormond Beach 220 kV ROW had reverted to this greenbelt of
agriculture and open space.
There are no “public Improvements” in the north-south run of the ROW in question. There is no
public access to it. Private driveways and dirt farm roads provide the only access to these widely
spaced tower bases, which had remained in their current configuration—virtually untouched.
There were no other SCE “improvements” in the span between tower bases. Almost every set of
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towers in the north-south run had crops, orchards and native brush growing around and between
their footings. For the most part, the line was rarely patrolled; maintenance visits were few.
As so aptly put by Santa Rosa Valley’s Municipal Advisory Committee Member, Mark Burley,
at the September 2009 CPUC Public Hearing, the exquisite beauty of this rural agricultural and
protected open space region is dying the “death of a thousand cuts” at the hands of SCE’s
piecemealed projects. One need only look at the overhead web of lines crisscrossing the Santa
Rosa and Moorpark Roads intersection at the light north of Santa Rosa Technology Magnet
School. It is unconscionable.
The proximity of new poles to residences surely hasand will negatively impact the property of
contiguous and adjacent homes.
F. Land Use and Planning
Since 2008, the Ventura County Board of Supervisorshas expressed concern over the lack
of environmental review for this Project. It has actively tried working with SCE to address its
land use concerns – namely an alternative, any alternative that will move the lines farther from
homes or underground. SCE has stonewalled theseefforts. Consequently, the Board issued a
resolution opposing it and the now tabled Presidential Substation andrequesting alternatives
consistent with County’s land use and planning goals.
Damon Wing of Supervisor Linda Parks’ office presented the County’s position at the Scoping
Meeting. He reiterated the Board’s consistent concern that this Projecthas had no environmental
review, and urged that anyimpacts that have occurred subsequent to the 2008 Advice Letter be
comprehensively reviewed. He again urged thatthe line be moved farther from homes.
G. Agricultural and Forestry Resources
As SCE began work on the Project, it contacted farmers, demanding they remove decades-old
orchard trees.After convincing a judge it was urgent it begin construction by 8/8/11, it cut
down several hundred trees in August and mandated farmers never replant these areas. As a
result, several acres have been rendered permanently un-farmable.
Additionally, at the dead end of Presilla Road stood an enormous and very old eucalyptus
tree, nearly 100 feet tall with a 12-½ foot trunk girth – a designated “Heritage Tree” per
the Ventura County Tree Protection Ordinance.This tree visually softened the “industrial” impact
of the existing transmission facilities. In August 2011, SCE demolished it; it took days. Not
much later, a crew arrivedto cut down three additional very mature eucalyptus trees in the same
tree line but on the west side of the easement, where no construction was even planned.
Off Gerry Road, another farmer was forced to give up an old California Peppertree growing
within the 325’ wide easement, nowhere near the 220 kV towers or the proposedconstruction.
There may have been any number of other mature and/or protected trees demolished in SCE’s
construction efforts—construction that was undertaken under the authority of a
Resolution granted under false pretenses and later overturned by the 11/10/11 Order Granting
Rehearing.
These trees were part of the vegetative mitigation that had grown in and around the ROW in the
past 40 years.Some of them predated it. The local community had long enjoyed the visual
mitigation provided by all of these trees.
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H. Noise
Even at distances of 1,000 feet from the existing 220kV lines, in the evenings, one can hear the
constant crackle coming from them. It is loud, continuous, and alarming to say the least. An
additional line even closer to homes would only exacerbate the burdensome noise pollution that
currently exists.
IV. Conclusion
These proposed power lines run straight through two rural communities. Most of us living here
purposefully moved away from the suburbs a means of providing a “safe haven” for us and our
families. The information abovelends very little to feeling “safe” (whether for the humans, the
wildlife, or the surrounding natural habitat) and certainly depletes if not negates the idea of
a “haven”. No community, whether rural or otherwise, should be subjected to such a burden.
According to nearly a decade of commentary bySperling’s "Best Places" to live, Moorpark,
California is a great place to raise a family. Tragically, for families andproperty values alike –
but most importantly for our children – this may all come to a crashing end, as Moorpark has
recently been designated as a cancer cluster. Many fingers are pointing to the electromagnetic
fields as a cause for so many cases of childhood leukemia and other cancers.
As you absorb the facts and the legalities of this situation, please also take us, the people, the
families, the land owners and dwellers, into serious consideration—we are the human
environmental impact of this Project. We know making this evaluation and the ultimate decision
willbe but a flash in the pan for the ESA and the CPUC. It is a lifelong decision for the residents
of these communities.
We sincerely appreciate your thoughtful and thorough consideration.
DATED: April 24,2014

/s/ Dayne Hinojosa

_______________________________________________________
(signature – use “/s/” before your name if signing electronically)
Name: Dayne Hinojosa
Address: 10762 Citrus Drive, Moorpark, California , 93021
Email: Dayne.h@aol.com

Sent from my iPhone
On Apr 24, 2014, at 10:36 AM, Kris <ladybuggk@aol.com> wrote:
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sorry i forgot to include the addy:
Mr. Michael Rosauer
Moorpark-Newbury Project
c/o Environmental Science Associates
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
E-mail: Moorpark-Newbury@esassoc.com
Fax: (415) 896-0332
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Allison Chan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Will W <westerlingcs@gmail.com>
Thursday, April 24, 2014 9:54 PM
Moorpark-Newbury
Moorpark-Newbury Park EIR scoping comments

Mr. Michael Rosauer,
I live at 10275 Presilla Rd. The 220kV ROW is on my property and two sets of footings are on my
property. The ROW extends 325 feet into the property and runs along the entire Eastern side of it.
I have never had any issue with SCE doing whatever they rightfully want to do within the easement. I have
done my best to accommodate their needs with regard to access, trimming trees, etc. I have no problem with
them putting in the new transmission line that they have partially constructed. It has always been very clear on
my title report that they have the right to use the ROW for the benefit of supplying power to our community.
I attended the Scoping meeting on March 25th and was bothered to hear all of the suggestions being given as
mitigation measures the current partially constructed line. It seemed to be to be a bunch of upset neighbors who
simply want the project scrapped or moved further away from them.
I heard three suggestions at the meeting: Burying the line, moving the line to the West side of the current
easement, and moving it another easement further West.
I have a real problem with all of these suggestions.
Burying the line is going to create a danger on my property that would effectively make that portion of the
property un-farmable. I would not be able to do any subsurface tractor work near those buried lines. Also, I
would be concerned about planting any more permanent tree crops above the power lines due to the risk of their
roots encountering them.
Moving the line to the West side of the current easement would dramatically cut into my property making less
of the land useable. I would have to remove two barns that would suddenly be too close to the power
lines. Already there is open "deadspace" between the current transmission lines and the property line. This is
where the partially constructed line is going in. It is the natural place to put the new line for many reasons but
importantly because that area is already effectively less usable. This is the same for all of the properties along
the ROW. Also, moving the power line to the West of the easement would move it closer to my house. It
seems patently unfair to move it away from other peoples homes because they are being difficult, just to move it
closer to me.
Finally, there is a suggestion to move the new transmission line to another easement just West of my
property. This would require putting in large metal power poles to co-locate two 66 kV lines. That would be
terrible. My house would then have these large unsightly transmission lines on BOTH sides of it. It
would cause dramatic damage to my viewshed and that of my neighbors who are in the same situation.
In closing, it bothers me that neighbors to the East of me are so selfish that they would recommend moving the
lines further into my property and closer to my home for no other reason than to get it further away from
them. And recommending putting the new line on the other side of my property so that I am surrounded my
transmission lines. I think me and the other property owners who actually own the land that contains the ROW
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should be given more consideration with regard to the project. I also do not want the lines buried and to have a
dangerous new underground utility on my property that would disallow me from farming that area. If any of
these "mitigation" measures should be seriously considered I will take the strongest legal position that I can to
protect my property.
To be clear, I support the current position of the power line that is already under construction and would like it
finished as soon as possible.
Please include me in any email correspondence regarding information on this project.
Thanks,
Will Westerling
805-535-5517
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April 24, 2014

Mr. Michael Rosauer, CPUC Environmental Project Manager,
Mr. Mike Manka, Project Director
Mr. Matthew Fagundes, Project Director
c/o Environmental Science Associates
Moorpark-Newbury Project
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108

RE: Moorpark-Newbury Project
Scope of Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mssrs. Rosauer, Manka and Fagundes:

We are so incredibly grateful for your time and effort in meeting with the
community to discuss the impending Environmental Impact Report and hear the concerns
of our community members. We appreciated very much the opportunity for both.

Mr. Rosauer confirmed that the current EIR order is only to review remaining
construction of this Project, although it is already 60% installed by SCE’s estimates. Only
SCE benefits from such a truncated review. Since it has already completed a significant
portion of the environmental disruption the spirit of CEQA would again be subverted.
CEQA specifically requires that past projects are to be included in an EIR. How is the
60% not a past project?

The County and the community have consistently urge the CPUC to order an EIR
on this previously unexamined right of way. At every turn, the environmental issues that
will now be explored were raised and dismissed by the Energy Division. How is it
possible the Energy Division granted Exemption G to the Project in 2002, despite public
outcry, while the Administrative Law Judge in A. 13-10-021 ordered complete
environmental examination? Something went horribly wrong.

Mr. Rosauer stated he would bring this issue to the Commission’s Legal Division
to determine if the scope can be increased to include 100% of the Project. CEQA is
served only if the “whole project” is examined. CEQA specifically prohibits the division
of larger project into smaller projects that thereby would limit the scope of analysis,
precisely what SCE has attempted here. Clearly, CEQA does not allow the kind of
piecemealing that has occurred here.

Presently, ESA has been retained to look at only 40% of the project and even less
of its environmental impact. It is clear an independent third party looking at this situation
would agree that:

1. CEQA requires a full review of past and present projects.
2. The portion already installed by SCE is part of the same Project for which it
seeks a permit to construct.
3. The total cumulative environmental impact from the Project includes the work
completed to date as well as work yet to be completed.
4. Any alternative to the project should require the removal of all installations to
date.
5. To avoid a legal challenge in the future, the CEQA review of the Project
should be based on the full project rather than parsing out the installed
portion.
There is no question SCE considers this a single project, as it describes in its
Application for PTC: “SCE originally commenced construction of the Project in October
2010 under the assumption that the Project was exempt from CPUC permitting pursuant
to GO 131-D Section III.B.1.g. (‘Exemption G’).” Why would the Energy Division limit
environmental review to the yet-to-be-built phases? It defies logic and the facts.

We urge that the Project’s EIR “Project Description” be redrafted to include
100% the activities related to the Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV subtransmission line,
consistent with SCE’s description of the Project. To do otherwise effectively would
circumvent CEQA once again.

I. Scope of the Evaluation – CEQA Mandates Analysis of “Whole Project”

A. Entire Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Project Must Be Reviewed

The authority upon which SCE based its Fall 2010 notice of construction was
the 3/20/10 Resolution E-4243. The community immediately challenged the
resolution by Petition for Rehearing filed 4/14/10. Rehearing was granted and the
resolution vacated 19 months later by CPUC order dated 11/10/11. However, SCE
failed to notify the Energy Division that the resolution was under review when it
gave construction notice in Fall 2010.

The community believes Resolution E-4243 was secured under false
pretenses. SCE manipulated facts and data to gain CEQA exemption:
(1) It characterized the Project as a mere “maintenance operation within an
existing ROW,” which led the Energy Division to assume the ROW was so disturbed
by public uses that review was unnecessary.
(2) It failed to disclose a number of known potentially significant
environmental impacts.
(3) It has presented skewed need projections since 2005, none of which have
been substantiated by actual demand.
(4) While stakeholders were awaiting further settlement discussions, it
restored the draft resolution to the CPUC’s agenda, without notice to stakeholders.
SCE’s misrepresentations and omission provided the grounds upon which approval
of Resolution-4243 was based.

Regardless, CEQA does not allow the division of a larger project into smaller
projects that thereby would limit the scope of analysis, which is precisely what SCE
has manipulated the system into doing.

B. “Whole Project” Should Include SCE’s Master Plan

CEQA requires meaningful environmental review of the “whole project.”

There is no question SCE knows how it intends to expand and energize its
grid. Allowing it to reveal only what it wishes prevents meaningful analysis of the
cumulative environmental impact. This piecemeal tactic is calculated to ensure as
little regulation as possible.

The community submits that, at a minimum, SCE should disclose, and this
EIR should include, any projects affecting the Thousand Oaks, Moorpark and
Newbury Park communities, the Moorpark Substation, or the M-N-P and MoorparkOrmond Beach ROWs, including the recently disclosed gas-generated power plant
proposed to be built behind the Moorpark Substation to replace Ormond and
Mandalay plants. It should also include the planned third 220 kV line on the west
side of the Moorpark-Ormond Beach ROW disclosed by SCE just days before the
9/18/09 public hearing – this should be evaluated as part of its plan for the ROW.

What if the Project is simply a justification for requested rate increases?
What if Moorpark-Ormond Beach 220 kV lines are no longer needed for Moorpark
Substation, and are only part of larger plan to send power outside Ventura County?
These are hard facts one should know when examining what this project takes from
the sensitive environment of Ventura County.

II. Alternatives – Less Costly, More Environmentally Friendly

A. Co-location with the existing 66 kV

Since the Project first came to public awareness following the 10/3/08
Advice Letter, the County and the community have urged that the project be colocated with the line it is designed to enhance – the Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy
(M-N-P) 66 kV line, 1,800 feet to the west. This would relieve line stress with little
or no environmental damage. [See SCE’s General Rates Case 2015, page 61, which
describes it as merely replacing conductors with higher rated 954 AC conductors –
no new poles, no additional lines.] It is less expensive than the current Project. This
is truly the environmentally superior option.

B. Undergrounding

Underground is one of the many options SCE has dismissed as too costly.

C. Locating On West Side Of The 220 kV Towers, Farther From Homes

This was another option SCE declined. Initially it dismissed it as to costly.
Later, SCE disclosed it had additional 220 kV towers planned for the west side.

D. Renewable Energy Alternatives

Since the Project’s conception, the State of California has witnessed an
explosion of solar installations, in private, commercial and industrial settings, with
the attendant outcome of an increase in distributed solar.

SCE is required by the State to produce 33% “clean” energy by 2020 [Vivint
Solar], which is why it has allowed solar companies to use its grid. And now solar is
set to soon become a direct competitor with electricity. Solar storage batteries are
coming into play. The program is being implemented and fine tuned in Hawaii and is
soon to hit the mainland. Once business and homeowners begin to use batteries as

solar storage, the grid will become less necessary, and according to some solar
companies, possibly obsolete.

The solar potential of Thousand Oaks is equal to if not greater than Fontana,
where SCE’s ratepayers are making massive rooftop SPVP investments. In addition
to multiple large tracts well suited for ground solar installations, there also are three
large shopping malls in the Thousand Oaks/Newbury Substation service area. A
number of retail stores already have rooftop solar in place, proof that it is practical
for expansion to the retail malls, all within close proximity to the existing facilities.
Additionally, the multi-acre campus of Amgen – SCE’s largest area consumer – has
enormous roof space.

E. Energy Saving Programs Alternative

The EIR should examine the available energy saving programs like:

1. Demand response programs (examples - SmartConnect and TI&TA)
and other energy efficiency programs that affect electrical use and
peak demand,
2. Programs for HVAC replacement and retrofits for older units, and
3. Installation of approved cycling devices for commercial and newer
homes (saves about 15% use).

Note: These programs easily could reduce peak energy demand by 40MW
and negate the need for the Oxnard Peaker Plant that is designed to produce 40MW
for the Ventura region.

The advantages of these incremental approaches, compared to the Project’s
infrastructure enhancement, are:

1. As technology and efficiency improve, their costs will decrease.
2. They benefit consumers and the environment with lower overall
usage.
3. The environmental and human impact is nearly zero.
4. They are funded based on true demand growth, as needed.
5. They generate more local employment and sales tax revenue.

F. The "No Project" Alternative – Environmental Superior Alternative

At the scoping meeting, you have been instructed to evaluate two “no
project” alternatives. You indicated this is quite “unusual.” We are not sure if the
“unusual” part is that the CPUC might allow SCE to leave poles and footings in place,
or that the CPUC might order SCE to remove every piece of its construction. In any
case, the latter is the community’s top choice.

To secure approval, a project must meet some specific projection of need.
Ever since the 10/2/08 Advice Letter, the community has questioned SCE’s
assessment of “need.” SCE’s skewed need projections since 2005 have not been
substantiated by actual demand.

If the need projections were based on 2003-04 actual demand data and the
Project was initially conceived in 2004-05, why did SCE wait until late 2008 start
this process?

1. Outdated “Need” Data

This Project arose from outdated “need” data spawned by the 2005 “heat
storm peak loading” projections that have time and again proven false. [See eg. SCE
GRE 2012 – CPUC refused to included the Presidential Substation, serving the same

community, as the need was questionable. By inference, the need data is equally
weak here.]

The 2003-2004 need data dates back to a different era, before the housing
market crash, the recession, the “greening” of America’s energy, and the discovery of
Enron’s fraudulent manipulation of the energy market. SCE’s need projections are
based on speculative growth, growth that has not materialized in the 9 years since
the Project’s conception. Rather, decreased need due to the recession, alternative
energy sources and energy conservation programs are now documented. Yet, SCE
continues to fabricate “need” in a region where additional need is doubtful within
the ten-year planning period.

Amgen is likely the greatest consumer in electrical need area. Over the years,
the community has watched it grow, and now, shrink. Amgen is cutting another 252
jobs this month, which brings the total to jobs lost to 1,150 since 2007. That means
that more than 15% of its workforce is gone. [See Pacific Coast Business Times, on
line, 3/6/14.] SCE designed this Project based on projections from 2003 or 2004
data. The shrinking of Amgen's Newbury Park campus probably affects those
projections.

2. Fuzzy Math

But the problem goes deeper. There is now ample evidence of SCE’s “fuzzy
math.” On numerous different occasions, it has given the community at least four
different forecast dates by which the new 66 kV lines must be energized to avoid
overload (and most recently, a drop in voltage):

“2005”

(Source: PEA, Table 2.1-1 – the basis for the Project)

“Late 2010

(Source: Advice Letter 10/8/10}

“Mid-June 2012”

(Source: Lawsuit against farmers July 2011)

“Mid-2016

(Source: 10/28/14 Notice of Application for PTC)

Why do these dates keep changing? Seemingly, at a very minimum, SCE’s
modeling programs do not work. Its own PEA supporting the Application For PTC
reveals the arithmetic liberties it has taken.

PEA Table 2.1-1 (attached) documents SCE’s historical projection of need for
2005 – 2013. The projected load exceeds line capacity (920 Amp) for the entire
period, reaching 967Amp in 2009, then drops to a low of 929 Amp after the
anticipated completion of the project. Note: The projection for 2013 was 937 Amp.

Comparatively, PEA Table 2.1-2 documents SCE’s current projections for
2013 – 2022. For 2013, the projected load is now 842 Amp – that’s 87 Amps less
than SCE’s previous projections, and way below capacity. As for the anticipated year
in which load will exceed capacity, that is now projected to be 2021, when it will
reach 937 Amp (the previous projection for 2013). Can SCE’s modeling programs
really be this inaccurate?

3. Bottom Line

In reality, actual peak demand has dropped from its high point in 2008 and
has not gone up. SCE’s forecast models seem to anticipate growth no matter what. It
has not happened. As protestors forecasted, need has actually declined – whether
due to the economic downturn and recession, the tanking of the housing market, the
explosion of solar installations, or the effectiveness of energy saving programs
already in place – need has declined. Yet SCE consistently uses its data to tell a
different and highly questionable story. Here, SCE does not plan to resume
construction of the Project until late 2016 – Where is the pressing need?

Add to this the likely closure of SCE’s power plants at Ormond Beach and
Mandalay Bay under AB 248; the future efficacy of the entire 220 kV transmission
corridor comes into question.

We strongly urge the “No Project” alternative requiring SCE to dismantle
construction to date be found the Environmentally Superior Alternative, under
CEQA Section 15126.6 (2), especially given the lack of demonstrated need.

III. Environmental Issues

This ROW in question has never undergone environmental review. The 1970
condemnation order that created it predates CEQA. After the 220 kV towers were
built in the early 1970’s, the ROW was allowed to revert to its bucolic origins. The
north-south run of the 9-mile Project cuts through orchards, farmland, protected
sensitive habitat, riparian resources, and known historical resources. It straddles
the active Simi-Santa Rosa Fault and is embedded in a region known for its high fire
hazard. It traverses three jurisdictions and four distinct regions. It twice rises and
drops approximately 1,000 over the Santa Rosa Valley ridge and the Conejo Valley
ridge.

The ROW forms the eastern boundary of the 2-mile wide “greenbelt” that
runs from north to south through Santa Rosa Valley and separates it from the City of
Camarillo. It is a continuous swath of open space and agricultural land. [The existing
M-N-P 66 kV ROW lies entirely within this greenbelt.] Before SCE’s construction
activities in 2011, the only “disturbance” within this 7+ mile stretch of the ROW
were the 220 kV tower footing built in the early 1970’s, visually softened by the
plants and trees that had grown around and between them in the decades that
followed.

The residential-zoned communities of Santa Rosa Valley and Moorpark grew
up to the east of the ROW. The 220 kV towers were constructed in the approximate
center of the 325’ wide ROW. Its previously unused, undisturbed eastern flank was a
strip of land more than 100 feet wide. The County could rely on this generous 100+
foot “buffer zone” in allowing residential development of the land to the east.

The Notice Of Preparation touched on nearly all of the environmental issues
below. However, this discussion will highlight the specific ways in which they apply.

A. Hazards – Public Safety

The California Environmental Health Investigations Branch of the California
Department of Public Health has taken the position no group of people should bear a
disproportionate share of harmful environmental consequences. In this case, residents
along the ROW are already bearing the burden of the Moorpark-Ormond Beach 220
kV lines and their deleterious effects –noise, EMF, heightened danger of brush fires
and downed lines in an earthquake, not to mention negative aesthetic impacts and
loss of property value. How much is enough for one community to bear?

1. Brush fire

The Setting: About one mile west of the Gabbert Road Substation in
Moorpark, the Project hooks sharply to the south. Its remaining 8 miles plow
through farmland and protected open space. From the moment it angles southward,
the new line’s entire path falls within an area designated by Cal Fire as a “Very High
Fire Hazard Severity Zone.” Native brush still cloaks all of the two ridge lines that
create Santa Rosa Valley. The southern ridge is land protected by the Conejo Open
Space Conservation Agency.

The Issues: At least four of the state’s most catastrophic fires were ignited by
downed power lines in the relatively recent past. Five catastrophic fires were
caused by downed lines in 2007 and 2008.

The loss of life and property attributable to electrically ignited brush fires is
staggering. Wind-driven brush fires no longer adhere to a “red flag” season; the
season is year-round. As noted above, the ROW traverses an extremely firesensitive, rural residential region. The increased number of lines, the proximity of
existing conductors to proposed conductors, and the Project’s closer proximity to
homes, per se heighten the statistical probability of electrical ignition. SCE’s 66 kV
Project moves this ignition source within 40 feet of residential properties.

2. Earthquake

Turning to the phenomenon of earthquakes, the underlying active Simi-Santa
Rosa Fault is further evidence of the ROW’s sensitive environment, one that has
never undergone environmental study. Environmental review should include sitespecific geological surveys to identify geological hazards, identifying areas of slope
instability, landslides, expansive soils, or areas of tectonic activity. Samples for
carbon dating need to be collected to determine if it is safe to undertake
construction in this area.

The new 66 kV line compounds the risks of property damage and personal
injury or death if a pole were to topple into the 220 kV lines, or onto residential
properties or the two highways it bisects. There is a very real potential for
significant impact to the public and area residents.

By way of illustration, during the 1994 Northridge earthquake (with its
epicenter 9 miles to the southeast), local residents watched the 220 kV lines arc and
send cascades of sparks toward the ground. Fortunately, this quake happened in the
middle of a green January and no fire resulted. Given the change in our climate, the
community cannot rely on rain to insulate it from highly flammable brush fire
conditions. In a larger quake, or a quake on the Simi-Santa Rosa Fault, it also cannot
rely on the lines staying affixed to their poles. This could prove catastrophic.

3. Electromagnetic Field (EMF) Exposure

The CPUC has a long-standing policy of prudent avoidance of EMF exposure.
Co-locating the new line with the existing M-N-P facility 1,800 to the west of our
communities would be a lower cost alternative to the proposed project that brings
lines within 40 feet of residential properties. This would be the “low cost” option.

The “no-cost and low-cost” standard the CPUC adopted was an action plan
established in CPUC Decision 93-11-013. The CPUC has not promulgated any further
guidelines, but this does not diminish the potentially significant impact of EMF, or
the necessity for environmental review. The unhealthy impact of EMF exposure is
real and documented. This is a significant issue warranting study in this EIR. The
compound impact of even more lines, closer to homes, should be addressed.

B. Particularly Sensitive Habitat - USFWS Designation

The United States Fish and Wildlife Service has designated large areas of the
Santa Rosa Valley “Particularly Sensitive Habitat” with known protected species of
animals and plants.

For example, sensitive plants—i.e., Lyon’s Pentacheata and Conejo Dudleya—
are known to exist in the Project area, as well as protected avian species—i.e., the
Least Bells Vireo and California Gnatcatcher. [See Ventura County General Services
Agency, Mitigated Negative Declaration LU 04-0064 (Endangered species observed
in the project area p.13) http://www.earsi.com/public/MND_SR_Park.pdf ] The
recent discovery of the endangered red-legged frog in the Simi Valley hillsides raises
the question of other protected species that may be identified through a thorough
and unbiased examination of the area.

SCE scoffed at this potential impact, saying its focus study failed to reveal any
of the protected species present. However, even if none were present at the time,
the Project has the potential of significant impact on all of them because of the
resultant loss of habitat. Conducive habitat has independent value as its loss impacts
the recovery of the species.

This project has resulted, and will result, in a disturbance and loss of habitat.
Its construction efforts to date have endangered animal and plant species known to
exist in the area. Already more than 14 acres of land have been disturbed. Future
efforts will only compound this disruption. It is essential the EIR address the
negative impact of: (1) habit loss, (2) physical “take” of species and (3) the
impairment of species recovery.

C. Riparian Resources

This project spans four riparian streambed resources. No jurisdictional
delineations have been included in the Project description. Any impact to riparian
resources is considered significant and requires discretionary permits from the US
Army Corps (404 Permit), CDFG (1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement) and
RWQCB (401 Water Quality Certification) and possibly a USFWS 10A Permit.
Mitigation will be required for impacts to jurisdictional waters.

D. Historical and Cultural Resources

The County and public have continuously voiced concern for the
archeological resources in Santa Rosa Valley. It was once home to the largest
Chumash community in this region. SCE knew the Santa Rosa Valley was an area
rich in Chumash historical and cultural resources. [See letters attached to SCE’s
Response to the Data Request Set, 2/3/14.

E. Public Viewshed – Aesthetics

Santa Rosa Valley and the unincorporated hillsides of Moorpark provide a
glimpse of what the open space of Ventura County once looked like. Both areas
provide scenic pastoral views for all who pass through or have the privilege of living
nearby. In the four decades since its construction, even the Moorpark-Ormond
Beach 220 kV ROW had reverted to this greenbelt of agriculture and open space.

There are no “Public Improvements” in the north-south run of the ROW in
question. There is no public access to it. Private driveways and dirt farm roads
provide the only access to these widely spaced tower bases, which had remained in
their current configuration—virtually untouched. There were no other SCE
“improvements” in the span between tower bases. Almost every set of towers in the

north-south run had crops, orchards and native brush growing around and between
their footings. For the most part, the line was rarely patrolled; maintenance visits
were few.

As so aptly put by Santa Rosa Valley’s Municipal Advisory Committee
Member, Mark Burley, at the September 2009 CPUC Public Hearing, the exquisite
beauty of this rural agricultural and protected open space region is dying the “death
of a thousand cuts” at the hands of SCE’s piecemealed projects. One need only look
at the overhead web of lines crisscrossing the Santa Rosa and Moorpark Roads
intersection at the signal north of Santa Rosa Technology Magnet School.

The proximity of new poles to residences surely has and will negatively
impact the property of contiguous and adjacent homes.

F. Land Use and Planning

Since 2008, the Ventura County Board of Supervisors has expressed concern
over the lack of environmental review for this Project. It has actively tried working
with SCE to address its land use concerns – namely an alternative, any alternative
that will move the lines farther from homes or underground. SCE has stonewalled
these efforts. Consequently, the Board issued a resolution opposing it and the now
tabled Presidential Substation and is requesting alternatives consistent with
County’s land use and planning goals.

Damon Wing of Supervisor Linda Parks’ office presented the County’s
position at the Scoping Meeting. He reiterated the Board’s consistent concern that
this Project has had no environmental review, and urged that any impacts that have
occurred subsequent to the 2008 Advice Letter be comprehensively reviewed. He
again urged that the line be moved farther from homes.

G. Agricultural and Forestry Resources

As SCE began work on the Project, it contacted farmers, demanding they
remove decades-old orchard trees. After convincing a judge it was urgent the project
began construction by 8/8/11, it cut down several hundred trees and mandated
farmers never replant these areas. As a result, several acres have been rendered
permanently un-farmable.

Additionally, at the dead end of Presilla Road stood an enormous and very old
eucalyptus tree, nearly 100 feet tall with a 12-½ foot trunk girth – a designated
“Heritage Tree” per the Ventura County Tree Protection Ordinance. This tree
visually softened the “industrial” impact of the existing transmission facilities. In
August 2011, SCE demolished it. It took days. Not much later, a crew arrived to cut
down three additional very mature eucalyptus trees in the same tree line but on the
west side of the easement, where no construction was even planned.

Off Gerry Road, another farmer was forced to give up an old California
Pepper tree growing within the 325’ wide easement, nowhere near the 220 kV
towers or the proposed construction. There may have been any number of other
mature and/or protected trees demolished in SCE’s construction efforts—
construction that was undertaken under the authority of a Resolution granted under
false pretenses and later overturned by the 11/10/11 Order Granting Rehearing.

These trees were part of the vegetative mitigation that had grown in and
around the ROW in the past 40 years. Some of them predated it. The local
community had long enjoyed the visual mitigation provided by all of these trees.

H. Noise

Even at distances of 1,000 feet from the existing 220kV lines, in the evenings
and on any foggy day, one can hear the constant crackle coming from them. It is
loud, continuous, and alarming to say the least. Additional lines even closer to
homes would only exacerbate the burdensome noise pollution that currently exists.

IV. Conclusion

These proposed power lines run straight through two rural
communities. Most of us living here purposefully moved away from the suburbs or
city as a means of providing a “safe haven” for us and our families. The information
above lends very little to feeling “safe” (whether for the humans, the wildlife, or the
surrounding natural habitat) and certainly depletes, if not negates, the idea of a
“haven”. No longstanding community, whether rural or otherwise, should be
subjected to such a burden.

According to nearly a decade of commentary by Sperling’s "Best Places" to
live, Moorpark, California is a great place to raise a family. Tragically, for families
and property values alike – but most importantly for our children – this may all
come to a crashing end, as Moorpark has recently been designated as a cancer
cluster. Many fingers are pointing to the electromagnetic fields as a cause for so
many cases of childhood leukemia and other cancers.

As you absorb the facts and the legalities of this situation, please also take us,
the people, the families, the land owners and dwellers, into serious consideration.
We are the human environmental impact of this Project. We know making this
evaluation and the ultimate decision will be but a flash in the pan for the ESA and
the CPUC. It is a lifelong decision for the residents of these communities.

We sincerely appreciate your thoughtful and thorough consideration.

DATED: 4/24/14

Kim Ramseyer
_______________________________________________________

Kim and Steve Ramseyer

3883 Ternez Dr.
Moorpark CA 93021
805 529-7113
kim@ramseyers.com

Allison Chan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
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Cheryle Potter <pottercm@icloud.com>
Thursday, April 24, 2014 10:37 PM
Moorpark-Newbury
Moorpark-Newbury Project
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April 24, 2014
Mr. Michael Rosauer, CPUC Environmental Project Manager
Mr. Mike Manka, Project Director
Mr. Matthew Fagundes, Project Director
c/o Environmental Science Associates
Moorpark-Newbury Project
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
RE: Moorpark-Newbury Project
Scope of Environmental Impact Report
Dear Mssrs. Rosauer, Manka and Fagundes:
We are so incredibly grateful for your time and effort in meeting with the community to
discuss the impending Environmental Impact Report and hear the concerns of our community
members. We appreciated very much the opportunity for both.
Mr. Rosauer confirmed that the current EIR order is only to review remaining
construction of this Project, although it is already 60% installed by SCE’s estimates. Only SCE
benefits from such a truncated review. Since it has already completed a significant portion of the
environmental disruption the spirit of CEQA would again be subverted. CEQA specifically
requires that past projects are to be included in an EIR. How is the 60% not a past project?
The County and the community have consistently urge the CPUC to order an EIR on this
previously unexamined right of way. At every turn, the environmental issues that will now be
explored were raised and dismissed by the Energy Division. How is itpossible the Energy
Division granted Exemption G to the Projectin 202, despite public outcry, while the
Administrative Law Judge in A. 13-10-021 ordered complete environmental examination?
Something went horribly wrong.
Mr. Rosauer stated he would bring this issue to the Commission’s Legal Division to
determine if the scope can be increased to include 100% of the Project. CEQA is served only if
the “whole project” is examined. CEQA specifically prohibits the division of larger project into
smaller projects that thereby would limit the scope of analysis, precisely what SCE has attempted
here. Clearly, CEQA does not allow the kind of piecemealing that has occurred here.
Presently, ESA has been retained to look at only 40% of the project and even less of its
environmental impact.It is clear an independent third party looking at this situation would agree
that:
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1. CEQA requires a full review of past and present projects.
2. The portion already installed by SCE is part of the same Project for which it seeks a
permit to construct.
3. The total cumulative environmental impact from the Project includes the work
completed to date as well as work yet to be completed.
4. Any Alternative to the Project should require the removal of all installations to date.
5. To avoid a legal challenge in the future, the CEQA review of the Project should be
based on the full project rather than parsing out the installed portion.
There is no question SCE considers this a single project, as itdescribes in its Application
for PTC: “SCE originally commenced construction of the Project in October 2010 under the
assumption that the Project was exempt from CPUC permitting pursuant to GO 131-D Section
III.B.1.g. (‘Exemption G’).” Why would the Energy Division limit environmental review to the
yet-to-be-built phases ? It defies logic and the facts.
We urge that the Project’s EIR “Project Description” be redrafted to include 100% the
activities related to the Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV subtransmission line, consistent with SCE’s
description of the Project. To do otherwise effectively would circumvent CEQA once again.

I. Scope of the Evaluation – CEQA Mandates Analysis of “Whole Project”
A. Entire Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Project Must Be Reviewed
The authority upon which SCE based its Fall 2010 notice of construction was the 3/20/10
Resolution E-4243. The community immediately challenged the resolution by Petition for
Rehearing filed 4/14/10. Rehearing was granted and the resolution vacated 19 months later by
CPUC order dated 11/10/11. However, SCE failed to notify the Energy Division that the
resolution was under review when it gave construction notice in Fall 2010.
The community believes Resolution E-4243 was secured under false pretenses. SCE
manipulated facts and data to gain CEQA exemption:
(1) It characterized the Project as a mere “maintenance operation within an existing
ROW,” which led the Energy Division to assume the ROW was so disturbed by public uses that
review was unnecessary.
(2) It failed to disclose a number of known potentially significant environmental impacts.
(3) It has presented skewed need projections since 2005, none of which have been
substantiated by actual demand.
(4) While stakeholders were awaiting further settlement discussions, it restored the draft
resolution to the CPUC’s agenda, without notice to stakeholders. SCE’s misrepresentations and
omission provided the grounds upon which approval of Resolution-4243 was based.
Regardless, CEQA does not allow the division of a larger project into smaller projects
that thereby would limit the scope of analysis, which is precisely what SCE has manipulated the
system into doing.
B. “Whole Project” Should Include SCE’s Master Plan
CEQA requires meaningful environmental review of the “whole project.”
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There is no question SCE knows how it intends to expand and energize its grid. Allowing
it to reveal only what it wishes prevents meaningful analysis of the cumulative environmental
impact. This piecemeal tactic is calculated to ensure as little regulation as possible.
The community submits that, at a minimum, SCE should disclose, and this EIR should
include, any projects affecting the Thousand Oaks, Moorpark and Newbury Park communities,
the Moorpark Substation, or the M-N-P and Moorpark-Ormond Beach ROWs, including the
recently disclosed gas-generated power plant proposed to be built behind the Moorpark
Substation to replace Ormond and Mandalay plants. It should also include the planned a third o
220 kV line on the west side of the Moorpark-Ormond Beach ROW disclosed by SCE just days
before the 9/18/09 public hearing – this should be evaluated as part of its plan for the ROW.
What if the Project is simply a justification for requested rate increases? What if
Moorpark-Ormond Beach 220 kV lines are no longer needed for Moorpark Substation, and are
only part of larger plan to send power outside Ventura County? These are hard fact one should
know when examining what this Project takes from the sensitive environment of Ventura
County.
II. Alternatives – Less Costly, More Environmentally Friendly
A. Co-location with the existing 66 kV
Since the Project first came to public awareness following the 10/3/08 Advice Letter, the
County and the community have urged that the project be co-located with the line it is designed
to enhance – the Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy (M-N-P) 66 kV line, 1,800 feet to the west. This
would relieve line stress with little or no environmental damage. [See SCE’s General Rates Case
2015, page 61, which describes it as merely replacing conductors with higher rated 954 AC
conductors – no new poles, no additional lines.] It is less expensive than the current Project. This
is truly the environmentally superior option.
B. Undergrounding
Underground is one of the many options SCE has dismissed as too costly.
C. Locating On West Side Of The 220 kV Towers, Farther From Homes
This was another option SCE declined. Initially it dismissed it as to costly. Later, SCE
disclosed it had additional 220 kV towers planned for the west side.
D. Renewable Energy Alternatives
Since the Project’s conception, the State of California has witnessed an explosion of solar
installations, in private, commercial and industrial settings, with the attendant outcome of an
increase in distributed solar.
SCE is required by the State to produce 33% “clean” energy by 2020 [Vivint Solar],
which is why it has allowed solar companies to use its grid. And now solar is set to soon become
a direct competitor with electricity. Solar storage batteries are coming into play. They program
is being implemented and fine tuned in Hawaii and is soon to hit the mainland. Once business
and homeowners begin to use batteries as solar stories, the grid will become less necessary, and
according to some solar companies, obsolete.
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The solar potential of Thousand Oaks is equal to if not greater than Fontana, where
SCE’s ratepayers are making massive rooftop SPVP investments. In addition to multiple large
tracts well suited for ground solar installations, there also are three large shopping malls in the
Thousand Oaks/Newbury Substation service area. A number of retail stores already have rooftop
solar in place, proof that it is practical for expansion to the retail malls, all within close proximity
to the existing facilities. Additionally, the multi-acre campus of Amgen – SCE’s largest area
consumer – has enormous roof space.
E. Energy Saving Programs Alternative
The EIR should examine the available energy saving programs like:

TI&TA)
and

newer

1. Demand response programs (examples - SmartConnect and
and other energy efficiency programs that affect electrical use
peak demand,
2. Programs for HVAC replacement and retrofits for older units, and
3. Installation of approved cycling devices for commercial and
homes (saves about 15% use).

Note: These programs easily could reduce peak energy demand by 40MW and negate the
need for the Oxnard Peaker Plant that is designed to produce 40MW for the Ventura region.
The advantages of these incremental approaches, compared to the Project’s infrastructure
enhancement, are:

overall

needed.

1. As technology and efficiency improve, their costs will decrease.
2. They benefit consumers and the environment with lower
usage.
3. The environmental and human impact is nearly zero.
4. They are funded based on true demand growth, as
5. They generate more local employment and sales tax revenue.

F. The "No Project" Alternative – Environmental Superior Alternative
At the scoping meeting, you have been instructed to evaluate two “no project”
alternatives. You indicated this is quite “unusual.” We are not sure if the “unusual” part is that
the CPUC might allow SCE to leave poles and footings in place, or that the CPUC might order
SCE to remove every piece of its construction. In any case, the latter is the community’s top
choice.
To secure approval, a project must meet some specific projection of need. Ever since the
10/2/08 Advice Letter, the community has questioned SCE’s assessment of “need.” SCE’s
skewed need projections since 2005 have not been substantiated by actual demand.
If the need projections were based on 2003-04 actual demand data and the Project was
initially conceived in 2004-05, why did SCE wait until late 2008 start this process?
1. Outdated “Need” Data
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This Project arose from outdated “need” data spawned by the 2005 “heat storm peak
loading” projections that have time and again proven false. [See eg. SCE GRE 2012 – CPUC
refused to included the Presidential Substation, serving the same community, as the need was
questionable. By inference, the need data is equally weak here.]
The 2003-2004 need data dates back to a different era, before the housing market crash,
the recession, the “greening” of America’s energy, and the discovery of Enron’s fraudulent
manipulation of the energy market. SCE’s need projections are based on speculative growth,
growth that has not materialized in the 9 years since the Project’s conception. Rather, decreased
need due to the recession, alternative energy sources and energy conservation programs is now
documented. Yet, SCE continues to fabricate “need” in a region where additional need is
doubtful within the ten-year planning period.
Amgen is likely the greatest consumer in electrical need area. Over the years, the
community has watched it grow, and now, shrink. Amgen is cutting another 252 jobs this
month, which brings the total to jobs lost to 1,150 since 2007. That means that more than 15% of
its workforce is gone. [See Pacific Coast Business Times, on line, 3/6/14.] SCE designed this
Project based on projections from 2003 or 2004 data. The shrinking of Amgen's Newbury Park
campus has to affect those projections.
2. Fuzzy Math
But the problem goes deeper. There is now ample evidence of SCE’s “fuzzy math.” On
numerous different occasions, it has given the community at least four different forecast dates by
which the new 66 kV lines must be energized to avoid overload (and most recently, a drop in
voltage):
“2005”
“Late 2010
“Mid-June 2012”
“Mid-2016

(Source: PEA, Table 2.1-1 – the basis for the Project)
(Source: Advice Letter 10/8/10}
(Source: Lawsuit against farmers July 2011)
(Source: 10/28/14 Notice of Application for PTC)

Why do these dates keep changing? Seemingly, at a very minimum, SCE’s modeling
programs do not work. Its own PEA supporting the Application For PTC reveals the mathematic
liberties it has taken.
PEA Table 2.1-1 (attached) documents SCE’s historical projection of need for 2005 –
2013. The projected load exceeds line capacity (920 Amp) for the entire period, reaching
967Amp in 2009, then drops to a low of 929 Amp after the anticipated completion of the project.
Note: The projection for 2013 was 937 Amp.
Comparatively, PEA Table 2.1-2 documents SCE’s current projections for 2013 –
2022. For 2013, the projected load is now 842 Amp – that’s 87 Amp less than SCE’s previous
projections, and way below capacity. As for the anticipated year in which load will exceed
capacity, that is now projected to be 2021, when it will reach 937 Amp (the previous projection
for 2013). Can SCE’s modeling programs really be this inaccurate?
3. Bottom Line
In reality, actual peak demand has dropped from its high point in 2008 and has not gone
up. SCE’s forecast models seem to anticipate growth no matter what. It has not happened. As
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protestors forecasted, need has actually declined – whether due to the economic downturn and
recession, the tanking of the housing market, the explosion of solar installations, or the
effectiveness of energy saving programs already in place – need has declined. Yet SCE’s
consistently uses its data to tell a different and highly questionable story. Here, SCE does not
plan to resume construction of the Project until late 2016 – Where is the pressing need?
Add to this the likely closure of SCE’s power plants at Ormond Beach and Mandalay Bay
under AB 248, the future efficacy of the entire 220 kV transmission corridor comes into
question.
We strongly urge the “no project” alternative requiring SCE to dismantle construction to
date be found the Environmentally Superior Alternative, under CEQA Section 15126.6 (2),
especially given the lack of demonstrated need.
III. Environmental Issues
This ROW in question has never undergone environmental review. The 1970
condemnation order that created it predates CEQA. After the 220 kV towers were built in the
early 1970’s, the ROW was allowed to revert to its bucolic origins. The north-south run of the 9mile Project cuts through orchards, farmland, protected sensitive habitat, riparian resources, and
known historical resources. It straddles the active Simi-Santa Rosa Fault and is embedded in a
region known for its high fire hazard. It traverses three jurisdictions and four distinct regions. It
twice rises and drops approximately 1,000 over the Santa Rosa Valley ridge and the Conejo
Valley ridge.
The ROW forms the eastern boundary of the 2-mile wide “greenbelt” that runs from
north to south through Santa Rosa Valley and separates it from the City of Camarillo. It is a
continuous swath of open space and agricultural land. [The existing M-N-P 66 kV ROW lies
entirely within this greenbelt.] Before SCE’s construction activities in 2011, the only
“disturbance” within this 7+ mile stretch of the ROW were the 220 kV tower footing built in the
early 1970’s, visually softened by the plants and trees that had grown around and between them
in the decades that followed.
The residentially zoned communities of Santa Rosa Valley and Moorpark grew up to the
east of the ROW. The 220 kV towers were constructed in the approximate center of the 325’
wide ROW. Its previously unused, undisturbed eastern flank was a strip of land more than 100
feet wide. The County could rely on this generous 100+ foot “buffer zone” in allowing
residential development of the land to the east. To our knowledge, all of those homes to the east
were between 1975 and 1989-90.
The Notice Of Preparation touched on nearly all of the environmental issues below.
However, this discussion will highlight the specific ways in which they apply.
A. Hazards – Public Safety
The California Environmental Health Investigations Branch of the California Department
of Public Health has taken the position no group of people should bear a disproportionate share
of harmful environmental consequences. In this case, residents along the ROW are already
bearing the burden of the Moorpark-Ormond Beach 220 kV lines and their deleterious effects –
noise, EMF, heightened danger of brushfires and downed lines in an earthquake, not to mention
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negative aesthetic impacts and loss of property value. How much is enough for one community
to bear?
1. Brushfire
The Setting: About one mile west of the Gabbert Road Substation in Moorpark, the
Project hooks sharply to the south. Its remaining 8 miles plow through farmland and protected
open space. From the moment it angles southward, the new line’s entire path falls within an area
designated by Cal Fire as a “Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone.” Native brush still cloaks all
of the two ridgelines that create Santa Rosa Valley. The southern ridge is land protected by the
Conejo Open Space Conservation Agency. The northern ridge is part of the property on which
our home is built.
The Issues: At least four of the state’s most catastrophic fires were ignited by downed
power lines in the relatively recent past. Five catastrophic fires were caused by downed lines in
2007 and 2008 .
The loss of life and property attributable to electrically ignited brushfires is staggering.
Wind-driven brushfires no longer adhere to a “red flag” season; the season is year-round. As
noted above, the ROW traverses an extremely fire-sensitive, rural residential region. The
increased number of lines, the proximity of existing conductors to proposed conductors, and the
Project’s closer proximity to homes, per se heighten the statistical probability of electrical
ignition. SCE’s 66 kV Project moves this ignition source within 40 feet of residential properties.
2. Earthquake
Turning to the phenomenon of earthquakes, the underlying active Simi-Santa Rosa Fault
is further evidence of the ROW’s sensitive environment, one that has never undergone
environmental study. Environmental review should include site-specific geological surveys to
identify geological hazards, identifying areas of slope instability, landslides, expansive soils, or
areas of tectonic activity, collection of samples for carbon dating to determine if it is safe to
undertake construction in this area.
The new 66 kV line compounds the risks of property damage and personal injury or death
if a pole were to topple into the 220 kV lines, or onto residential properties or the two highways
it bisects. There is a very real potential for significant impact to the public and area residents.
By way of illustration, during the 1994 Northridge earthquake (with its epicenter 9 miles
to the southeast), local residents watched the 220 kV lines arc and send cascades of sparks
toward the ground. Fortunately, this quake happened in the middle of a green January and no fire
resulted. Given the change in our climate, the community cannot rely on rain to insulate it from
highly flammable brushfire conditions. In a larger quake, or a quake on the Simi-Santa Rosa
Fault, it also cannot rely on the lines staying affixed to their poles. This could prove catastrophic.
3. Electromagnetic Field (EMF) Exposure
The CPUC has a long-standing policy of prudent avoidance of EMF exposure. Colocating the new line with the existing M-N-P facility 1,800 to the west of our communities
would be a lower cost alternative to the proposed project that brings lines within 40 feet of
residential properties. This would be the “low cost” option.
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The “no-cost and low-cost” standard the CPUC adopted was an action plan established in
CPUC Decision 93-11-013. The fact that the CPUC has not promulgated any further guidelines,
but this does not diminish the potentially significant impact of EMF, or the necessity for
environmental review. The unhealthy impact of EMF exposure is real and documented. This is a
significant issue warranting study in this EIR. The compound impact of even more lines, closer
to homes, should be addressed. Again, how much is enough for one community to bear?
B. Particularly Sensitive Habitat - USFWS Designation
The United States Fish and Wildlife Service has designated large areas of the Santa Rosa
Valley “Particularly Sensitive Habitat” with know protected species of animals and plants.
For example, sensitive plants—i.e., Lyon’s Pentacheata and Conejo Dudleya—are known
to exist in the Project area, as well as protected avian species—i.e., the Least Bells Vireo and
California Gnatcatcher. [See Ventura County General Services Agency, Mitigated Negative
Declaration LU 04-0064 (Endangered species observed in the project area p.13)
http://www.earsi.com/public/MND_SR_Park.pdf ] The recent discovery of the endangered redlegged frog in the Simi Valley hillsides raises the question of other protected species that may be
identified through a thorough and unbiased examination of the area.
SCE scoffed at this potential impact, saying its focus study failed to reveal any of the
protected species present. However, even if none were present at the time, the Project has the
potential of significant impact on all of them because of the resultant loss of habitat. Conducive
habitat has independent value as its loss impacts the recovery of the species.
This project has resulted, and will result, in a disturbance and loss of habitat. Its
construction efforts to date have thereby endangered animal and plant species known to exist in
the area. Already more than 14 acres of land have been disturbed. Future efforts will only
compound this disruption. It is essential the EIR address the negative impact of: (1) habit loss,
(2) physical “take” of species and (3) the impairment of species recovery.
C. Riparian Resources
This project spans four riparian streambed resources. No jurisdictional delineations have
been included in the Project description. Any impact to riparian resources is considered
significant and requires discretionary permits from the US Army Corps (404 Permit), CDFG
(1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement) and RWQCB (401 Water Quality Certification) and
possibly a USFWS 10A Permit. Mitigation will be required for impacts to jurisdictional waters.
D. Historical and Cultural Resources
The County and public have continuously voiced concern for the archeological resources
in Santa Rosa Valley. It was once home to the largest Chumash community in this region. SCE
knew the Santa Rosa Valley was an area rich in Chumash historical and cultural resources. [See
letters attached to SCE’s
Response to the Data Request Set, 2/3/14.
E. Public Viewshed – Aesthetics
Santa Rosa Valley and the unincorporated hillsides of Moorpark provide a glimpse of
what the open space of Ventura County once looked like. Both areas provide scenic pastoral
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views for all who pass through or have the privilege of living nearby. In the four decades since
its construction, even the Moorpark-Ormond Beach 220 kV ROW had reverted to this greenbelt
of agriculture and open space.
There are no “public Improvements” in the north-south run of the ROW in question.
There is no public access to it. Private driveways and dirt farm roads provide the only access to
these widely spaced tower bases, which had remained in their current configuration—virtually
untouched. There were no other SCE “improvements” in the span between tower bases. Almost
every set of towers in the north-south run had crops, orchards and native brush growing around
and between their footings. For the most part, the line was rarely patrolled; maintenance visits
were few.
As so aptly put by Santa Rosa Valley’s Municipal Advisory Committee Member, Mark
Burley, at the September 2009 CPUC Public Hearing, the exquisite beauty of this rural
agricultural and protected open space region is dying the “death of a thousand cuts” at the hands
of SCE’s piecemealed projects. One need only look at the overhead web of lines crisscrossing
the Santa Rosa and Moorpark Roads intersection at the light north of Santa Rosa Technology
Magnet School. It is unconscionable.
The proximity of new poles to residences surely has and will negatively impact the
property of contiguous and adjacent homes.
F. Land Use and Planning
Since 2008, the Ventura County Board of Supervisors has expressed concern over the
lack of environmental review for this Project. It has actively tried working with SCE to address
its land use concerns – namely an alternative, any alternative that will move the lines farther
from homes or underground. SCE has stonewalled these efforts. Consequently, the Board issued
a resolution opposing it and the now tabled Presidential Substation and requesting alternatives
consistent with County’s land use and planning goals.
Damon Wing of Supervisor Linda Parks’ office presented the County’s position at the
Scoping Meeting. He reiterated the Board’s consistent concern that this Project has had no
environmental review, and urged that any impacts that have occurred subsequent to the 2008
Advice Letter be comprehensively reviewed. He again urged that the line be moved farther from
homes.
G. Agricultural and Forestry Resources
As SCE began work on the Project, it contacted farmers, demanding they remove
decades-old orchard trees. After convincing a judge it was urgent it begin construction by 8/8/11,
it cut down several hundred trees in August and mandated farmers never replant these areas. As a
result, several acres have been rendered permanently un-farmable.
Additionally, at the dead end of Presilla Road stood an enormous and very old eucalyptus
tree, nearly 100 feet tall with a 12-½ foot trunk girth – a designated “Heritage Tree” per the
Ventura County Tree Protection Ordinance. This tree visually softened the “industrial” impact of
the existing transmission facilities. In August 2011, SCE demolished it; it took days. Not much
later, a crew arrived to cut down three additional very mature eucalyptus trees in the same tree
line but on the west side of the easement, where no construction was even planned.
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Off Gerry Road, another farmer was forced to give up an old California Peppertree
growing within the 325’ wide easement, nowhere near the 220 kV towers or the proposed
construction. There may have been any number of other mature and/or protected trees
demolished in SCE’s construction efforts—construction that was undertaken under the authority
of a Resolution granted under false pretenses and later overturned by the 11/10/11 Order
Granting Rehearing.
These trees were part of the vegetative mitigation that had grown in and around the ROW
in the past 40 years. Some of them predated it. The local community had long enjoyed the visual
mitigation provided by all of these trees.
H. Noise
Even at distances of 1,000 feet from the existing 220kV lines, in the evenings, one can
hear the constant crackle coming from them. It is loud, continuous, and alarming to say the
least. An additional line even closer to homes would only exacerbate the burdensome noise
pollution that currently exists.
IV. Conclusion
These proposed power lines run straight through two rural communities. Most of us
living here purposefully moved away from the suburbs a means of providing a “safe haven” for
us and our families. The information above lends very little to feeling “safe” (whether for the
humans, the wildlife, or the surrounding natural habitat) and certainly depletes if not negates the
idea of a “haven”. No community, whether rural or otherwise, should be subjected to such a
burden.
According to nearly a decade of commentary by Sperling’s "Best Places" to live,
Moorpark, California is a great place to raise a family. Tragically, for families and property
values alike – but most importantly for our children – this may all come to a crashing end, as
Moorpark has recently been designated as a cancer cluster. Many fingers are pointing to the
electromagnetic fields as a cause for so many cases of childhood leukemia and other cancers.
As you absorb the facts and the legalities of this situation, please also take us, the people,
the families, the land owners and dwellers, into serious consideration—we are the human
environmental impact of this Project. We know making this evaluation and the ultimate decision
will be but a flash in the pan for the ESA and the CPUC. It is a lifelong decision for the residents
of these communities.
We sincerely appreciate your thoughtful and thorough consideration.
DATED: 4/24/14
/s/ Cheryle Potter
_______________________________________________________
Cheryle Potter
10567 Ternez Dr.
Moorpark CA 93021
805 529 8363
pottercm@icloud.com
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April 24, 2014

Mr. Michael Rosauer, CPUC Environmental Project Manager,
Mr. Mike Manka, Project Director
Mr. Matthew Fagundes, Project Director
c/o Environmental Science Associates
Moorpark-Newbury Project
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
RE: Moorpark-Newbury Project
Scope of Environmental Impact Report
Dear Mssrs. Rosauer, Manka and Fagundes:
We are so incredibly grateful for your time and effort in meeting with the
community to discuss the impending Environmental Impact Report and hear the concerns
of our community members. We appreciated very much the opportunity for both.
Mr. Rosauer confirmed that the current EIR order is only to review remaining
construction of this Project, although it is already 60% installed by SCE’s estimates. Only
SCE benefits from such a truncated review. Since it has already completed a significant
portion of the environmental disruption the spirit of CEQA would again be subverted.
CEQA specifically requires that past projects are to be included in an EIR. How is the
60% not a past project?
The County and the community have consistently urge the CPUC to order an EIR
on this previously unexamined right of way. At every turn, the environmental issues that
will now be explored were raised and dismissed by the Energy Division. How is it
possible the Energy Division granted Exemption G to the Project in 202, despite public
outcry, while the Administrative Law Judge in A. 13-10-021 ordered complete
environmental examination? Something went horribly wrong.
Mr. Rosauer stated he would bring this issue to the Commission’s Legal Division
to determine if the scope can be increased to include 100% of the Project. CEQA is
served only if the “whole project” is examined. CEQA specifically prohibits the division
of larger project into smaller projects that thereby would limit the scope of analysis,
precisely what SCE has attempted here. Clearly, CEQA does not allow the kind of
piecemealing that has occurred here.
Presently, ESA has been retained to look at only 40% of the project and even less
of its environmental impact. It is clear an independent third party looking at this situation
would agree that:
1. CEQA requires a full review of past and present projects.

2. The portion already installed by SCE is part of the same Project for which it
seeks a permit to construct.
3. The total cumulative environmental impact from the Project includes the work
completed to date as well as work yet to be completed.
4. Any Alternative to the Project should require the removal of all installations to
date.
5. To avoid a legal challenge in the future, the CEQA review of the Project
should be based on the full project rather than parsing out the installed
portion.
There is no question SCE considers this a single project, as it describes in its
Application for PTC: “SCE originally commenced construction of the Project in October
2010 under the assumption that the Project was exempt from CPUC permitting pursuant
to GO 131-D Section III.B.1.g. (‘Exemption G’).” Why would the Energy Division limit
environmental review to the yet-to-be-built phases ? It defies logic and the facts.
We urge that the Project’s EIR “Project Description” be redrafted to include
100% the activities related to the Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV subtransmission line,
consistent with SCE’s description of the Project. To do otherwise effectively would
circumvent CEQA once again.

I. Scope of the Evaluation – CEQA Mandates Analysis of “Whole Project”
A. Entire Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Project Must Be Reviewed
The authority upon which SCE based its Fall 2010 notice of construction was
the 3/20/10 Resolution E-4243. The community immediately challenged the
resolution by Petition for Rehearing filed 4/14/10. Rehearing was granted and the
resolution vacated 19 months later by CPUC order dated 11/10/11. However, SCE
failed to notify the Energy Division that the resolution was under review when it
gave construction notice in Fall 2010.
The community believes Resolution E-4243 was secured under false
pretenses. SCE manipulated facts and data to gain CEQA exemption:
(1) It characterized the Project as a mere “maintenance operation within an
existing ROW,” which led the Energy Division to assume the ROW was so disturbed
by public uses that review was unnecessary.
(2) It failed to disclose a number of known potentially significant
environmental impacts.
(3) It has presented skewed need projections since 2005, none of which have
been substantiated by actual demand.
(4) While stakeholders were awaiting further settlement discussions, it
restored the draft resolution to the CPUC’s agenda, without notice to stakeholders.
SCE’s misrepresentations and omission provided the grounds upon which approval
of Resolution-4243 was based.

Regardless, CEQA does not allow the division of a larger project into smaller
projects that thereby would limit the scope of analysis, which is precisely what SCE
has manipulated the system into doing.
B. “Whole Project” Should Include SCE’s Master Plan
CEQA requires meaningful environmental review of the “whole project.”
There is no question SCE knows how it intends to expand and energize its
grid. Allowing it to reveal only what it wishes prevents meaningful analysis of the
cumulative environmental impact. This piecemeal tactic is calculated to ensure as
little regulation as possible.
The community submits that, at a minimum, SCE should disclose, and this
EIR should include, any projects affecting the Thousand Oaks, Moorpark and
Newbury Park communities, the Moorpark Substation, or the M-N-P and MoorparkOrmond Beach ROWs, including the recently disclosed gas-generated power plant
proposed to be built behind the Moorpark Substation to replace Ormond and
Mandalay plants. It should also include the planned a third o 220 kV line on the west
side of the Moorpark-Ormond Beach ROW disclosed by SCE just days before the
9/18/09 public hearing – this should be evaluated as part of its plan for the ROW.
What if the Project is simply a justification for requested rate increases?
What if Moorpark-Ormond Beach 220 kV lines are no longer needed for Moorpark
Substation, and are only part of larger plan to send power outside Ventura County?
These are hard fact one should know when examining what this Project takes from
the sensitive environment of Ventura County.
II. Alternatives – Less Costly, More Environmentally Friendly
A. Co-location with the existing 66 kV
Since the Project first came to public awareness following the 10/3/08
Advice Letter, the County and the community have urged that the project be colocated with the line it is designed to enhance – the Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy
(M-N-P) 66 kV line, 1,800 feet to the west. This would relieve line stress with little
or no environmental damage. [See SCE’s General Rates Case 2015, page 61, which
describes it as merely replacing conductors with higher rated 954 AC conductors –
no new poles, no additional lines.] It is less expensive than the current Project. This
is truly the environmentally superior option.
B. Undergrounding
Underground is one of the many options SCE has dismissed as too costly.

C. Locating On West Side Of The 220 kV Towers, Farther From Homes
This was another option SCE declined. Initially it dismissed it as to costly.
Later, SCE disclosed it had additional 220 kV towers planned for the west side.
D. Renewable Energy Alternatives
Since the Project’s conception, the State of California has witnessed an
explosion of solar installations, in private, commercial and industrial settings, with
the attendant outcome of an increase in distributed solar.
SCE is required by the State to produce 33% “clean” energy by 2020 [Vivint
Solar], which is why it has allowed solar companies to use its grid. And now solar is
set to soon become a direct competitor with electricity. Solar storage batteries are
coming into play. They program is being implemented and fine tuned in Hawaii and
is soon to hit the mainland. Once business and homeowners begin to use batteries
as solar stories, the grid will become less necessary, and according to some solar
companies, obsolete.
The solar potential of Thousand Oaks is equal to if not greater than Fontana,
where SCE’s ratepayers are making massive rooftop SPVP investments. In addition
to multiple large tracts well suited for ground solar installations, there also are three
large shopping malls in the Thousand Oaks/Newbury Substation service area. A
number of retail stores already have rooftop solar in place, proof that it is practical
for expansion to the retail malls, all within close proximity to the existing facilities.
Additionally, the multi-acre campus of Amgen – SCE’s largest area consumer – has
enormous roof space.
E. Energy Saving Programs Alternative
The EIR should examine the available energy saving programs like:
1. Demand response programs (examples - SmartConnect and TI&TA)
and other energy efficiency programs that affect electrical use and
peak demand,
2. Programs for HVAC replacement and retrofits for older units, and
3. Installation of approved cycling devices for commercial and newer
homes (saves about 15% use).
Note: These programs easily could reduce peak energy demand by 40MW
and negate the need for the Oxnard Peaker Plant that is designed to produce 40MW
for the Ventura region.
The advantages of these incremental approaches, compared to the Project’s
infrastructure enhancement, are:

1. As technology and efficiency improve, their costs will decrease.
2. They benefit consumers and the environment with lower overall
usage.
3. The environmental and human impact is nearly zero.
4. They are funded based on true demand growth, as needed.
5. They generate more local employment and sales tax revenue.
F. The "No Project" Alternative – Environmental Superior Alternative
At the scoping meeting, you have been instructed to evaluate two “no
project” alternatives. You indicated this is quite “unusual.” We are not sure if the
“unusual” part is that the CPUC might allow SCE to leave poles and footings in place,
or that the CPUC might order SCE to remove every piece of its construction. In any
case, the latter is the community’s top choice.
To secure approval, a project must meet some specific projection of need.
Ever since the 10/2/08 Advice Letter, the community has questioned SCE’s
assessment of “need.” SCE’s skewed need projections since 2005 have not been
substantiated by actual demand.
If the need projections were based on 2003-04 actual demand data and the
Project was initially conceived in 2004-05, why did SCE wait until late 2008 start
this process?
1. Outdated “Need” Data
This Project arose from outdated “need” data spawned by the 2005 “heat
storm peak loading” projections that have time and again proven false. [See eg. SCE
GRE 2012 – CPUC refused to included the Presidential Substation, serving the same
community, as the need was questionable. By inference, the need data is equally
weak here.]
The 2003-2004 need data dates back to a different era, before the housing
market crash, the recession, the “greening” of America’s energy, and the discovery of
Enron’s fraudulent manipulation of the energy market. SCE’s need projections are
based on speculative growth, growth that has not materialized in the 9 years since
the Project’s conception. Rather, decreased need due to the recession, alternative
energy sources and energy conservation programs is now documented. Yet, SCE
continues to fabricate “need” in a region where additional need is doubtful within
the ten-year planning period.
Amgen is likely the greatest consumer in electrical need area. Over the years,
the community has watched it grow, and now, shrink. Amgen is cutting another 252
jobs this month, which brings the total to jobs lost to 1,150 since 2007. That means
that more than 15% of its workforce is gone. [See Pacific Coast Business Times, on
line, 3/6/14.] SCE designed this Project based on projections from 2003 or 2004

data. The shrinking of Amgen's Newbury Park campus has to affect those
projections.
2. Fuzzy Math
But the problem goes deeper. There is now ample evidence of SCE’s “fuzzy
math.” On numerous different occasions, it has given the community at least four
different forecast dates by which the new 66 kV lines must be energized to avoid
overload (and most recently, a drop in voltage):
“2005”
“Late 2010
“Mid-June 2012”
“Mid-2016

(Source: PEA, Table 2.1-1 – the basis for the Project)
(Source: Advice Letter 10/8/10}
(Source: Lawsuit against farmers July 2011)
(Source: 10/28/14 Notice of Application for PTC)

Why do these dates keep changing? Seemingly, at a very minimum, SCE’s
modeling programs do not work. Its own PEA supporting the Application For PTC
reveals the mathematic liberties it has taken.
PEA Table 2.1-1 (attached) documents SCE’s historical projection of need for
2005 – 2013. The projected load exceeds line capacity (920 Amp) for the entire
period, reaching 967Amp in 2009, then drops to a low of 929 Amp after the
anticipated completion of the project. Note: The projection for 2013 was 937 Amp.
Comparatively, PEA Table 2.1-2 documents SCE’s current projections for
2013 – 2022. For 2013, the projected load is now 842 Amp – that’s 87 Amp less
than SCE’s previous projections, and way below capacity. As for the anticipated year
in which load will exceed capacity, that is now projected to be 2021, when it will
reach 937 Amp (the previous projection for 2013). Can SCE’s modeling programs
really be this inaccurate?
3. Bottom Line
In reality, actual peak demand has dropped from its high point in 2008 and
has not gone up. SCE’s forecast models seem to anticipate growth no matter what. It
has not happened. As protestors forecasted, need has actually declined – whether
due to the economic downturn and recession, the tanking of the housing market, the
explosion of solar installations, or the effectiveness of energy saving programs
already in place – need has declined. Yet SCE’s consistently uses its data to tell a
different and highly questionable story. Here, SCE does not plan to resume
construction of the Project until late 2016 – Where is the pressing need?
Add to this the likely closure of SCE’s power plants at Ormond Beach and
Mandalay Bay under AB 248, the future efficacy of the entire 220 kV transmission
corridor comes into question.

We strongly urge the “no project” alternative requiring SCE to dismantle
construction to date be found the Environmentally Superior Alternative, under
CEQA Section 15126.6 (2), especially given the lack of demonstrated need.
III. Environmental Issues
This ROW in question has never undergone environmental review. The 1970
condemnation order that created it predates CEQA. After the 220 kV towers were
built in the early 1970’s, the ROW was allowed to revert to its bucolic origins. The
north-south run of the 9-mile Project cuts through orchards, farmland, protected
sensitive habitat, riparian resources, and known historical resources. It straddles
the active Simi-Santa Rosa Fault and is embedded in a region known for its high fire
hazard. It traverses three jurisdictions and four distinct regions. It twice rises and
drops approximately 1,000 over the Santa Rosa Valley ridge and the Conejo Valley
ridge.
The ROW forms the eastern boundary of the 2-mile wide “greenbelt” that
runs from north to south through Santa Rosa Valley and separates it from the City of
Camarillo. It is a continuous swath of open space and agricultural land. [The existing
M-N-P 66 kV ROW lies entirely within this greenbelt.] Before SCE’s construction
activities in 2011, the only “disturbance” within this 7+ mile stretch of the ROW
were the 220 kV tower footing built in the early 1970’s, visually softened by the
plants and trees that had grown around and between them in the decades that
followed.
The residentially zoned communities of Santa Rosa Valley and Moorpark
grew up to the east of the ROW. The 220 kV towers were constructed in the
approximate center of the 325’ wide ROW. Its previously unused, undisturbed
eastern flank was a strip of land more than 100 feet wide. The County could rely on
this generous 100+ foot “buffer zone” in allowing residential development of the
land to the east. To our knowledge, all of those homes to the east were between
1975 and 1989-90.
The Notice Of Preparation touched on nearly all of the environmental issues
below. However, this discussion will highlight the specific ways in which they apply.
A. Hazards – Public Safety
The California Environmental Health Investigations Branch of the California
Department of Public Health has taken the position no group of people should bear a
disproportionate share of harmful environmental consequences. In this case, residents
along the ROW are already bearing the burden of the Moorpark-Ormond Beach 220
kV lines and their deleterious effects –noise, EMF, heightened danger of brushfires
and downed lines in an earthquake, not to mention negative aesthetic impacts and
loss of property value. How much is enough for one community to bear?

1. Brushfire
The Setting: About one mile west of the Gabbert Road Substation in
Moorpark, the Project hooks sharply to the south. Its remaining 8 miles plow
through farmland and protected open space. From the moment it angles southward,
the new line’s entire path falls within an area designated by Cal Fire as a “Very High
Fire Hazard Severity Zone.” Native brush still cloaks all of the two ridgelines that
create Santa Rosa Valley. The southern ridge is land protected by the Conejo Open
Space Conservation Agency. The northern ridge is part of the property on which our
home is built.
The Issues: At least four of the state’s most catastrophic fires were ignited by
downed power lines in the relatively recent past. Five catastrophic fires were
caused by downed lines in 2007 and 2008 .
The loss of life and property attributable to electrically ignited brushfires is
staggering. Wind-driven brushfires no longer adhere to a “red flag” season; the
season is year-round. As noted above, the ROW traverses an extremely firesensitive, rural residential region. The increased number of lines, the proximity of
existing conductors to proposed conductors, and the Project’s closer proximity to
homes, per se heighten the statistical probability of electrical ignition. SCE’s 66 kV
Project moves this ignition source within 40 feet of residential properties.
2. Earthquake
Turning to the phenomenon of earthquakes, the underlying active Simi-Santa
Rosa Fault is further evidence of the ROW’s sensitive environment, one that has
never undergone environmental study. Environmental review should include sitespecific geological surveys to identify geological hazards, identifying areas of slope
instability, landslides, expansive soils, or areas of tectonic activity, collection of
samples for carbon dating to determine if it is safe to undertake construction in this
area.
The new 66 kV line compounds the risks of property damage and personal
injury or death if a pole were to topple into the 220 kV lines, or onto residential
properties or the two highways it bisects. There is a very real potential for
significant impact to the public and area residents.
By way of illustration, during the 1994 Northridge earthquake (with its
epicenter 9 miles to the southeast), local residents watched the 220 kV lines arc and
send cascades of sparks toward the ground. Fortunately, this quake happened in the
middle of a green January and no fire resulted. Given the change in our climate, the
community cannot rely on rain to insulate it from highly flammable brushfire
conditions. In a larger quake, or a quake on the Simi-Santa Rosa Fault, it also cannot
rely on the lines staying affixed to their poles. This could prove catastrophic.

3. Electromagnetic Field (EMF) Exposure
The CPUC has a long-standing policy of prudent avoidance of EMF exposure.
Co-locating the new line with the existing M-N-P facility 1,800 to the west of our
communities would be a lower cost alternative to the proposed project that brings
lines within 40 feet of residential properties. This would be the “low cost” option.
The “no-cost and low-cost” standard the CPUC adopted was an action plan
established in CPUC Decision 93-11-013. The fact that the CPUC has not
promulgated any further guidelines, but this does not diminish the potentially
significant impact of EMF, or the necessity for environmental review. The unhealthy
impact of EMF exposure is real and documented. This is a significant issue
warranting study in this EIR. The compound impact of even more lines, closer to
homes, should be addressed. Again, how much is enough for one community to
bear?
B. Particularly Sensitive Habitat - USFWS Designation
The United States Fish and Wildlife Service has designated large areas of the
Santa Rosa Valley “Particularly Sensitive Habitat” with know protected species of
animals and plants.
For example, sensitive plants—i.e., Lyon’s Pentacheata and Conejo Dudleya—
are known to exist in the Project area, as well as protected avian species—i.e., the
Least Bells Vireo and California Gnatcatcher. [See Ventura County General Services
Agency, Mitigated Negative Declaration LU 04-0064 (Endangered species observed
in the project area p.13) http://www.earsi.com/public/MND_SR_Park.pdf ] The
recent discovery of the endangered red-legged frog in the Simi Valley hillsides raises
the question of other protected species that may be identified through a thorough
and unbiased examination of the area.
SCE scoffed at this potential impact, saying its focus study failed to reveal any
of the protected species present. However, even if none were present at the time,
the Project has the potential of significant impact on all of them because of the
resultant loss of habitat. Conducive habitat has independent value as its loss impacts
the recovery of the species.
This project has resulted, and will result, in a disturbance and loss of habitat.
Its construction efforts to date have thereby endangered animal and plant species
known to exist in the area. Already more than 14 acres of land have been disturbed.
Future efforts will only compound this disruption. It is essential the EIR address the
negative impact of: (1) habit loss, (2) physical “take” of species and (3) the
impairment of species recovery.
C. Riparian Resources

This project spans four riparian streambed resources. No jurisdictional
delineations have been included in the Project description. Any impact to riparian
resources is considered significant and requires discretionary permits from the US
Army Corps (404 Permit), CDFG (1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement) and
RWQCB (401 Water Quality Certification) and possibly a USFWS 10A Permit.
Mitigation will be required for impacts to jurisdictional waters.
D. Historical and Cultural Resources
The County and public have continuously voiced concern for the
archeological resources in Santa Rosa Valley. It was once home to the largest
Chumash community in this region. SCE knew the Santa Rosa Valley was an area
rich in Chumash historical and cultural resources. [See letters attached to SCE’s
Response to the Data Request Set, 2/3/14.
E. Public Viewshed – Aesthetics
Santa Rosa Valley and the unincorporated hillsides of Moorpark provide a
glimpse of what the open space of Ventura County once looked like. Both areas
provide scenic pastoral views for all who pass through or have the privilege of living
nearby. In the four decades since its construction, even the Moorpark-Ormond
Beach 220 kV ROW had reverted to this greenbelt of agriculture and open space.
There are no “public Improvements” in the north-south run of the ROW in
question. There is no public access to it. Private driveways and dirt farm roads
provide the only access to these widely spaced tower bases, which had remained in
their current configuration—virtually untouched. There were no other SCE
“improvements” in the span between tower bases. Almost every set of towers in the
north-south run had crops, orchards and native brush growing around and between
their footings. For the most part, the line was rarely patrolled; maintenance visits
were few.
As so aptly put by Santa Rosa Valley’s Municipal Advisory Committee
Member, Mark Burley, at the September 2009 CPUC Public Hearing, the exquisite
beauty of this rural agricultural and protected open space region is dying the “death
of a thousand cuts” at the hands of SCE’s piecemealed projects. One need only look
at the overhead web of lines crisscrossing the Santa Rosa and Moorpark Roads
intersection at the light north of Santa Rosa Technology Magnet School. It is
unconscionable.
The proximity of new poles to residences surely has and will negatively
impact the property of contiguous and adjacent homes.
F. Land Use and Planning

Since 2008, the Ventura County Board of Supervisors has expressed concern
over the lack of environmental review for this Project. It has actively tried working
with SCE to address its land use concerns – namely an alternative, any alternative
that will move the lines farther from homes or underground. SCE has stonewalled
these efforts. Consequently, the Board issued a resolution opposing it and the now
tabled Presidential Substation and requesting alternatives consistent with County’s
land use and planning goals.
Damon Wing of Supervisor Linda Parks’ office presented the County’s
position at the Scoping Meeting. He reiterated the Board’s consistent concern that
this Project has had no environmental review, and urged that any impacts that have
occurred subsequent to the 2008 Advice Letter be comprehensively reviewed. He
again urged that the line be moved farther from homes.
G. Agricultural and Forestry Resources
As SCE began work on the Project, it contacted farmers, demanding they
remove decades-old orchard trees. After convincing a judge it was urgent it begin
construction by 8/8/11, it cut down several hundred trees in August and mandated
farmers never replant these areas. As a result, several acres have been rendered
permanently un-farmable.
Additionally, at the dead end of Presilla Road stood an enormous and very old
eucalyptus tree, nearly 100 feet tall with a 12-½ foot trunk girth – a designated
“Heritage Tree” per the Ventura County Tree Protection Ordinance. This tree
visually softened the “industrial” impact of the existing transmission facilities. In
August 2011, SCE demolished it; it took days. Not much later, a crew arrived to cut
down three additional very mature eucalyptus trees in the same tree line but on the
west side of the easement, where no construction was even planned.
Off Gerry Road, another farmer was forced to give up an old California
Peppertree growing within the 325’ wide easement, nowhere near the 220 kV
towers or the proposed construction. There may have been any number of other
mature and/or protected trees demolished in SCE’s construction efforts—
construction that was undertaken under the authority of a Resolution granted under
false pretenses and later overturned by the 11/10/11 Order Granting Rehearing.
These trees were part of the vegetative mitigation that had grown in and
around the ROW in the past 40 years. Some of them predated it. The local
community had long enjoyed the visual mitigation provided by all of these trees.
H. Noise
Even at distances of 1,000 feet from the existing 220kV lines, in the evenings,
one can hear the constant crackle coming from them. It is loud, continuous, and

alarming to say the least. An additional line even closer to homes would only
exacerbate the burdensome noise pollution that currently exists.
IV. Conclusion
These proposed power lines run straight through two rural communities.
Most of us living here purposefully moved away from the suburbs a means of
providing a “safe haven” for us and our families. The information above lends very
little to feeling “safe” (whether for the humans, the wildlife, or the surrounding
natural habitat) and certainly depletes if not negates the idea of a “haven”. No
community, whether rural or otherwise, should be subjected to such a burden.
According to nearly a decade of commentary by Sperling’s "Best Places" to
live, Moorpark, California is a great place to raise a family. Tragically, for families
and property values alike – but most importantly for our children – this may all
come to a crashing end, as Moorpark has recently been designated as a cancer
cluster. Many fingers are pointing to the electromagnetic fields as a cause for so
many cases of childhood leukemia and other cancers.
As you absorb the facts and the legalities of this situation, please also take us,
the people, the families, the land owners and dwellers, into serious consideration—
we are the human environmental impact of this Project. We know making this
evaluation and the ultimate decision will be but a flash in the pan for the ESA and
the CPUC. It is a lifelong decision for the residents of these communities.
We sincerely appreciate your thoughtful and thorough consideration.
DATED: 4/24/14
/s/ Cheryle Potter
_______________________________________________________
Cheryle Potter
10567 Ternez Dr.
Moorpark CA 93021
805 529 8363
pottercm@icloud.com

April 24, 2014

Mr. Michael Rosauer, CPUC Environmental Project Manager,
Mr. Mike Manka, Project Director
Mr. Matthew Fagundes, Project Director
c/o Environmental Science Associates
Moorpark-Newbury Project
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
RE: Moorpark-Newbury Project
Scope of Environmental Impact Report
Dear Mssrs. Rosauer, Manka and Fagundes:
We are so incredibly grateful for your time and effort in meeting with the community to
discuss the impending Environmental Impact Report and hear the concerns of our community
members. We appreciated very much the opportunity for both.
Mr. Rosauer confirmed that the current EIR order is only to review remaining
construction of this Project, although it is already 60% installed by SCE’s estimates. Only SCE
benefits from such a truncated review. Since it has already completed a significant portion of the
environmental disruption the spirit of CEQA would again be subverted. CEQA specifically
requires that past projects are to be included in an EIR. How is the 60% not a past project?
The County and the community have consistently urge the CPUC to order an EIR on this
previously unexamined right of way. At every turn, the environmental issues that will now be
explored were raised and dismissed by the Energy Division. How is it possible the Energy
Division granted Exemption G to the Project in 202, despite public outcry, while the
Administrative Law Judge in A. 13-10-021 ordered complete environmental examination?
Something went horribly wrong.
Mr. Rosauer stated he would bring this issue to the Commission’s Legal Division to
determine if the scope can be increased to include 100% of the Project. CEQA is served only if
the “whole project” is examined. CEQA specifically prohibits the division of larger project into
smaller projects that thereby would limit the scope of analysis, precisely what SCE has attempted
here. Clearly, CEQA does not allow the kind of piecemealing that has occurred here.
Presently, ESA has been retained to look at only 40% of the project and even less of its
environmental impact. It is clear an independent third party looking at this situation would agree
that:
•
•

CEQA requires a full review of past and present projects.
The portion already installed by SCE is part of the same Project for which it seeks a
permit to construct.

•
•
•

The total cumulative environmental impact from the Project includes the work
completed to date as well as work yet to be completed.
Any Alternative to the Project should require the removal of all installations to date.
To avoid a legal challenge in the future, the CEQA review of the Project should be
based on the full project rather than parsing out the installed portion.

There is no question SCE considers this a single project, as it describes in its Application
for PTC: “SCE originally commenced construction of the Project in October 2010 under the
assumption that the Project was exempt from CPUC permitting pursuant to GO 131-D Section
III.B.1.g. (‘Exemption G’).” Why would the Energy Division limit environmental review to the
yet-to-be-built phases ? It defies logic and the facts.
We urge that the Project’s EIR “Project Description” be redrafted to include 100% the
activities related to the Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV subtransmission line, consistent with SCE’s
description of the Project. To do otherwise effectively would circumvent CEQA once again.

I. Scope of the Evaluation – CEQA Mandates Analysis of “Whole Project”
A. Entire Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Project Must Be Reviewed
The authority upon which SCE based its Fall 2010 notice of construction was the
3/20/10 Resolution E-4243. The community immediately challenged the resolution by
Petition for Rehearing filed 4/14/10. Rehearing was granted and the resolution vacated 19
months later by CPUC order dated 11/10/11. However, SCE failed to notify the Energy
Division that the resolution was under review when it gave construction notice in Fall
2010.
The community believes Resolution E-4243 was secured under false pretenses. SCE
manipulated facts and data to gain CEQA exemption:
(1) It characterized the Project as a mere “maintenance operation within an existing
ROW,” which led the Energy Division to assume the ROW was so disturbed by public uses
that review was unnecessary.
(2) It failed to disclose a number of known potentially significant environmental
impacts.
(3) It has presented skewed need projections since 2005, none of which have been
substantiated by actual demand.
(4) While stakeholders were awaiting further settlement discussions, it restored the
draft resolution to the CPUC’s agenda, without notice to stakeholders. SCE’s
misrepresentations and omission provided the grounds upon which approval of
Resolution-4243 was based.
Regardless, CEQA does not allow the division of a larger project into smaller
projects that thereby would limit the scope of analysis, which is precisely what SCE has
manipulated the system into doing.

B. “Whole Project” Should Include SCE’s Master Plan
CEQA requires meaningful environmental review of the “whole project.”
There is no question SCE knows how it intends to expand and energize its grid.
Allowing it to reveal only what it wishes prevents meaningful analysis of the cumulative
environmental impact. This piecemeal tactic is calculated to ensure as little regulation as
possible.
The community submits that, at a minimum, SCE should disclose, and this EIR
should include, any projects affecting the Thousand Oaks, Moorpark and Newbury Park
communities, the Moorpark Substation, or the M-N-P and Moorpark-Ormond Beach ROWs,
including the recently disclosed gas-generated power plant proposed to be built behind the
Moorpark Substation to replace Ormond and Mandalay plants. It should also include the
planned a third o 220 kV line on the west side of the Moorpark-Ormond Beach ROW
disclosed by SCE just days before the 9/18/09 public hearing – this should be evaluated as
part of its plan for the ROW.
What if the Project is simply a justification for requested rate increases? What if
Moorpark-Ormond Beach 220 kV lines are no longer needed for Moorpark Substation, and
are only part of larger plan to send power outside Ventura County? These are hard fact one
should know when examining what this Project takes from the sensitive environment of
Ventura County.
II. Alternatives – Less Costly, More Environmentally Friendly
A. Co-location with the existing 66 kV
Since the Project first came to public awareness following the 10/3/08 Advice
Letter, the County and the community have urged that the project be co-located with the
line it is designed to enhance – the Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy (M-N-P) 66 kV line,
1,800 feet to the west. This would relieve line stress with little or no environmental
damage. [See SCE’s General Rates Case 2015, page 61, which describes it as merely
replacing conductors with higher rated 954 AC conductors – no new poles, no additional
lines.] It is less expensive than the current Project. This is truly the environmentally
superior option.
B. Undergrounding
Underground is one of the many options SCE has dismissed as too costly.
C. Locating On West Side Of The 220 kV Towers, Farther From Homes
This was another option SCE declined. Initially it dismissed it as to costly. Later, SCE
disclosed it had additional 220 kV towers planned for the west side.

D. Renewable Energy Alternatives
Since the Project’s conception, the State of California has witnessed an explosion of
solar installations, in private, commercial and industrial settings, with the attendant
outcome of an increase in distributed solar.
SCE is required by the State to produce 33% “clean” energy by 2020 [Vivint Solar],
which is why it has allowed solar companies to use its grid. And now solar is set to soon
become a direct competitor with electricity. Solar storage batteries are coming into play.
They program is being implemented and fine tuned in Hawaii and is soon to hit the
mainland. Once business and homeowners begin to use batteries as solar stories, the grid
will become less necessary, and according to some solar companies, obsolete.
The solar potential of Thousand Oaks is equal to if not greater than Fontana, where
SCE’s ratepayers are making massive rooftop SPVP investments. In addition to multiple
large tracts well suited for ground solar installations, there also are three large shopping
malls in the Thousand Oaks/Newbury Substation service area. A number of retail stores
already have rooftop solar in place, proof that it is practical for expansion to the retail
malls, all within close proximity to the existing facilities. Additionally, the multi-acre
campus of Amgen – SCE’s largest area consumer – has enormous roof space.
E. Energy Saving Programs Alternative
The EIR should examine the available energy saving programs like:
1. Demand response programs (examples - SmartConnect and TI&TA)
and other energy efficiency programs that affect electrical use and
peak demand,
2. Programs for HVAC replacement and retrofits for older units, and
3. Installation of approved cycling devices for commercial and newer
homes (saves about 15% use).
Note: These programs easily could reduce peak energy demand by 40MW and
negate the need for the Oxnard Peaker Plant that is designed to produce 40MW for the
Ventura region.
The advantages of these incremental approaches, compared to the Project’s
infrastructure enhancement, are:
1. As technology and efficiency improve, their costs will decrease.
2. They benefit consumers and the environment with lower overall
usage.
3. The environmental and human impact is nearly zero.
4. They are funded based on true demand growth, as needed.
5. They generate more local employment and sales tax revenue.

F. The "No Project" Alternative – Environmental Superior Alternative
At the scoping meeting, you have been instructed to evaluate two “no project”
alternatives. You indicated this is quite “unusual.” We are not sure if the “unusual” part is
that the CPUC might allow SCE to leave poles and footings in place, or that the CPUC might
order SCE to remove every piece of its construction. In any case, the latter is the
community’s top choice.
To secure approval, a project must meet some specific projection of need. Ever since
the 10/2/08 Advice Letter, the community has questioned SCE’s assessment of “need.”
SCE’s skewed need projections since 2005 have not been substantiated by actual demand.
If the need projections were based on 2003-04 actual demand data and the Project
was initially conceived in 2004-05, why did SCE wait until late 2008 start this process?
1. Outdated “Need” Data
This Project arose from outdated “need” data spawned by the 2005 “heat storm
peak loading” projections that have time and again proven false. [See eg. SCE GRE 2012 –
CPUC refused to included the Presidential Substation, serving the same community, as the
need was questionable. By inference, the need data is equally weak here.]
The 2003-2004 need data dates back to a different era, before the housing market
crash, the recession, the “greening” of America’s energy, and the discovery of Enron’s
fraudulent manipulation of the energy market. SCE’s need projections are based on
speculative growth, growth that has not materialized in the 9 years since the Project’s
conception. Rather, decreased need due to the recession, alternative energy sources and
energy conservation programs is now documented. Yet, SCE continues to fabricate “need”
in a region where additional need is doubtful within the ten-year planning period.
Amgen is likely the greatest consumer in electrical need area. Over the years, the
community has watched it grow, and now, shrink. Amgen is cutting another 252 jobs this
month, which brings the total to jobs lost to 1,150 since 2007. That means that more than
15% of its workforce is gone. [See Pacific Coast Business Times, on line, 3/6/14.] SCE
designed this Project based on projections from 2003 or 2004 data. The shrinking of
Amgen's Newbury Park campus has to affect those projections.
2. Fuzzy Math
But the problem goes deeper. There is now ample evidence of SCE’s “fuzzy math.”
On numerous different occasions, it has given the community at least four different forecast
dates by which the new 66 kV lines must be energized to avoid overload (and most
recently, a drop in voltage):
“2005”
“Late 2010

(Source: PEA, Table 2.1-1 – the basis for the Project)
(Source: Advice Letter 10/8/10}

“Mid-June 2012”
“Mid-2016

(Source: Lawsuit against farmers July 2011)
(Source: 10/28/14 Notice of Application for PTC)

Why do these dates keep changing? Seemingly, at a very minimum, SCE’s modeling
programs do not work. Its own PEA supporting the Application For PTC reveals the
mathematic liberties it has taken.
PEA Table 2.1-1 (attached) documents SCE’s historical projection of need for 2005 –
2013. The projected load exceeds line capacity (920 Amp) for the entire period, reaching
967Amp in 2009, then drops to a low of 929 Amp after the anticipated completion of the
project. Note: The projection for 2013 was 937 Amp.
Comparatively, PEA Table 2.1-2 documents SCE’s current projections for 2013 –
2022. For 2013, the projected load is now 842 Amp – that’s 87 Amp less than SCE’s
previous projections, and way below capacity. As for the anticipated year in which load will
exceed capacity, that is now projected to be 2021, when it will reach 937 Amp (the
previous projection for 2013). Can SCE’s modeling programs really be this inaccurate?
3. Bottom Line
In reality, actual peak demand has dropped from its high point in 2008 and has not
gone up. SCE’s forecast models seem to anticipate growth no matter what. It has not
happened. As protestors forecasted, need has actually declined – whether due to the
economic downturn and recession, the tanking of the housing market, the explosion of
solar installations, or the effectiveness of energy saving programs already in place – need
has declined. Yet SCE’s consistently uses its data to tell a different and highly questionable
story. Here, SCE does not plan to resume construction of the Project until late 2016 –
Where is the pressing need?
Add to this the likely closure of SCE’s power plants at Ormond Beach and Mandalay
Bay under AB 248, the future efficacy of the entire 220 kV transmission corridor comes into
question.
We strongly urge the “no project” alternative requiring SCE to dismantle
construction to date be found the Environmentally Superior Alternative, under CEQA
Section 15126.6 (2), especially given the lack of demonstrated need.
III. Environmental Issues
This ROW in question has never undergone environmental review. The 1970
condemnation order that created it predates CEQA. After the 220 kV towers were built in
the early 1970’s, the ROW was allowed to revert to its bucolic origins. The north-south run
of the 9-mile Project cuts through orchards, farmland, protected sensitive habitat, riparian
resources, and known historical resources. It straddles the active Simi-Santa Rosa Fault and
is embedded in a region known for its high fire hazard. It traverses three jurisdictions and

four distinct regions. It twice rises and drops approximately 1,000 over the Santa Rosa
Valley ridge and the Conejo Valley ridge.
The ROW forms the eastern boundary of the 2-mile wide “greenbelt” that runs from
north to south through Santa Rosa Valley and separates it from the City of Camarillo. It is a
continuous swath of open space and agricultural land. [The existing M-N-P 66 kV ROW lies
entirely within this greenbelt.] Before SCE’s construction activities in 2011, the only
“disturbance” within this 7+ mile stretch of the ROW were the 220 kV tower footing built in
the early 1970’s, visually softened by the plants and trees that had grown around and
between them in the decades that followed.
The residentially zoned communities of Santa Rosa Valley and Moorpark grew up to
the east of the ROW. The 220 kV towers were constructed in the approximate center of the
325’ wide ROW. Its previously unused, undisturbed eastern flank was a strip of land more
than 100 feet wide. The County could rely on this generous 100+ foot “buffer zone” in
allowing residential development of the land to the east. To our knowledge, all of those
homes to the east were between 1975 and 1989-90.
The Notice Of Preparation touched on nearly all of the environmental issues below.
However, this discussion will highlight the specific ways in which they apply.
A. Hazards – Public Safety
The California Environmental Health Investigations Branch of the California
Department of Public Health has taken the position no group of people should bear a
disproportionate share of harmful environmental consequences. In this case, residents along
the ROW are already bearing the burden of the Moorpark-Ormond Beach 220 kV lines and
their deleterious effects –noise, EMF, heightened danger of brushfires and downed lines in
an earthquake, not to mention negative aesthetic impacts and loss of property value. How
much is enough for one community to bear?
1. Brushfire
The Setting: About one mile west of the Gabbert Road Substation in Moorpark, the
Project hooks sharply to the south. Its remaining 8 miles plow through farmland and
protected open space. From the moment it angles southward, the new line’s entire path
falls within an area designated by Cal Fire as a “Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone.”
Native brush still cloaks all of the two ridgelines that create Santa Rosa Valley. The
southern ridge is land protected by the Conejo Open Space Conservation Agency. The
northern ridge is part of the property on which our home is built.
The Issues: At least four of the state’s most catastrophic fires were ignited by
downed power lines in the relatively recent past. Five catastrophic fires were caused by
downed lines in 2007 and 2008 .

The loss of life and property attributable to electrically ignited brushfires is
staggering. Wind-driven brushfires no longer adhere to a “red flag” season; the season is
year-round. As noted above, the ROW traverses an extremely fire-sensitive, rural
residential region. The increased number of lines, the proximity of existing conductors to
proposed conductors, and the Project’s closer proximity to homes, per se heighten the
statistical probability of electrical ignition. SCE’s 66 kV Project moves this ignition source
within 40 feet of residential properties.
2. Earthquake
Turning to the phenomenon of earthquakes, the underlying active Simi-Santa Rosa
Fault is further evidence of the ROW’s sensitive environment, one that has never
undergone environmental study. Environmental review should include site-specific
geological surveys to identify geological hazards, identifying areas of slope instability,
landslides, expansive soils, or areas of tectonic activity, collection of samples for carbon
dating to determine if it is safe to undertake construction in this area.
The new 66 kV line compounds the risks of property damage and personal injury or
death if a pole were to topple into the 220 kV lines, or onto residential properties or the
two highways it bisects. There is a very real potential for significant impact to the public
and area residents.
By way of illustration, during the 1994 Northridge earthquake (with its epicenter 9
miles to the southeast), local residents watched the 220 kV lines arc and send cascades of
sparks toward the ground. Fortunately, this quake happened in the middle of a green
January and no fire resulted. Given the change in our climate, the community cannot rely on
rain to insulate it from highly flammable brushfire conditions. In a larger quake, or a quake
on the Simi-Santa Rosa Fault, it also cannot rely on the lines staying affixed to their poles.
This could prove catastrophic.
3. Electromagnetic Field (EMF) Exposure
The CPUC has a long-standing policy of prudent avoidance of EMF exposure. Colocating the new line with the existing M-N-P facility 1,800 to the west of our communities
would be a lower cost alternative to the proposed project that brings lines within 40 feet of
residential properties. This would be the “low cost” option.
The “no-cost and low-cost” standard the CPUC adopted was an action plan
established in CPUC Decision 93-11-013. The fact that the CPUC has not promulgated any
further guidelines, but this does not diminish the potentially significant impact of EMF, or
the necessity for environmental review. The unhealthy impact of EMF exposure is real and
documented. This is a significant issue warranting study in this EIR. The compound impact
of even more lines, closer to homes, should be addressed. Again, how much is enough for
one community to bear?
B. Particularly Sensitive Habitat - USFWS Designation

The United States Fish and Wildlife Service has designated large areas of the Santa
Rosa Valley “Particularly Sensitive Habitat” with know protected species of animals and
plants.
For example, sensitive plants—i.e., Lyon’s Pentacheata and Conejo Dudleya—are
known to exist in the Project area, as well as protected avian species—i.e., the Least Bells
Vireo and California Gnatcatcher. [See Ventura County General Services Agency, Mitigated
Negative Declaration LU 04-0064 (Endangered species observed in the project area p.13)
http://www.earsi.com/public/MND_SR_Park.pdf ] The recent discovery of the endangered
red-legged frog in the Simi Valley hillsides raises the question of other protected species
that may be identified through a thorough and unbiased examination of the area.
SCE scoffed at this potential impact, saying its focus study failed to reveal any of the
protected species present. However, even if none were present at the time, the Project has
the potential of significant impact on all of them because of the resultant loss of habitat.
Conducive habitat has independent value as its loss impacts the recovery of the species.
This project has resulted, and will result, in a disturbance and loss of habitat. Its
construction efforts to date have thereby endangered animal and plant species known to
exist in the area. Already more than 14 acres of land have been disturbed. Future efforts
will only compound this disruption. It is essential the EIR address the negative impact of:
(1) habit loss, (2) physical “take” of species and (3) the impairment of species recovery.
C. Riparian Resources
This project spans four riparian streambed resources. No jurisdictional delineations
have been included in the Project description. Any impact to riparian resources is considered
significant and requires discretionary permits from the US Army Corps (404 Permit), CDFG
(1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement) and RWQCB (401 Water Quality Certification) and
possibly a USFWS 10A Permit. Mitigation will be required for impacts to jurisdictional
waters.
D. Historical and Cultural Resources
The County and public have continuously voiced concern for the archeological
resources in Santa Rosa Valley. It was once home to the largest Chumash community in this
region. SCE knew the Santa Rosa Valley was an area rich in Chumash historical and cultural
resources. [See letters attached to SCE’s
Response to the Data Request Set, 2/3/14.
E. Public Viewshed – Aesthetics
Santa Rosa Valley and the unincorporated hillsides of Moorpark provide a glimpse
of what the open space of Ventura County once looked like. Both areas provide scenic
pastoral views for all who pass through or have the privilege of living nearby. In the four

decades since its construction, even the Moorpark-Ormond Beach 220 kV ROW had
reverted to this greenbelt of agriculture and open space.
There are no “public Improvements” in the north-south run of the ROW in question.
There is no public access to it. Private driveways and dirt farm roads provide the only
access to these widely spaced tower bases, which had remained in their current
configuration—virtually untouched. There were no other SCE “improvements” in the span
between tower bases. Almost every set of towers in the north-south run had crops,
orchards and native brush growing around and between their footings. For the most part,
the line was rarely patrolled; maintenance visits were few.
As so aptly put by Santa Rosa Valley’s Municipal Advisory Committee Member, Mark
Burley, at the September 2009 CPUC Public Hearing, the exquisite beauty of this rural
agricultural and protected open space region is dying the “death of a thousand cuts” at the
hands of SCE’s piecemealed projects. One need only look at the overhead web of lines
crisscrossing the Santa Rosa and Moorpark Roads intersection at the light north of Santa
Rosa Technology Magnet School. It is unconscionable.
The proximity of new poles to residences surely has and will negatively impact the
property of contiguous and adjacent homes.
F. Land Use and Planning
Since 2008, the Ventura County Board of Supervisors has expressed concern over
the lack of environmental review for this Project. It has actively tried working with SCE to
address its land use concerns – namely an alternative, any alternative that will move the
lines farther from homes or underground. SCE has stonewalled these efforts. Consequently,
the Board issued a resolution opposing it and the now tabled Presidential Substation and
requesting alternatives consistent with County’s land use and planning goals.
Damon Wing of Supervisor Linda Parks’ office presented the County’s position at the
Scoping Meeting. He reiterated the Board’s consistent concern that this Project has had no
environmental review, and urged that any impacts that have occurred subsequent to the
2008 Advice Letter be comprehensively reviewed. He again urged that the line be moved
farther from homes.
G. Agricultural and Forestry Resources
As SCE began work on the Project, it contacted farmers, demanding they remove
decades-old orchard trees. After convincing a judge it was urgent it begin construction by
8/8/11, it cut down several hundred trees in August and mandated farmers never replant
these areas. As a result, several acres have been rendered permanently un-farmable.
Additionally, at the dead end of Presilla Road stood an enormous and very old
eucalyptus tree, nearly 100 feet tall with a 12-½ foot trunk girth – a designated “Heritage
Tree” per the Ventura County Tree Protection Ordinance. This tree visually softened the

“industrial” impact of the existing transmission facilities. In August 2011, SCE demolished
it; it took days. Not much later, a crew arrived to cut down three additional very mature
eucalyptus trees in the same tree line but on the west side of the easement, where no
construction was even planned.
Off Gerry Road, another farmer was forced to give up an old California Peppertree
growing within the 325’ wide easement, nowhere near the 220 kV towers or the proposed
construction. There may have been any number of other mature and/or protected trees
demolished in SCE’s construction efforts—construction that was undertaken under the
authority of a Resolution granted under false pretenses and later overturned by the
11/10/11 Order Granting Rehearing.
These trees were part of the vegetative mitigation that had grown in and around the
ROW in the past 40 years. Some of them predated it. The local community had long enjoyed
the visual mitigation provided by all of these trees.
H. Noise
Even at distances of 1,000 feet from the existing 220kV lines, in the evenings, one
can hear the constant crackle coming from them. It is loud, continuous, and alarming to say
the least. An additional line even closer to homes would only exacerbate the burdensome
noise pollution that currently exists.
IV. Conclusion
These proposed power lines run straight through two rural communities. Most of
us living here purposefully moved away from the suburbs a means of providing a “safe
haven” for us and our families. The information above lends very little to feeling “safe”
(whether for the humans, the wildlife, or the surrounding natural habitat) and certainly
depletes if not negates the idea of a “haven”. No community, whether rural or otherwise,
should be subjected to such a burden.
According to nearly a decade of commentary by Sperling’s "Best Places" to live,
Moorpark, California is a great place to raise a family. Tragically, for families and property
values alike – but most importantly for our children – this may all come to a crashing end,
as Moorpark has recently been designated as a cancer cluster. Many fingers are pointing to
the electromagnetic fields as a cause for so many cases of childhood leukemia and other
cancers.
As you absorb the facts and the legalities of this situation, please also take us, the
people, the families, the land owners and dwellers, into serious consideration—we are the
human environmental impact of this Project. We know making this evaluation and the
ultimate decision will be but a flash in the pan for the ESA and the CPUC. It is a lifelong
decision for the residents of these communities.
We sincerely appreciate your thoughtful and thorough consideration.

DATED: 4/24/14
_______________________________________________________
James & Maree Porter
4305 Hitch Blvd.
Moorpark CA 93021
805 217-4536
jimsporter@hotmail.com

April 25, 2014

Mr. Michael Rosauer, CPUC Environmental Project Manager,
Mr. Mike Manka, Project Director
Mr. Matthew Fagundes, Project Director
c/o Environmental Science Associates
Moorpark-Newbury Project
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
RE: Moorpark-Newbury Project
Scope of Environmental Impact Report
Dear Mssrs. Rosauer, Manka and Fagundes:
We are so incredibly grateful for your time and effort in meeting with the
community to discuss the impending Environmental Impact Report and hear the concerns
of our community members. We appreciated very much the opportunity for both.
Mr. Rosauer confirmed that the current EIR order is only to review remaining
construction of this Project, although it is already 60% installed by SCE’s estimates. Only
SCE benefits from such a truncated review. Since it has already completed a significant
portion of the environmental disruption the spirit of CEQA would again be subverted.
CEQA specifically requires that past projects are to be included in an EIR. How is the
60% not a past project?
The County and the community have consistently urge the CPUC to order an EIR
on this previously unexamined right of way. At every turn, the environmental issues that
will now be explored were raised and dismissed by the Energy Division. How is it
possible the Energy Division granted Exemption G to the Project in 202, despite public
outcry, while the Administrative Law Judge in A. 13-10-021 ordered complete
environmental examination? Something went horribly wrong.
Mr. Rosauer stated he would bring this issue to the Commission’s Legal Division
to determine if the scope can be increased to include 100% of the Project. CEQA is
served only if the “whole project” is examined. CEQA specifically prohibits the division
of larger project into smaller projects that thereby would limit the scope of analysis,
precisely what SCE has attempted here. Clearly, CEQA does not allow the kind of
piecemealing that has occurred here.
Presently, ESA has been retained to look at only 40% of the project and even less
of its environmental impact. It is clear an independent third party looking at this situation
would agree that:
1. CEQA requires a full review of past and present projects.

2. The portion already installed by SCE is part of the same Project for which it
seeks a permit to construct.
3. The total cumulative environmental impact from the Project includes the work
completed to date as well as work yet to be completed.
4. Any Alternative to the Project should require the removal of all installations to
date.
5. To avoid a legal challenge in the future, the CEQA review of the Project
should be based on the full project rather than parsing out the installed
portion.
There is no question SCE considers this a single project, as it describes in its
Application for PTC: “SCE originally commenced construction of the Project in October
2010 under the assumption that the Project was exempt from CPUC permitting pursuant
to GO 131-D Section III.B.1.g. (‘Exemption G’).” Why would the Energy Division limit
environmental review to the yet-to-be-built phases ? It defies logic and the facts.
We urge that the Project’s EIR “Project Description” be redrafted to include
100% the activities related to the Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV subtransmission line,
consistent with SCE’s description of the Project. To do otherwise effectively would
circumvent CEQA once again.

I. Scope of the Evaluation – CEQA Mandates Analysis of “Whole Project”
A. Entire Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Project Must Be Reviewed
The authority upon which SCE based its Fall 2010 notice of construction was
the 3/20/10 Resolution E-4243. The community immediately challenged the
resolution by Petition for Rehearing filed 4/14/10. Rehearing was granted and the
resolution vacated 19 months later by CPUC order dated 11/10/11. However, SCE
failed to notify the Energy Division that the resolution was under review when it
gave construction notice in Fall 2010.
The community believes Resolution E-4243 was secured under false
pretenses. SCE manipulated facts and data to gain CEQA exemption:
(1) It characterized the Project as a mere “maintenance operation within an
existing ROW,” which led the Energy Division to assume the ROW was so disturbed
by public uses that review was unnecessary.
(2) It failed to disclose a number of known potentially significant
environmental impacts.
(3) It has presented skewed need projections since 2005, none of which have
been substantiated by actual demand.
(4) While stakeholders were awaiting further settlement discussions, it
restored the draft resolution to the CPUC’s agenda, without notice to stakeholders.
SCE’s misrepresentations and omission provided the grounds upon which approval
of Resolution-4243 was based.

Regardless, CEQA does not allow the division of a larger project into smaller
projects that thereby would limit the scope of analysis, which is precisely what SCE
has manipulated the system into doing.
B. “Whole Project” Should Include SCE’s Master Plan
CEQA requires meaningful environmental review of the “whole project.”
There is no question SCE knows how it intends to expand and energize its
grid. Allowing it to reveal only what it wishes prevents meaningful analysis of the
cumulative environmental impact. This piecemeal tactic is calculated to ensure as
little regulation as possible.
The community submits that, at a minimum, SCE should disclose, and this
EIR should include, any projects affecting the Thousand Oaks, Moorpark and
Newbury Park communities, the Moorpark Substation, or the M-N-P and MoorparkOrmond Beach ROWs, including the recently disclosed gas-generated power plant
proposed to be built behind the Moorpark Substation to replace Ormond and
Mandalay plants. It should also include the planned a third o 220 kV line on the west
side of the Moorpark-Ormond Beach ROW disclosed by SCE just days before the
9/18/09 public hearing – this should be evaluated as part of its plan for the ROW.
What if the Project is simply a justification for requested rate increases?
What if Moorpark-Ormond Beach 220 kV lines are no longer needed for Moorpark
Substation, and are only part of larger plan to send power outside Ventura County?
These are hard fact one should know when examining what this Project takes from
the sensitive environment of Ventura County.
II. Alternatives – Less Costly, More Environmentally Friendly
A. Co-location with the existing 66 kV
Since the Project first came to public awareness following the 10/3/08
Advice Letter, the County and the community have urged that the project be colocated with the line it is designed to enhance – the Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy
(M-N-P) 66 kV line, 1,800 feet to the west. This would relieve line stress with little
or no environmental damage. [See SCE’s General Rates Case 2015, page 61, which
describes it as merely replacing conductors with higher rated 954 AC conductors –
no new poles, no additional lines.] It is less expensive than the current Project. This
is truly the environmentally superior option.
B. Undergrounding
Underground is one of the many options SCE has dismissed as too costly.

C. Locating On West Side Of The 220 kV Towers, Farther From Homes
This was another option SCE declined. Initially it dismissed it as to costly.
Later, SCE disclosed it had additional 220 kV towers planned for the west side.
D. Renewable Energy Alternatives
Since the Project’s conception, the State of California has witnessed an
explosion of solar installations, in private, commercial and industrial settings, with
the attendant outcome of an increase in distributed solar.
SCE is required by the State to produce 33% “clean” energy by 2020 [Vivint
Solar], which is why it has allowed solar companies to use its grid. And now solar is
set to soon become a direct competitor with electricity. Solar storage batteries are
coming into play. They program is being implemented and fine tuned in Hawaii and
is soon to hit the mainland. Once business and homeowners begin to use batteries
as solar stories, the grid will become less necessary, and according to some solar
companies, obsolete.
The solar potential of Thousand Oaks is equal to if not greater than Fontana,
where SCE’s ratepayers are making massive rooftop SPVP investments. In addition
to multiple large tracts well suited for ground solar installations, there also are three
large shopping malls in the Thousand Oaks/Newbury Substation service area. A
number of retail stores already have rooftop solar in place, proof that it is practical
for expansion to the retail malls, all within close proximity to the existing facilities.
Additionally, the multi-acre campus of Amgen – SCE’s largest area consumer – has
enormous roof space.
E. Energy Saving Programs Alternative
The EIR should examine the available energy saving programs like:
1. Demand response programs (examples - SmartConnect and TI&TA)
and other energy efficiency programs that affect electrical use and
peak demand,
2. Programs for HVAC replacement and retrofits for older units, and
3. Installation of approved cycling devices for commercial and newer
homes (saves about 15% use).
Note: These programs easily could reduce peak energy demand by 40MW
and negate the need for the Oxnard Peaker Plant that is designed to produce 40MW
for the Ventura region.
The advantages of these incremental approaches, compared to the Project’s
infrastructure enhancement, are:

1. As technology and efficiency improve, their costs will decrease.
2. They benefit consumers and the environment with lower overall
usage.
3. The environmental and human impact is nearly zero.
4. They are funded based on true demand growth, as needed.
5. They generate more local employment and sales tax revenue.
F. The "No Project" Alternative – Environmental Superior Alternative
At the scoping meeting, you have been instructed to evaluate two “no
project” alternatives. You indicated this is quite “unusual.” We are not sure if the
“unusual” part is that the CPUC might allow SCE to leave poles and footings in place,
or that the CPUC might order SCE to remove every piece of its construction. In any
case, the latter is the community’s top choice.
To secure approval, a project must meet some specific projection of need.
Ever since the 10/2/08 Advice Letter, the community has questioned SCE’s
assessment of “need.” SCE’s skewed need projections since 2005 have not been
substantiated by actual demand.
If the need projections were based on 2003-04 actual demand data and the
Project was initially conceived in 2004-05, why did SCE wait until late 2008 start
this process?
1. Outdated “Need” Data
This Project arose from outdated “need” data spawned by the 2005 “heat
storm peak loading” projections that have time and again proven false. [See eg. SCE
GRE 2012 – CPUC refused to included the Presidential Substation, serving the same
community, as the need was questionable. By inference, the need data is equally
weak here.]
The 2003-2004 need data dates back to a different era, before the housing
market crash, the recession, the “greening” of America’s energy, and the discovery of
Enron’s fraudulent manipulation of the energy market. SCE’s need projections are
based on speculative growth, growth that has not materialized in the 9 years since
the Project’s conception. Rather, decreased need due to the recession, alternative
energy sources and energy conservation programs is now documented. Yet, SCE
continues to fabricate “need” in a region where additional need is doubtful within
the ten-year planning period.
Amgen is likely the greatest consumer in electrical need area. Over the years,
the community has watched it grow, and now, shrink. Amgen is cutting another 252
jobs this month, which brings the total to jobs lost to 1,150 since 2007. That means
that more than 15% of its workforce is gone. [See Pacific Coast Business Times, on
line, 3/6/14.] SCE designed this Project based on projections from 2003 or 2004

data. The shrinking of Amgen's Newbury Park campus has to affect those
projections.
2. Fuzzy Math
But the problem goes deeper. There is now ample evidence of SCE’s “fuzzy
math.” On numerous different occasions, it has given the community at least four
different forecast dates by which the new 66 kV lines must be energized to avoid
overload (and most recently, a drop in voltage):
“2005”
“Late 2010
“Mid-June 2012”
“Mid-2016

(Source: PEA, Table 2.1-1 – the basis for the Project)
(Source: Advice Letter 10/8/10}
(Source: Lawsuit against farmers July 2011)
(Source: 10/28/14 Notice of Application for PTC)

Why do these dates keep changing? Seemingly, at a very minimum, SCE’s
modeling programs do not work. Its own PEA supporting the Application For PTC
reveals the mathematic liberties it has taken.
PEA Table 2.1-1 (attached) documents SCE’s historical projection of need for
2005 – 2013. The projected load exceeds line capacity (920 Amp) for the entire
period, reaching 967Amp in 2009, then drops to a low of 929 Amp after the
anticipated completion of the project. Note: The projection for 2013 was 937 Amp.
Comparatively, PEA Table 2.1-2 documents SCE’s current projections for
2013 – 2022. For 2013, the projected load is now 842 Amp – that’s 87 Amp less
than SCE’s previous projections, and way below capacity. As for the anticipated year
in which load will exceed capacity, that is now projected to be 2021, when it will
reach 937 Amp (the previous projection for 2013). Can SCE’s modeling programs
really be this inaccurate?
3. Bottom Line
In reality, actual peak demand has dropped from its high point in 2008 and
has not gone up. SCE’s forecast models seem to anticipate growth no matter what. It
has not happened. As protestors forecasted, need has actually declined – whether
due to the economic downturn and recession, the tanking of the housing market, the
explosion of solar installations, or the effectiveness of energy saving programs
already in place – need has declined. Yet SCE’s consistently uses its data to tell a
different and highly questionable story. Here, SCE does not plan to resume
construction of the Project until late 2016 – Where is the pressing need?
Add to this the likely closure of SCE’s power plants at Ormond Beach and
Mandalay Bay under AB 248, the future efficacy of the entire 220 kV transmission
corridor comes into question.

We strongly urge the “no project” alternative requiring SCE to dismantle
construction to date be found the Environmentally Superior Alternative, under
CEQA Section 15126.6 (2), especially given the lack of demonstrated need.
III. Environmental Issues
This ROW in question has never undergone environmental review. The 1970
condemnation order that created it predates CEQA. After the 220 kV towers were
built in the early 1970’s, the ROW was allowed to revert to its bucolic origins. The
north-south run of the 9-mile Project cuts through orchards, farmland, protected
sensitive habitat, riparian resources, and known historical resources. It straddles
the active Simi-Santa Rosa Fault and is embedded in a region known for its high fire
hazard. It traverses three jurisdictions and four distinct regions. It twice rises and
drops approximately 1,000 over the Santa Rosa Valley ridge and the Conejo Valley
ridge.
The ROW forms the eastern boundary of the 2-mile wide “greenbelt” that
runs from north to south through Santa Rosa Valley and separates it from the City of
Camarillo. It is a continuous swath of open space and agricultural land. [The existing
M-N-P 66 kV ROW lies entirely within this greenbelt.] Before SCE’s construction
activities in 2011, the only “disturbance” within this 7+ mile stretch of the ROW
were the 220 kV tower footing built in the early 1970’s, visually softened by the
plants and trees that had grown around and between them in the decades that
followed.
The residentially zoned communities of Santa Rosa Valley and Moorpark
grew up to the east of the ROW. The 220 kV towers were constructed in the
approximate center of the 325’ wide ROW. Its previously unused, undisturbed
eastern flank was a strip of land more than 100 feet wide. The County could rely on
this generous 100+ foot “buffer zone” in allowing residential development of the
land to the east. To our knowledge, all of those homes to the east were between
1975 and 1989-90.
The Notice Of Preparation touched on nearly all of the environmental issues
below. However, this discussion will highlight the specific ways in which they apply.
A. Hazards – Public Safety
The California Environmental Health Investigations Branch of the California
Department of Public Health has taken the position no group of people should bear a
disproportionate share of harmful environmental consequences. In this case, residents
along the ROW are already bearing the burden of the Moorpark-Ormond Beach 220
kV lines and their deleterious effects –noise, EMF, heightened danger of brushfires
and downed lines in an earthquake, not to mention negative aesthetic impacts and
loss of property value. How much is enough for one community to bear?

1. Brushfire
The Setting: About one mile west of the Gabbert Road Substation in
Moorpark, the Project hooks sharply to the south. Its remaining 8 miles plow
through farmland and protected open space. From the moment it angles southward,
the new line’s entire path falls within an area designated by Cal Fire as a “Very High
Fire Hazard Severity Zone.” Native brush still cloaks all of the two ridgelines that
create Santa Rosa Valley. The southern ridge is land protected by the Conejo Open
Space Conservation Agency. The northern ridge is part of the property on which our
home is built.
The Issues: At least four of the state’s most catastrophic fires were ignited by
downed power lines in the relatively recent past. Five catastrophic fires were
caused by downed lines in 2007 and 2008 .
The loss of life and property attributable to electrically ignited brushfires is
staggering. Wind-driven brushfires no longer adhere to a “red flag” season; the
season is year-round. As noted above, the ROW traverses an extremely firesensitive, rural residential region. The increased number of lines, the proximity of
existing conductors to proposed conductors, and the Project’s closer proximity to
homes, per se heighten the statistical probability of electrical ignition. SCE’s 66 kV
Project moves this ignition source within 40 feet of residential properties.
2. Earthquake
Turning to the phenomenon of earthquakes, the underlying active Simi-Santa
Rosa Fault is further evidence of the ROW’s sensitive environment, one that has
never undergone environmental study. Environmental review should include sitespecific geological surveys to identify geological hazards, identifying areas of slope
instability, landslides, expansive soils, or areas of tectonic activity, collection of
samples for carbon dating to determine if it is safe to undertake construction in this
area.
The new 66 kV line compounds the risks of property damage and personal
injury or death if a pole were to topple into the 220 kV lines, or onto residential
properties or the two highways it bisects. There is a very real potential for
significant impact to the public and area residents.
By way of illustration, during the 1994 Northridge earthquake (with its
epicenter 9 miles to the southeast), local residents watched the 220 kV lines arc and
send cascades of sparks toward the ground. Fortunately, this quake happened in the
middle of a green January and no fire resulted. Given the change in our climate, the
community cannot rely on rain to insulate it from highly flammable brushfire
conditions. In a larger quake, or a quake on the Simi-Santa Rosa Fault, it also cannot
rely on the lines staying affixed to their poles. This could prove catastrophic.

3. Electromagnetic Field (EMF) Exposure
The CPUC has a long-standing policy of prudent avoidance of EMF exposure.
Co-locating the new line with the existing M-N-P facility 1,800 to the west of our
communities would be a lower cost alternative to the proposed project that brings
lines within 40 feet of residential properties. This would be the “low cost” option.
The “no-cost and low-cost” standard the CPUC adopted was an action plan
established in CPUC Decision 93-11-013. The fact that the CPUC has not
promulgated any further guidelines, but this does not diminish the potentially
significant impact of EMF, or the necessity for environmental review. The unhealthy
impact of EMF exposure is real and documented. This is a significant issue
warranting study in this EIR. The compound impact of even more lines, closer to
homes, should be addressed. Again, how much is enough for one community to
bear?
B. Particularly Sensitive Habitat - USFWS Designation
The United States Fish and Wildlife Service has designated large areas of the
Santa Rosa Valley “Particularly Sensitive Habitat” with know protected species of
animals and plants.
For example, sensitive plants—i.e., Lyon’s Pentacheata and Conejo Dudleya—
are known to exist in the Project area, as well as protected avian species—i.e., the
Least Bells Vireo and California Gnatcatcher. [See Ventura County General Services
Agency, Mitigated Negative Declaration LU 04-0064 (Endangered species observed
in the project area p.13) http://www.earsi.com/public/MND_SR_Park.pdf ] The
recent discovery of the endangered red-legged frog in the Simi Valley hillsides raises
the question of other protected species that may be identified through a thorough
and unbiased examination of the area.
SCE scoffed at this potential impact, saying its focus study failed to reveal any
of the protected species present. However, even if none were present at the time,
the Project has the potential of significant impact on all of them because of the
resultant loss of habitat. Conducive habitat has independent value as its loss impacts
the recovery of the species.
This project has resulted, and will result, in a disturbance and loss of habitat.
Its construction efforts to date have thereby endangered animal and plant species
known to exist in the area. Already more than 14 acres of land have been disturbed.
Future efforts will only compound this disruption. It is essential the EIR address the
negative impact of: (1) habit loss, (2) physical “take” of species and (3) the
impairment of species recovery.
C. Riparian Resources

This project spans four riparian streambed resources. No jurisdictional
delineations have been included in the Project description. Any impact to riparian
resources is considered significant and requires discretionary permits from the US
Army Corps (404 Permit), CDFG (1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement) and
RWQCB (401 Water Quality Certification) and possibly a USFWS 10A Permit.
Mitigation will be required for impacts to jurisdictional waters.
D. Historical and Cultural Resources
The County and public have continuously voiced concern for the
archeological resources in Santa Rosa Valley. It was once home to the largest
Chumash community in this region. SCE knew the Santa Rosa Valley was an area
rich in Chumash historical and cultural resources. [See letters attached to SCE’s
Response to the Data Request Set, 2/3/14.
E. Public Viewshed – Aesthetics
Santa Rosa Valley and the unincorporated hillsides of Moorpark provide a
glimpse of what the open space of Ventura County once looked like. Both areas
provide scenic pastoral views for all who pass through or have the privilege of living
nearby. In the four decades since its construction, even the Moorpark-Ormond
Beach 220 kV ROW had reverted to this greenbelt of agriculture and open space.
There are no “public Improvements” in the north-south run of the ROW in
question. There is no public access to it. Private driveways and dirt farm roads
provide the only access to these widely spaced tower bases, which had remained in
their current configuration—virtually untouched. There were no other SCE
“improvements” in the span between tower bases. Almost every set of towers in the
north-south run had crops, orchards and native brush growing around and between
their footings. For the most part, the line was rarely patrolled; maintenance visits
were few.
As so aptly put by Santa Rosa Valley’s Municipal Advisory Committee
Member, Mark Burley, at the September 2009 CPUC Public Hearing, the exquisite
beauty of this rural agricultural and protected open space region is dying the “death
of a thousand cuts” at the hands of SCE’s piecemealed projects. One need only look
at the overhead web of lines crisscrossing the Santa Rosa and Moorpark Roads
intersection at the light north of Santa Rosa Technology Magnet School. It is
unconscionable.
The proximity of new poles to residences surely has and will negatively
impact the property of contiguous and adjacent homes.
F. Land Use and Planning

Since 2008, the Ventura County Board of Supervisors has expressed concern
over the lack of environmental review for this Project. It has actively tried working
with SCE to address its land use concerns – namely an alternative, any alternative
that will move the lines farther from homes or underground. SCE has stonewalled
these efforts. Consequently, the Board issued a resolution opposing it and the now
tabled Presidential Substation and requesting alternatives consistent with County’s
land use and planning goals.
Damon Wing of Supervisor Linda Parks’ office presented the County’s
position at the Scoping Meeting. He reiterated the Board’s consistent concern that
this Project has had no environmental review, and urged that any impacts that have
occurred subsequent to the 2008 Advice Letter be comprehensively reviewed. He
again urged that the line be moved farther from homes.
G. Agricultural and Forestry Resources
As SCE began work on the Project, it contacted farmers, demanding they
remove decades-old orchard trees. After convincing a judge it was urgent it begin
construction by 8/8/11, it cut down several hundred trees in August and mandated
farmers never replant these areas. As a result, several acres have been rendered
permanently un-farmable.
Additionally, at the dead end of Presilla Road stood an enormous and very old
eucalyptus tree, nearly 100 feet tall with a 12-½ foot trunk girth – a designated
“Heritage Tree” per the Ventura County Tree Protection Ordinance. This tree
visually softened the “industrial” impact of the existing transmission facilities. In
August 2011, SCE demolished it; it took days. Not much later, a crew arrived to cut
down three additional very mature eucalyptus trees in the same tree line but on the
west side of the easement, where no construction was even planned.
Off Gerry Road, another farmer was forced to give up an old California
Peppertree growing within the 325’ wide easement, nowhere near the 220 kV
towers or the proposed construction. There may have been any number of other
mature and/or protected trees demolished in SCE’s construction efforts—
construction that was undertaken under the authority of a Resolution granted under
false pretenses and later overturned by the 11/10/11 Order Granting Rehearing.
These trees were part of the vegetative mitigation that had grown in and
around the ROW in the past 40 years. Some of them predated it. The local
community had long enjoyed the visual mitigation provided by all of these trees.
H. Noise
Even at distances of 1,000 feet from the existing 220kV lines, in the evenings,
one can hear the constant crackle coming from them. It is loud, continuous, and

alarming to say the least. An additional line even closer to homes would only
exacerbate the burdensome noise pollution that currently exists.
IV. Conclusion
These proposed power lines run straight through two rural communities.
Most of us living here purposefully moved away from the suburbs a means of
providing a “safe haven” for us and our families. The information above lends very
little to feeling “safe” (whether for the humans, the wildlife, or the surrounding
natural habitat) and certainly depletes if not negates the idea of a “haven”. No
community, whether rural or otherwise, should be subjected to such a burden.
According to nearly a decade of commentary by Sperling’s "Best Places" to
live, Moorpark, California is a great place to raise a family. Tragically, for families
and property values alike – but most importantly for our children – this may all
come to a crashing end, as Moorpark has recently been designated as a cancer
cluster. Many fingers are pointing to the electromagnetic fields as a cause for so
many cases of childhood leukemia and other cancers.
As you absorb the facts and the legalities of this situation, please also take us,
the people, the families, the land owners and dwellers, into serious consideration—
we are the human environmental impact of this Project. We know making this
evaluation and the ultimate decision will be but a flash in the pan for the ESA and
the CPUC. It is a lifelong decision for the residents of these communities.
We sincerely appreciate your thoughtful and thorough consideration.

Joe & Terri Barton
12285 Ridge Drive
Santa Rosa Valley, CA 93012
805-491-3621
Joe0681@verizon.net
April 25, 2014

April 24, 2014

Mr. Michael Rosauer, CPUC Environmental Project Manager,
Mr. Mike Manka, Project Director
Mr. Matthew Fagundes, Project Director
c/o Environmental Science Associates
Moorpark-Newbury Project
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
RE: Moorpark-Newbury Project
Scope of Environmental Impact Report
Dear Mssrs. Rosauer, Manka and Fagundes:
We are so incredibly grateful for your time and effort in meeting with the
community to discuss the impending Environmental Impact Report and hear the concerns
of our community members. We appreciated very much the opportunity for both.
Mr. Rosauer confirmed that the current EIR order is only to review remaining
construction of this Project, although it is already 60% installed by SCE’s estimates. Only
SCE benefits from such a truncated review. Since it has already completed a significant
portion of the environmental disruption the spirit of CEQA would again be subverted.
CEQA specifically requires that past projects are to be included in an EIR. How is the
60% not a past project?
The County and the community have consistently urge the CPUC to order an EIR
on this previously unexamined right of way. At every turn, the environmental issues that
will now be explored were raised and dismissed by the Energy Division. How is it
possible the Energy Division granted Exemption G to the Project in 202, despite public
outcry, while the Administrative Law Judge in A. 13-10-021 ordered complete
environmental examination? Something went horribly wrong.
Mr. Rosauer stated he would bring this issue to the Commission’s Legal Division
to determine if the scope can be increased to include 100% of the Project. CEQA is
served only if the “whole project” is examined. CEQA specifically prohibits the division
of larger project into smaller projects that thereby would limit the scope of analysis,
precisely what SCE has attempted here. Clearly, CEQA does not allow the kind of
piecemealing that has occurred here.
Presently, ESA has been retained to look at only 40% of the project and even less
of its environmental impact. It is clear an independent third party looking at this situation
would agree that:
1. CEQA requires a full review of past and present projects.

2. The portion already installed by SCE is part of the same Project for which it
seeks a permit to construct.
3. The total cumulative environmental impact from the Project includes the work
completed to date as well as work yet to be completed.
4. Any Alternative to the Project should require the removal of all installations to
date.
5. To avoid a legal challenge in the future, the CEQA review of the Project
should be based on the full project rather than parsing out the installed
portion.
There is no question SCE considers this a single project, as it describes in its
Application for PTC: “SCE originally commenced construction of the Project in October
2010 under the assumption that the Project was exempt from CPUC permitting pursuant
to GO 131-D Section III.B.1.g. (‘Exemption G’).” Why would the Energy Division limit
environmental review to the yet-to-be-built phases ? It defies logic and the facts.
We urge that the Project’s EIR “Project Description” be redrafted to include
100% the activities related to the Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV subtransmission line,
consistent with SCE’s description of the Project. To do otherwise effectively would
circumvent CEQA once again.

I. Scope of the Evaluation – CEQA Mandates Analysis of “Whole Project”
A. Entire Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Project Must Be Reviewed
The authority upon which SCE based its Fall 2010 notice of construction was
the 3/20/10 Resolution E-4243. The community immediately challenged the
resolution by Petition for Rehearing filed 4/14/10. Rehearing was granted and the
resolution vacated 19 months later by CPUC order dated 11/10/11. However, SCE
failed to notify the Energy Division that the resolution was under review when it
gave construction notice in Fall 2010.
The community believes Resolution E-4243 was secured under false
pretenses. SCE manipulated facts and data to gain CEQA exemption:
(1) It characterized the Project as a mere “maintenance operation within an
existing ROW,” which led the Energy Division to assume the ROW was so disturbed
by public uses that review was unnecessary.
(2) It failed to disclose a number of known potentially significant
environmental impacts.
(3) It has presented skewed need projections since 2005, none of which have
been substantiated by actual demand.
(4) While stakeholders were awaiting further settlement discussions, it
restored the draft resolution to the CPUC’s agenda, without notice to stakeholders.
SCE’s misrepresentations and omission provided the grounds upon which approval
of Resolution-4243 was based.

Regardless, CEQA does not allow the division of a larger project into smaller
projects that thereby would limit the scope of analysis, which is precisely what SCE
has manipulated the system into doing.
B. “Whole Project” Should Include SCE’s Master Plan
CEQA requires meaningful environmental review of the “whole project.”
There is no question SCE knows how it intends to expand and energize its
grid. Allowing it to reveal only what it wishes prevents meaningful analysis of the
cumulative environmental impact. This piecemeal tactic is calculated to ensure as
little regulation as possible.
The community submits that, at a minimum, SCE should disclose, and this
EIR should include, any projects affecting the Thousand Oaks, Moorpark and
Newbury Park communities, the Moorpark Substation, or the M-N-P and MoorparkOrmond Beach ROWs, including the recently disclosed gas-generated power plant
proposed to be built behind the Moorpark Substation to replace Ormond and
Mandalay plants. It should also include the planned a third o 220 kV line on the west
side of the Moorpark-Ormond Beach ROW disclosed by SCE just days before the
9/18/09 public hearing – this should be evaluated as part of its plan for the ROW.
What if the Project is simply a justification for requested rate increases?
What if Moorpark-Ormond Beach 220 kV lines are no longer needed for Moorpark
Substation, and are only part of larger plan to send power outside Ventura County?
These are hard fact one should know when examining what this Project takes from
the sensitive environment of Ventura County.
II. Alternatives – Less Costly, More Environmentally Friendly
A. Co-location with the existing 66 kV
Since the Project first came to public awareness following the 10/3/08
Advice Letter, the County and the community have urged that the project be colocated with the line it is designed to enhance – the Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy
(M-N-P) 66 kV line, 1,800 feet to the west. This would relieve line stress with little
or no environmental damage. [See SCE’s General Rates Case 2015, page 61, which
describes it as merely replacing conductors with higher rated 954 AC conductors –
no new poles, no additional lines.] It is less expensive than the current Project. This
is truly the environmentally superior option.
B. Undergrounding
Underground is one of the many options SCE has dismissed as too costly.

C. Locating On West Side Of The 220 kV Towers, Farther From Homes
This was another option SCE declined. Initially it dismissed it as to costly.
Later, SCE disclosed it had additional 220 kV towers planned for the west side.
D. Renewable Energy Alternatives
Since the Project’s conception, the State of California has witnessed an
explosion of solar installations, in private, commercial and industrial settings, with
the attendant outcome of an increase in distributed solar.
SCE is required by the State to produce 33% “clean” energy by 2020 [Vivint
Solar], which is why it has allowed solar companies to use its grid. And now solar is
set to soon become a direct competitor with electricity. Solar storage batteries are
coming into play. They program is being implemented and fine tuned in Hawaii and
is soon to hit the mainland. Once business and homeowners begin to use batteries
as solar stories, the grid will become less necessary, and according to some solar
companies, obsolete.
The solar potential of Thousand Oaks is equal to if not greater than Fontana,
where SCE’s ratepayers are making massive rooftop SPVP investments. In addition
to multiple large tracts well suited for ground solar installations, there also are three
large shopping malls in the Thousand Oaks/Newbury Substation service area. A
number of retail stores already have rooftop solar in place, proof that it is practical
for expansion to the retail malls, all within close proximity to the existing facilities.
Additionally, the multi-acre campus of Amgen – SCE’s largest area consumer – has
enormous roof space.
E. Energy Saving Programs Alternative
The EIR should examine the available energy saving programs like:
1. Demand response programs (examples - SmartConnect and TI&TA)
and other energy efficiency programs that affect electrical use and
peak demand,
2. Programs for HVAC replacement and retrofits for older units, and
3. Installation of approved cycling devices for commercial and newer
homes (saves about 15% use).
Note: These programs easily could reduce peak energy demand by 40MW
and negate the need for the Oxnard Peaker Plant that is designed to produce 40MW
for the Ventura region.
The advantages of these incremental approaches, compared to the Project’s
infrastructure enhancement, are:

1. As technology and efficiency improve, their costs will decrease.
2. They benefit consumers and the environment with lower overall
usage.
3. The environmental and human impact is nearly zero.
4. They are funded based on true demand growth, as needed.
5. They generate more local employment and sales tax revenue.
F. The "No Project" Alternative – Environmental Superior Alternative
At the scoping meeting, you have been instructed to evaluate two “no
project” alternatives. You indicated this is quite “unusual.” We are not sure if the
“unusual” part is that the CPUC might allow SCE to leave poles and footings in place,
or that the CPUC might order SCE to remove every piece of its construction. In any
case, the latter is the community’s top choice.
To secure approval, a project must meet some specific projection of need.
Ever since the 10/2/08 Advice Letter, the community has questioned SCE’s
assessment of “need.” SCE’s skewed need projections since 2005 have not been
substantiated by actual demand.
If the need projections were based on 2003-04 actual demand data and the
Project was initially conceived in 2004-05, why did SCE wait until late 2008 start
this process?
1. Outdated “Need” Data
This Project arose from outdated “need” data spawned by the 2005 “heat
storm peak loading” projections that have time and again proven false. [See eg. SCE
GRE 2012 – CPUC refused to included the Presidential Substation, serving the same
community, as the need was questionable. By inference, the need data is equally
weak here.]
The 2003-2004 need data dates back to a different era, before the housing
market crash, the recession, the “greening” of America’s energy, and the discovery of
Enron’s fraudulent manipulation of the energy market. SCE’s need projections are
based on speculative growth, growth that has not materialized in the 9 years since
the Project’s conception. Rather, decreased need due to the recession, alternative
energy sources and energy conservation programs is now documented. Yet, SCE
continues to fabricate “need” in a region where additional need is doubtful within
the ten-year planning period.
Amgen is likely the greatest consumer in electrical need area. Over the years,
the community has watched it grow, and now, shrink. Amgen is cutting another 252
jobs this month, which brings the total to jobs lost to 1,150 since 2007. That means
that more than 15% of its workforce is gone. [See Pacific Coast Business Times, on
line, 3/6/14.] SCE designed this Project based on projections from 2003 or 2004

data. The shrinking of Amgen's Newbury Park campus has to affect those
projections.
2. Fuzzy Math
But the problem goes deeper. There is now ample evidence of SCE’s “fuzzy
math.” On numerous different occasions, it has given the community at least four
different forecast dates by which the new 66 kV lines must be energized to avoid
overload (and most recently, a drop in voltage):
“2005”
“Late 2010
“Mid-June 2012”
“Mid-2016

(Source: PEA, Table 2.1-1 – the basis for the Project)
(Source: Advice Letter 10/8/10}
(Source: Lawsuit against farmers July 2011)
(Source: 10/28/14 Notice of Application for PTC)

Why do these dates keep changing? Seemingly, at a very minimum, SCE’s
modeling programs do not work. Its own PEA supporting the Application For PTC
reveals the mathematic liberties it has taken.
PEA Table 2.1-1 (attached) documents SCE’s historical projection of need for
2005 – 2013. The projected load exceeds line capacity (920 Amp) for the entire
period, reaching 967Amp in 2009, then drops to a low of 929 Amp after the
anticipated completion of the project. Note: The projection for 2013 was 937 Amp.
Comparatively, PEA Table 2.1-2 documents SCE’s current projections for
2013 – 2022. For 2013, the projected load is now 842 Amp – that’s 87 Amp less
than SCE’s previous projections, and way below capacity. As for the anticipated year
in which load will exceed capacity, that is now projected to be 2021, when it will
reach 937 Amp (the previous projection for 2013). Can SCE’s modeling programs
really be this inaccurate?
3. Bottom Line
In reality, actual peak demand has dropped from its high point in 2008 and
has not gone up. SCE’s forecast models seem to anticipate growth no matter what. It
has not happened. As protestors forecasted, need has actually declined – whether
due to the economic downturn and recession, the tanking of the housing market, the
explosion of solar installations, or the effectiveness of energy saving programs
already in place – need has declined. Yet SCE’s consistently uses its data to tell a
different and highly questionable story. Here, SCE does not plan to resume
construction of the Project until late 2016 – Where is the pressing need?
Add to this the likely closure of SCE’s power plants at Ormond Beach and
Mandalay Bay under AB 248, the future efficacy of the entire 220 kV transmission
corridor comes into question.

We strongly urge the “no project” alternative requiring SCE to dismantle
construction to date be found the Environmentally Superior Alternative, under
CEQA Section 15126.6 (2), especially given the lack of demonstrated need.
III. Environmental Issues
This ROW in question has never undergone environmental review. The 1970
condemnation order that created it predates CEQA. After the 220 kV towers were
built in the early 1970’s, the ROW was allowed to revert to its bucolic origins. The
north-south run of the 9-mile Project cuts through orchards, farmland, protected
sensitive habitat, riparian resources, and known historical resources. It straddles
the active Simi-Santa Rosa Fault and is embedded in a region known for its high fire
hazard. It traverses three jurisdictions and four distinct regions. It twice rises and
drops approximately 1,000 over the Santa Rosa Valley ridge and the Conejo Valley
ridge.
The ROW forms the eastern boundary of the 2-mile wide “greenbelt” that
runs from north to south through Santa Rosa Valley and separates it from the City of
Camarillo. It is a continuous swath of open space and agricultural land. [The existing
M-N-P 66 kV ROW lies entirely within this greenbelt.] Before SCE’s construction
activities in 2011, the only “disturbance” within this 7+ mile stretch of the ROW
were the 220 kV tower footing built in the early 1970’s, visually softened by the
plants and trees that had grown around and between them in the decades that
followed.
The residentially zoned communities of Santa Rosa Valley and Moorpark
grew up to the east of the ROW. The 220 kV towers were constructed in the
approximate center of the 325’ wide ROW. Its previously unused, undisturbed
eastern flank was a strip of land more than 100 feet wide. The County could rely on
this generous 100+ foot “buffer zone” in allowing residential development of the
land to the east. To our knowledge, all of those homes to the east were between
1975 and 1989-90.
The Notice Of Preparation touched on nearly all of the environmental issues
below. However, this discussion will highlight the specific ways in which they apply.
A. Hazards – Public Safety
The California Environmental Health Investigations Branch of the California
Department of Public Health has taken the position no group of people should bear a
disproportionate share of harmful environmental consequences. In this case, residents
along the ROW are already bearing the burden of the Moorpark-Ormond Beach 220
kV lines and their deleterious effects –noise, EMF, heightened danger of brushfires
and downed lines in an earthquake, not to mention negative aesthetic impacts and
loss of property value. How much is enough for one community to bear?

1. Brushfire
The Setting: About one mile west of the Gabbert Road Substation in
Moorpark, the Project hooks sharply to the south. Its remaining 8 miles plow
through farmland and protected open space. From the moment it angles southward,
the new line’s entire path falls within an area designated by Cal Fire as a “Very High
Fire Hazard Severity Zone.” Native brush still cloaks all of the two ridgelines that
create Santa Rosa Valley. The southern ridge is land protected by the Conejo Open
Space Conservation Agency. The northern ridge is part of the property on which our
home is built.
The Issues: At least four of the state’s most catastrophic fires were ignited by
downed power lines in the relatively recent past. Five catastrophic fires were
caused by downed lines in 2007 and 2008 .
The loss of life and property attributable to electrically ignited brushfires is
staggering. Wind-driven brushfires no longer adhere to a “red flag” season; the
season is year-round. As noted above, the ROW traverses an extremely firesensitive, rural residential region. The increased number of lines, the proximity of
existing conductors to proposed conductors, and the Project’s closer proximity to
homes, per se heighten the statistical probability of electrical ignition. SCE’s 66 kV
Project moves this ignition source within 40 feet of residential properties.
2. Earthquake
Turning to the phenomenon of earthquakes, the underlying active Simi-Santa
Rosa Fault is further evidence of the ROW’s sensitive environment, one that has
never undergone environmental study. Environmental review should include sitespecific geological surveys to identify geological hazards, identifying areas of slope
instability, landslides, expansive soils, or areas of tectonic activity, collection of
samples for carbon dating to determine if it is safe to undertake construction in this
area.
The new 66 kV line compounds the risks of property damage and personal
injury or death if a pole were to topple into the 220 kV lines, or onto residential
properties or the two highways it bisects. There is a very real potential for
significant impact to the public and area residents.
By way of illustration, during the 1994 Northridge earthquake (with its
epicenter 9 miles to the southeast), local residents watched the 220 kV lines arc and
send cascades of sparks toward the ground. Fortunately, this quake happened in the
middle of a green January and no fire resulted. Given the change in our climate, the
community cannot rely on rain to insulate it from highly flammable brushfire
conditions. In a larger quake, or a quake on the Simi-Santa Rosa Fault, it also cannot
rely on the lines staying affixed to their poles. This could prove catastrophic.

3. Electromagnetic Field (EMF) Exposure
The CPUC has a long-standing policy of prudent avoidance of EMF exposure.
Co-locating the new line with the existing M-N-P facility 1,800 to the west of our
communities would be a lower cost alternative to the proposed project that brings
lines within 40 feet of residential properties. This would be the “low cost” option.
The “no-cost and low-cost” standard the CPUC adopted was an action plan
established in CPUC Decision 93-11-013. The fact that the CPUC has not
promulgated any further guidelines, but this does not diminish the potentially
significant impact of EMF, or the necessity for environmental review. The unhealthy
impact of EMF exposure is real and documented. This is a significant issue
warranting study in this EIR. The compound impact of even more lines, closer to
homes, should be addressed. Again, how much is enough for one community to
bear?
B. Particularly Sensitive Habitat - USFWS Designation
The United States Fish and Wildlife Service has designated large areas of the
Santa Rosa Valley “Particularly Sensitive Habitat” with know protected species of
animals and plants.
For example, sensitive plants—i.e., Lyon’s Pentacheata and Conejo Dudleya—
are known to exist in the Project area, as well as protected avian species—i.e., the
Least Bells Vireo and California Gnatcatcher. [See Ventura County General Services
Agency, Mitigated Negative Declaration LU 04-0064 (Endangered species observed
in the project area p.13) http://www.earsi.com/public/MND_SR_Park.pdf ] The
recent discovery of the endangered red-legged frog in the Simi Valley hillsides raises
the question of other protected species that may be identified through a thorough
and unbiased examination of the area.
SCE scoffed at this potential impact, saying its focus study failed to reveal any
of the protected species present. However, even if none were present at the time,
the Project has the potential of significant impact on all of them because of the
resultant loss of habitat. Conducive habitat has independent value as its loss impacts
the recovery of the species.
This project has resulted, and will result, in a disturbance and loss of habitat.
Its construction efforts to date have thereby endangered animal and plant species
known to exist in the area. Already more than 14 acres of land have been disturbed.
Future efforts will only compound this disruption. It is essential the EIR address the
negative impact of: (1) habit loss, (2) physical “take” of species and (3) the
impairment of species recovery.
C. Riparian Resources

This project spans four riparian streambed resources. No jurisdictional
delineations have been included in the Project description. Any impact to riparian
resources is considered significant and requires discretionary permits from the US
Army Corps (404 Permit), CDFG (1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement) and
RWQCB (401 Water Quality Certification) and possibly a USFWS 10A Permit.
Mitigation will be required for impacts to jurisdictional waters.
D. Historical and Cultural Resources
The County and public have continuously voiced concern for the
archeological resources in Santa Rosa Valley. It was once home to the largest
Chumash community in this region. SCE knew the Santa Rosa Valley was an area
rich in Chumash historical and cultural resources. [See letters attached to SCE’s
Response to the Data Request Set, 2/3/14.
E. Public Viewshed – Aesthetics
Santa Rosa Valley and the unincorporated hillsides of Moorpark provide a
glimpse of what the open space of Ventura County once looked like. Both areas
provide scenic pastoral views for all who pass through or have the privilege of living
nearby. In the four decades since its construction, even the Moorpark-Ormond
Beach 220 kV ROW had reverted to this greenbelt of agriculture and open space.
There are no “public Improvements” in the north-south run of the ROW in
question. There is no public access to it. Private driveways and dirt farm roads
provide the only access to these widely spaced tower bases, which had remained in
their current configuration—virtually untouched. There were no other SCE
“improvements” in the span between tower bases. Almost every set of towers in the
north-south run had crops, orchards and native brush growing around and between
their footings. For the most part, the line was rarely patrolled; maintenance visits
were few.
As so aptly put by Santa Rosa Valley’s Municipal Advisory Committee
Member, Mark Burley, at the September 2009 CPUC Public Hearing, the exquisite
beauty of this rural agricultural and protected open space region is dying the “death
of a thousand cuts” at the hands of SCE’s piecemealed projects. One need only look
at the overhead web of lines crisscrossing the Santa Rosa and Moorpark Roads
intersection at the light north of Santa Rosa Technology Magnet School. It is
unconscionable.
The proximity of new poles to residences surely has and will negatively
impact the property of contiguous and adjacent homes.
F. Land Use and Planning

Since 2008, the Ventura County Board of Supervisors has expressed concern
over the lack of environmental review for this Project. It has actively tried working
with SCE to address its land use concerns – namely an alternative, any alternative
that will move the lines farther from homes or underground. SCE has stonewalled
these efforts. Consequently, the Board issued a resolution opposing it and the now
tabled Presidential Substation and requesting alternatives consistent with County’s
land use and planning goals.
Damon Wing of Supervisor Linda Parks’ office presented the County’s
position at the Scoping Meeting. He reiterated the Board’s consistent concern that
this Project has had no environmental review, and urged that any impacts that have
occurred subsequent to the 2008 Advice Letter be comprehensively reviewed. He
again urged that the line be moved farther from homes.
G. Agricultural and Forestry Resources
As SCE began work on the Project, it contacted farmers, demanding they
remove decades-old orchard trees. After convincing a judge it was urgent it begin
construction by 8/8/11, it cut down several hundred trees in August and mandated
farmers never replant these areas. As a result, several acres have been rendered
permanently un-farmable.
Additionally, at the dead end of Presilla Road stood an enormous and very old
eucalyptus tree, nearly 100 feet tall with a 12-½ foot trunk girth – a designated
“Heritage Tree” per the Ventura County Tree Protection Ordinance. This tree
visually softened the “industrial” impact of the existing transmission facilities. In
August 2011, SCE demolished it; it took days. Not much later, a crew arrived to cut
down three additional very mature eucalyptus trees in the same tree line but on the
west side of the easement, where no construction was even planned.
Off Gerry Road, another farmer was forced to give up an old California
Peppertree growing within the 325’ wide easement, nowhere near the 220 kV
towers or the proposed construction. There may have been any number of other
mature and/or protected trees demolished in SCE’s construction efforts—
construction that was undertaken under the authority of a Resolution granted under
false pretenses and later overturned by the 11/10/11 Order Granting Rehearing.
These trees were part of the vegetative mitigation that had grown in and
around the ROW in the past 40 years. Some of them predated it. The local
community had long enjoyed the visual mitigation provided by all of these trees.
H. Noise
Even at distances of 1,000 feet from the existing 220kV lines, in the evenings,
one can hear the constant crackle coming from them. It is loud, continuous, and

alarming to say the least. An additional line even closer to homes would only
exacerbate the burdensome noise pollution that currently exists.
IV. Conclusion
These proposed power lines run straight through two rural communities.
Most of us living here purposefully moved away from the suburbs a means of
providing a “safe haven” for us and our families. The information above lends very
little to feeling “safe” (whether for the humans, the wildlife, or the surrounding
natural habitat) and certainly depletes if not negates the idea of a “haven”. No
community, whether rural or otherwise, should be subjected to such a burden.
According to nearly a decade of commentary by Sperling’s "Best Places" to
live, Moorpark, California is a great place to raise a family. Tragically, for families
and property values alike – but most importantly for our children – this may all
come to a crashing end, as Moorpark has recently been designated as a cancer
cluster. Many fingers are pointing to the electromagnetic fields as a cause for so
many cases of childhood leukemia and other cancers.
As you absorb the facts and the legalities of this situation, please also take us,
the people, the families, the land owners and dwellers, into serious consideration—
we are the human environmental impact of this Project. We know making this
evaluation and the ultimate decision will be but a flash in the pan for the ESA and
the CPUC. It is a lifelong decision for the residents of these communities.
We sincerely appreciate your thoughtful and thorough consideration.
DATED: 4/24/14
/s/ Moana DuBois-Walker
_______________________________________________________
Moana DuBois-Walker
10690 Ternez Dr.
Moorpark CA 93021
805 208 4125
moana1111@gmail.com

Good Evening,
Today I am grateful that the California’s Public Utility commission has a long
standing policy of PRUDENT AVOIDANCE OF ELECTRIC MAGNETIC FIELD
EXPOSURE. BECAUSE for the past few years we have been struggling with Southern
California Edison and their false promises of a public Environmental Impact Report
on this 9 mile expansion of power from Moorpark to Newbury Park “Santa Rosa
Valley Project”.
The commission was studying Electromagnetic fields and preparing to issue more
specific guidelines. Their has been no explanation of what happened to this report.
We expect an environmental review to be completed before a project commences,
yet I see Edison’s people working in the Orchards behind my home on any given day
of the week.
This is an Issue and warrants an enlarged scoping study to be performed, reported,
and evaluated…the public has the right to review it and comment by federal law.
Electromagnetic Field Exposure is real and impacts human health greatly.
Did you know there are 63 children in Moorpark with Cancer…10 students at
Moorpark High school were reported to have brain tumors; according to the New
York Daily News article published dec 3 2013.
I was forwarded an email April 7th 2014 from a coworker of Rudy Gonzales, the
Governmental Affairs Liaison for SoCal Edison..
To quote “Rudy said that the only part left of the home acres portion of the project
was to “string the lines” the new single steel poles are 2/3 the height of the current
structures. They placed them next to the existing towers because of potential
environmental impacts from going outside of their current easements, end quote.
Clearly, Mr. Gonzales is aware of the Impact and has he read a report? If so, Where
is that report?
Who am I to ask this question? My name is Moana DuBois-Walker and
I am a woman, I am a mother, a daughter, and a wife. I am a sister, a friend, and I am
human.
I am living the American Dream, Building our home in Beautiful Moorpark on an
acre of land was a dream come true.
A dream that has slowly become a nightmare. After living here for nearly 14 years
and raising two children in this home my husband and I have recently faced life
threatening health issues.
Have you or a family member ever been diagnosed with an illness, an illness that
changed your life as you know it? Turned your world upside down?
On August 31st Chad Walker, my husband and best friend of 22 years shattered his
Tibial Plateau (shine bone) while surfing. Did he crash? NO Did he Fall? No
He merely bent his knee. The compressed fracture he incured looked like a hammer
had come down on his leg. Surgery took place 6 days later, then therapy, medical
bills, and then a shocking diagnosis, He has a severe case of Osteoporosis at the age
of 42. No test could answer why, no doctor has a reason why…we are only left to
hypothesize why… I must emphasize there is absolutely no family history of this
disease in his family, especially at the young age of 42.

Sixty days later my husband finally threw his crutches away…he still walks with a
limp and feels his knee every step of his day.
Ten days later I suffered a Grand Mal seizure in the bathroom of our home, a
horrific and life altering experience. Eight days later I was diagnosed with a General
Genetic type of Epilepsy. I was told not to drive on that day, and my license was
officially suspended. I still don’t drive, its been 4 and a half months. I serious toll on
my family and I. I will take anti-seizure medication for the rest of my life. I am only
39 years old.
Again, I must emphasize there is no family history of epilepsy in my family, none.
This was the second seizure I’ve ever had in my life and they both occurred in my
home. Last week I was diagnosed with a complicated cyst on my right ovary the size
of a golf ball, I am still waiting for those test results, tumor markers are being looked
at to see if I am okay or not.
Why is this happening? We are only left to hypothesize why.
Again I am grateful to be here to share my story and my concerns as a mom, a wife, a
human being.
The California Public Utility Commission knows High voltage power lines constitute
a radiation hazard to our health, our property value, public safety, our natural
resources, and our environment. This is a fact, and a sound argument backed by the
opinion of scientific and medical professionals.
Power Lines can generate magnetic strength up to 400 meters away, I live 87 meters
away from these 220 kV power lines. Please do not add another 66kV line, Why
would you want to? We all know the risks.
Could this new power line be relocated? Absolutely
Why wasn’t it? Good question
Because, as Mr. Gonzales put it “because putting it somewhere else would have
potential environmental impacts and would have them going outside their current
easement.”
Remember I live 87 meters away…an easement to close for comfort.
I am entitled to read the Environmental Impact Report, we all are yet Edison fails to
procure any study results or agree to relocate the project.
So I ask you California Public Utility Commission …
Where is the report?

VENTURA COUNTY
AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT
Memorandum
TO:

Laura Hocking/Lori Gregory, Planning

DATE: April 21, 2014

FROM:

Alicia Stratton

SUBJECT:

Request for Review of Notice of Preparation for an Environmental Impact Report
for the Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Subtransmission Line Project/A.13-10-021,
California Public Utilities Commission (Reference No. 14-006)

Air Pollution Control District staff has reviewed the subject Notice of Preparation (NOP) for an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR), which is a proposal to construct the remaining portions of
the Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV subtransmission line project that have yet to be constructed. The
purpose of the project is to ensure availability of safe and reliable electric service to meet
customer demand in the Electrical Needs Area. The majority of the project was constructed prior
to November 2011, at which time the CPUC issued an order to SCE to halt all construction
activity. SCE has since determined that the project is still needed and now proposes to complete
the project.
Once completed, the project would include operation and maintenance of 1,200 ft. of new
underground 66 kV subtransmission line within Moorpark substation; five miles of new
Moorpark-Newbury subtransmission line on the south and east sides of SCE’s existing
Moorpark-Ormond Beach right-of-way; three miles of new subtransmission line within the
existing Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy line right-of-way; one mile of new subtransmission line
into Newbury substation; new transmission line positions and associated infrastructure within the
Moorpark substation and the Newbury substation to facilitate termination of the new line, and the
existing distribution circuitry and telecommunications facility would operate on the new
transmission poles as necessary. The project location is in the City of Moorpark, the City of
Thousand Oaks and unincorporated Ventura County.
Page 2 of the NOP identifies air quality as an area of analysis to be addressed in the EIR. We
concur that air quality impacts will likely result from the project and we recommend that the EIR
evaluates all potential air quality impacts that may result from the project. Specifically, the air
quality assessment should consider reactive organic compounds, nitrogen oxide emissions and
exhaust equipment particulate matter as well as fugitive dust from all construction equipment.
We recommend also that the potential for Valley Fever be addressed in the EIR because of the
recent fires and potential Valley Fever disturbance on the project site.
If you have any questions, please call me at (805) 645-1426.

County of Ventura
Public Works Agency
Integrated Waste Management Division
MEMORANDUM

Date:

April 18, 2014

Lead Agcy: California Public Utilities Commission
Contact:
Michael Rosauer, Moorpark-Newbury@esassoc.com
From:

Derrick Wilson, Staff Services Manager
Integrated Waste Management Division

Subject:

Notice of Preparation of an EIR for a Permit to Construct
the Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Subtransmission Line Project
(A.13-10-021). RMA Reference No: 14-006

The Integrated Waste Management Division (IWMD) has reviewed the project materials
circulated by the Ventura County Resource Management Agency on March 28, 2014,
and appreciates this opportunity to comment.
The IWMD requests the California Public Utilities Commission to comply, to the extent
feasible, with the general requirements of Ventura County Ordinances #4445 (solid
waste handling, disposal, waste reduction, and waste diversion) and #4421
(requirements for the diversion of construction and demolition debris from landfills by
recycling, reuse, and salvage) to assist the County in its efforts to meet the
requirements of Assembly Bill 939 (AB 939). AB 939 mandates all cities and counties
in California to divert a minimum of 50% of their jurisdiction’s solid waste from landfill
disposal. Ordinances 4445 and 4421 may be reviewed in their entirety at
www.wasteless.org/ord4445 and www.wasteless.org/ord4421.
Pursuant to IWMD review and responsibilities, the following contract specifications
shall apply to this project:
Recyclable Construction Materials
Contract specifications for this project shall include a requirement that
recyclable construction materials (e.g., metal, concrete, asphalt, rebar, wood)
generated by the project, but not reused on-site, will be recycled at a
permitted recycling facility. For a comprehensive list of permitted recyclers,
haulers, and solid waste & recycling facilities in Ventura County, see:
www.wasteless.org/construction&demolitionrecyclingresources.

Soil - Recycling & Reuse
Contract specifications for this project shall include a requirement that soil
that is not reused on-site during the construction phase of the project will be
transported to a permitted facility for recycling or reuse. Illegal disposal and
landfilling of soil is prohibited. For a comprehensive list of permitted
recyclers, haulers, and solid waste & recycling facilities in Ventura County,
see: www.wasteless.org/construction&demolitionrecyclingresources.
Green Materials - Recycling & Reuse
The Contract Specifications for this project shall include a requirement that
wood waste and vegetation removed during the construction phase of this
project will be diverted from the landfill. This can be accomplished by onsite chipping and land-application at various project sites, or by transporting
the materials to a permitted greenwaste facility in Ventura County. A
complete list of permitted greenwaste facilities is located at:
www.wasteless.org/greenwasterecyclingfacilities.
Report Quantifying Materials Diverted from Landfill Disposal by
On-Site Reuse or Off-site Recycling
The contract specifications for this project shall include a requirement that all
contractors working on the project submit a Summary Table to the IWMD at
the conclusion of their work. The Summary Table must include the
contractor’s name, address, phone number, the project’s name, the types of
recyclable materials generated during the project (e.g., metal, concrete,
asphalt, rebar, wood, soil, greenwaste) and the approximate weight of
recyclable materials:
• Reused on-site, and/or
• Transported to permitted facilities for recycling and/or reuse.
• Please include the name, address, and phone number of the
facilities where recyclable materials were transported for recycling or
reuse in the Summary Table.
Receipts and/or documentation are required for each entry in the Summary
Table to verify recycling and/or reuse occurred, and that recyclable metal,
plastic, greenwaste, wood, soil, and/or sediment generated by this project
was not landfilled.
Should you have any questions regarding this memo, please contact Pandee
Leachman at 805/658-4315.

Allison Chan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Christina Nepstad <thesmileinside@yahoo.com>
Friday, April 25, 2014 1:17 PM
Moorpark-Newbury
Power line objection

My name is Christina Nepstad. I am a resident of Moorpark and live at 10811 Citrus Dr.
I am asking you to please reject the Power Line project. We all thank you in advance for putting human safety before all
things.
Thank you!!!!!!!!!!!

Sent from my iPhone
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April 24, 2014
Mr. Michael Rosauer, CPUC Environmental Project Manager,
Mr. Mike Manka, Project Director
Mr. Matthew Fagundes, Project Director
c/o Environmental Science Associates
Moorpark-Newbury Project
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
RE: Moorpark-Newbury Project
Scope of Environmental Impact Report
Dear Mssrs. Rosauer, Manka and Fagundes:
We are so incredibly grateful for your time and effort in meeting with the
community to discuss the impending Environmental Impact Report and hear the concerns
of our community members. We appreciated very much the opportunity for both.
Mr. Rosauer confirmed that the current EIR order is only to review remaining
construction of this Project, although it is already 60% installed by SCE’s estimates. Only
SCE benefits from such a truncated review. Since it has already completed a significant
portion of the environmental disruption the spirit of CEQA would again be subverted.
CEQA specifically requires that past projects are to be included in an EIR. How is the
60% not a past project?
The County and the community have consistently urge the CPUC to order an EIR
on this previously unexamined right of way. At every turn, the environmental issues that
will now be explored were raised and dismissed by the Energy Division. How is it
possible the Energy Division granted Exemption G to the Project in 202, despite public
outcry, while the Administrative Law Judge in A. 13-10-021 ordered complete
environmental examination? Something went horribly wrong.
Mr. Rosauer stated he would bring this issue to the Commission’s Legal Division
to determine if the scope can be increased to include 100% of the Project. CEQA is
served only if the “whole project” is examined. CEQA specifically prohibits the division
of larger project into smaller projects that thereby would limit the scope of analysis,
precisely what SCE has attempted here. Clearly, CEQA does not allow the kind of
piecemealing that has occurred here.
Presently, ESA has been retained to look at only 40% of the project and even less
of its environmental impact. It is clear an independent third party looking at this situation
would agree that:
1. CEQA requires a full review of past and present projects.

2. The portion already installed by SCE is part of the same Project for which it
seeks a permit to construct.
3. The total cumulative environmental impact from the Project includes the work
completed to date as well as work yet to be completed.
4. Any Alternative to the Project should require the removal of all installations to
date.
5. To avoid a legal challenge in the future, the CEQA review of the Project
should be based on the full project rather than parsing out the installed
portion.
There is no question SCE considers this a single project, as it describes in its
Application for PTC: “SCE originally commenced construction of the Project in October
2010 under the assumption that the Project was exempt from CPUC permitting pursuant
to GO 131-D Section III.B.1.g. (‘Exemption G’).” Why would the Energy Division limit
environmental review to the yet-to-be-built phases ? It defies logic and the facts.
We urge that the Project’s EIR “Project Description” be redrafted to include
100% the activities related to the Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV subtransmission line,
consistent with SCE’s description of the Project. To do otherwise effectively would
circumvent CEQA once again.
I. Scope of the Evaluation – CEQA Mandates Analysis of “Whole Project”
A. Entire Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Project Must Be Reviewed
The authority upon which SCE based its Fall 2010 notice of construction was
the 3/20/10 Resolution E-4243. The community immediately challenged the
resolution by Petition for Rehearing filed 4/14/10. Rehearing was granted and the
resolution vacated 19 months later by CPUC order dated 11/10/11. However, SCE
failed to notify the Energy Division that the resolution was under review when it
gave construction notice in Fall 2010.
The community believes Resolution E-4243 was secured under false
pretenses. SCE manipulated facts and data to gain CEQA exemption:
(1) It characterized the Project as a mere “maintenance operation within an
existing ROW,” which led the Energy Division to assume the ROW was so disturbed
by public uses that review was unnecessary.
(2) It failed to disclose a number of known potentially significant
environmental impacts.
(3) It has presented skewed need projections since 2005, none of which have
been substantiated by actual demand.
(4) While stakeholders were awaiting further settlement discussions, it
restored the draft resolution to the CPUC’s agenda, without notice to stakeholders.
SCE’s misrepresentations and omission provided the grounds upon which approval
of Resolution-4243 was based.

Regardless, CEQA does not allow the division of a larger project into smaller
projects that thereby would limit the scope of analysis, which is precisely what SCE
has manipulated the system into doing.
B. “Whole Project” Should Include SCE’s Master Plan
CEQA requires meaningful environmental review of the “whole project.”
There is no question SCE knows how it intends to expand and energize its
grid. Allowing it to reveal only what it wishes prevents meaningful analysis of the
cumulative environmental impact. This piecemeal tactic is calculated to ensure as
little regulation as possible.
The community submits that, at a minimum, SCE should disclose, and this
EIR should include, any projects affecting the Thousand Oaks, Moorpark and
Newbury Park communities, the Moorpark Substation, or the M-N-P and MoorparkOrmond Beach ROWs, including the recently disclosed gas-generated power plant
proposed to be built behind the Moorpark Substation to replace Ormond and
Mandalay plants. It should also include the planned a third o 220 kV line on the west
side of the Moorpark-Ormond Beach ROW disclosed by SCE just days before the
9/18/09 public hearing – this should be evaluated as part of its plan for the ROW.
What if the Project is simply a justification for requested rate increases?
What if Moorpark-Ormond Beach 220 kV lines are no longer needed for Moorpark
Substation, and are only part of larger plan to send power outside Ventura County?
These are hard fact one should know when examining what this Project takes from
the sensitive environment of Ventura County.
II. Alternatives – Less Costly, More Environmentally Friendly
A. Co-location with the existing 66 kV
Since the Project first came to public awareness following the 10/3/08
Advice Letter, the County and the community have urged that the project be colocated with the line it is designed to enhance – the Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy
(M-N-P) 66 kV line, 1,800 feet to the west. This would relieve line stress with little
or no environmental damage. [See SCE’s General Rates Case 2015, page 61, which
describes it as merely replacing conductors with higher rated 954 AC conductors –
no new poles, no additional lines.] It is less expensive than the current Project. This
is truly the environmentally superior option.
B. Undergrounding
Underground is one of the many options SCE has dismissed as too costly.

C. Locating On West Side Of The 220 kV Towers, Farther From Homes
This was another option SCE declined. Initially it dismissed it as to costly.
Later, SCE disclosed it had additional 220 kV towers planned for the west side.
D. Renewable Energy Alternatives
Since the Project’s conception, the State of California has witnessed an
explosion of solar installations, in private, commercial and industrial settings, with
the attendant outcome of an increase in distributed solar.
SCE is required by the State to produce 33% “clean” energy by 2020 [Vivint
Solar], which is why it has allowed solar companies to use its grid. And now solar is
set to soon become a direct competitor with electricity. Solar storage batteries are
coming into play. They program is being implemented and fine tuned in Hawaii and
is soon to hit the mainland. Once business and homeowners begin to use batteries
as solar stories, the grid will become less necessary, and according to some solar
companies, obsolete.
The solar potential of Thousand Oaks is equal to if not greater than Fontana,
where SCE’s ratepayers are making massive rooftop SPVP investments. In addition
to multiple large tracts well suited for ground solar installations, there also are three
large shopping malls in the Thousand Oaks/Newbury Substation service area. A
number of retail stores already have rooftop solar in place, proof that it is practical
for expansion to the retail malls, all within close proximity to the existing facilities.
Additionally, the multi-acre campus of Amgen – SCE’s largest area consumer – has
enormous roof space.
E. Energy Saving Programs Alternative
The EIR should examine the available energy saving programs like:
1. Demand response programs (examples - SmartConnect and TI&TA)
and other energy efficiency programs that affect electrical use and
peak demand,
2. Programs for HVAC replacement and retrofits for older units, and
3. Installation of approved cycling devices for commercial and newer
homes (saves about 15% use).
Note: These programs easily could reduce peak energy demand by 40MW
and negate the need for the Oxnard Peaker Plant that is designed to produce 40MW
for the Ventura region.
The advantages of these incremental approaches, compared to the Project’s
infrastructure enhancement, are:

1. As technology and efficiency improve, their costs will decrease.
2. They benefit consumers and the environment with lower overall
usage.
3. The environmental and human impact is nearly zero.
4. They are funded based on true demand growth, as needed.
5. They generate more local employment and sales tax revenue.
F. The "No Project" Alternative – Environmental Superior Alternative
At the scoping meeting, you have been instructed to evaluate two “no
project” alternatives. You indicated this is quite “unusual.” We are not sure if the
“unusual” part is that the CPUC might allow SCE to leave poles and footings in place,
or that the CPUC might order SCE to remove every piece of its construction. In any
case, the latter is the community’s top choice.
To secure approval, a project must meet some specific projection of need.
Ever since the 10/2/08 Advice Letter, the community has questioned SCE’s
assessment of “need.” SCE’s skewed need projections since 2005 have not been
substantiated by actual demand.
If the need projections were based on 2003-04 actual demand data and the
Project was initially conceived in 2004-05, why did SCE wait until late 2008 start
this process?
1. Outdated “Need” Data
This Project arose from outdated “need” data spawned by the 2005 “heat
storm peak loading” projections that have time and again proven false. [See eg. SCE
GRE 2012 – CPUC refused to included the Presidential Substation, serving the same
community, as the need was questionable. By inference, the need data is equally
weak here.]
The 2003-2004 need data dates back to a different era, before the housing
market crash, the recession, the “greening” of America’s energy, and the discovery of
Enron’s fraudulent manipulation of the energy market. SCE’s need projections are
based on speculative growth, growth that has not materialized in the 9 years since
the Project’s conception. Rather, decreased need due to the recession, alternative
energy sources and energy conservation programs is now documented. Yet, SCE
continues to fabricate “need” in a region where additional need is doubtful within
the ten-year planning period.
Amgen is likely the greatest consumer in electrical need area. Over the years,
the community has watched it grow, and now, shrink. Amgen is cutting another 252
jobs this month, which brings the total to jobs lost to 1,150 since 2007. That means
that more than 15% of its workforce is gone. [See Pacific Coast Business Times, on
line, 3/6/14.] SCE designed this Project based on projections from 2003 or 2004

data. The shrinking of Amgen's Newbury Park campus has to affect those
projections.
2. Fuzzy Math
But the problem goes deeper. There is now ample evidence of SCE’s “fuzzy
math.” On numerous different occasions, it has given the community at least four
different forecast dates by which the new 66 kV lines must be energized to avoid
overload (and most recently, a drop in voltage):
“2005”
“Late 2010
“Mid-June 2012”
“Mid-2016

(Source: PEA, Table 2.1-1 – the basis for the Project)
(Source: Advice Letter 10/8/10}
(Source: Lawsuit against farmers July 2011)
(Source: 10/28/14 Notice of Application for PTC)

Why do these dates keep changing? Seemingly, at a very minimum, SCE’s
modeling programs do not work. Its own PEA supporting the Application For PTC
reveals the mathematic liberties it has taken.
PEA Table 2.1-1 (attached) documents SCE’s historical projection of need for
2005 – 2013. The projected load exceeds line capacity (920 Amp) for the entire
period, reaching 967Amp in 2009, then drops to a low of 929 Amp after the
anticipated completion of the project. Note: The projection for 2013 was 937 Amp.
Comparatively, PEA Table 2.1-2 documents SCE’s current projections for
2013 – 2022. For 2013, the projected load is now 842 Amp – that’s 87 Amp less
than SCE’s previous projections, and way below capacity. As for the anticipated year
in which load will exceed capacity, that is now projected to be 2021, when it will
reach 937 Amp (the previous projection for 2013). Can SCE’s modeling programs
really be this inaccurate?
3. Bottom Line
In reality, actual peak demand has dropped from its high point in 2008 and
has not gone up. SCE’s forecast models seem to anticipate growth no matter what. It
has not happened. As protestors forecasted, need has actually declined – whether
due to the economic downturn and recession, the tanking of the housing market, the
explosion of solar installations, or the effectiveness of energy saving programs
already in place – need has declined. Yet SCE’s consistently uses its data to tell a
different and highly questionable story. Here, SCE does not plan to resume
construction of the Project until late 2016 – Where is the pressing need?
Add to this the likely closure of SCE’s power plants at Ormond Beach and
Mandalay Bay under AB 248, the future efficacy of the entire 220 kV transmission
corridor comes into question.

We strongly urge the “no project” alternative requiring SCE to dismantle
construction to date be found the Environmentally Superior Alternative, under
CEQA Section 15126.6 (2), especially given the lack of demonstrated need.
III. Environmental Issues
This ROW in question has never undergone environmental review. The 1970
condemnation order that created it predates CEQA. After the 220 kV towers were
built in the early 1970’s, the ROW was allowed to revert to its bucolic origins. The
north-south run of the 9-mile Project cuts through orchards, farmland, protected
sensitive habitat, riparian resources, and known historical resources. It straddles
the active Simi-Santa Rosa Fault and is embedded in a region known for its high fire
hazard. It traverses three jurisdictions and four distinct regions. It twice rises and
drops approximately 1,000 over the Santa Rosa Valley ridge and the Conejo Valley
ridge.
The ROW forms the eastern boundary of the 2-mile wide “greenbelt” that
runs from north to south through Santa Rosa Valley and separates it from the City of
Camarillo. It is a continuous swath of open space and agricultural land. [The existing
M-N-P 66 kV ROW lies entirely within this greenbelt.] Before SCE’s construction
activities in 2011, the only “disturbance” within this 7+ mile stretch of the ROW
were the 220 kV tower footing built in the early 1970’s, visually softened by the
plants and trees that had grown around and between them in the decades that
followed.
The residentially zoned communities of Santa Rosa Valley and Moorpark
grew up to the east of the ROW. The 220 kV towers were constructed in the
approximate center of the 325’ wide ROW. Its previously unused, undisturbed
eastern flank was a strip of land more than 100 feet wide. The County could rely on
this generous 100+ foot “buffer zone” in allowing residential development of the
land to the east. To our knowledge, all of those homes to the east were between
1975 and 1989-90.
The Notice Of Preparation touched on nearly all of the environmental issues
below. However, this discussion will highlight the specific ways in which they apply.
A. Hazards – Public Safety
The California Environmental Health Investigations Branch of the California
Department of Public Health has taken the position no group of people should bear a
disproportionate share of harmful environmental consequences. In this case, residents
along the ROW are already bearing the burden of the Moorpark-Ormond Beach 220
kV lines and their deleterious effects –noise, EMF, heightened danger of brushfires
and downed lines in an earthquake, not to mention negative aesthetic impacts and
loss of property value. How much is enough for one community to bear?

1. Brushfire
The Setting: About one mile west of the Gabbert Road Substation in
Moorpark, the Project hooks sharply to the south. Its remaining 8 miles plow
through farmland and protected open space. From the moment it angles southward,
the new line’s entire path falls within an area designated by Cal Fire as a “Very High
Fire Hazard Severity Zone.” Native brush still cloaks all of the two ridgelines that
create Santa Rosa Valley. The southern ridge is land protected by the Conejo Open
Space Conservation Agency. The northern ridge is part of the property on which our
home is built.
The Issues: At least four of the state’s most catastrophic fires were ignited by
downed power lines in the relatively recent past. Five catastrophic fires were
caused by downed lines in 2007 and 2008 .
The loss of life and property attributable to electrically ignited brushfires is
staggering. Wind-driven brushfires no longer adhere to a “red flag” season; the
season is year-round. As noted above, the ROW traverses an extremely firesensitive, rural residential region. The increased number of lines, the proximity of
existing conductors to proposed conductors, and the Project’s closer proximity to
homes, per se heighten the statistical probability of electrical ignition. SCE’s 66 kV
Project moves this ignition source within 40 feet of residential properties.
2. Earthquake
Turning to the phenomenon of earthquakes, the underlying active Simi-Santa
Rosa Fault is further evidence of the ROW’s sensitive environment, one that has
never undergone environmental study. Environmental review should include sitespecific geological surveys to identify geological hazards, identifying areas of slope
instability, landslides, expansive soils, or areas of tectonic activity, collection of
samples for carbon dating to determine if it is safe to undertake construction in this
area.
The new 66 kV line compounds the risks of property damage and personal
injury or death if a pole were to topple into the 220 kV lines, or onto residential
properties or the two highways it bisects. There is a very real potential for
significant impact to the public and area residents.
By way of illustration, during the 1994 Northridge earthquake (with its
epicenter 9 miles to the southeast), local residents watched the 220 kV lines arc and
send cascades of sparks toward the ground. Fortunately, this quake happened in the
middle of a green January and no fire resulted. Given the change in our climate, the
community cannot rely on rain to insulate it from highly flammable brushfire
conditions. In a larger quake, or a quake on the Simi-Santa Rosa Fault, it also cannot
rely on the lines staying affixed to their poles. This could prove catastrophic.

3. Electromagnetic Field (EMF) Exposure
The CPUC has a long-standing policy of prudent avoidance of EMF exposure.
Co-locating the new line with the existing M-N-P facility 1,800 to the west of our
communities would be a lower cost alternative to the proposed project that brings
lines within 40 feet of residential properties. This would be the “low cost” option.
The “no-cost and low-cost” standard the CPUC adopted was an action plan
established in CPUC Decision 93-11-013. The fact that the CPUC has not
promulgated any further guidelines, but this does not diminish the potentially
significant impact of EMF, or the necessity for environmental review. The unhealthy
impact of EMF exposure is real and documented. This is a significant issue
warranting study in this EIR. The compound impact of even more lines, closer to
homes, should be addressed. Again, how much is enough for one community to
bear?
B. Particularly Sensitive Habitat - USFWS Designation
The United States Fish and Wildlife Service has designated large areas of the
Santa Rosa Valley “Particularly Sensitive Habitat” with know protected species of
animals and plants.
For example, sensitive plants—i.e., Lyon’s Pentacheata and Conejo Dudleya—
are known to exist in the Project area, as well as protected avian species—i.e., the
Least Bells Vireo and California Gnatcatcher. [See Ventura County General Services
Agency, Mitigated Negative Declaration LU 04-0064 (Endangered species observed
in the project area p.13) http://www.earsi.com/public/MND_SR_Park.pdf ] The
recent discovery of the endangered red-legged frog in the Simi Valley hillsides raises
the question of other protected species that may be identified through a thorough
and unbiased examination of the area.
SCE scoffed at this potential impact, saying its focus study failed to reveal any
of the protected species present. However, even if none were present at the time,
the Project has the potential of significant impact on all of them because of the
resultant loss of habitat. Conducive habitat has independent value as its loss impacts
the recovery of the species.
This project has resulted, and will result, in a disturbance and loss of habitat.
Its construction efforts to date have thereby endangered animal and plant species
known to exist in the area. Already more than 14 acres of land have been disturbed.
Future efforts will only compound this disruption. It is essential the EIR address the
negative impact of: (1) habit loss, (2) physical “take” of species and (3) the
impairment of species recovery.
C. Riparian Resources

This project spans four riparian streambed resources. No jurisdictional
delineations have been included in the Project description. Any impact to riparian
resources is considered significant and requires discretionary permits from the US
Army Corps (404 Permit), CDFG (1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement) and
RWQCB (401 Water Quality Certification) and possibly a USFWS 10A Permit.
Mitigation will be required for impacts to jurisdictional waters.
D. Historical and Cultural Resources
The County and public have continuously voiced concern for the
archeological resources in Santa Rosa Valley. It was once home to the largest
Chumash community in this region. SCE knew the Santa Rosa Valley was an area
rich in Chumash historical and cultural resources. [See letters attached to SCE’s
Response to the Data Request Set, 2/3/14.
E. Public Viewshed – Aesthetics
Santa Rosa Valley and the unincorporated hillsides of Moorpark provide a
glimpse of what the open space of Ventura County once looked like. Both areas
provide scenic pastoral views for all who pass through or have the privilege of living
nearby. In the four decades since its construction, even the Moorpark-Ormond
Beach 220 kV ROW had reverted to this greenbelt of agriculture and open space.
There are no “public Improvements” in the north-south run of the ROW in
question. There is no public access to it. Private driveways and dirt farm roads
provide the only access to these widely spaced tower bases, which had remained in
their current configuration—virtually untouched. There were no other SCE
“improvements” in the span between tower bases. Almost every set of towers in the
north-south run had crops, orchards and native brush growing around and between
their footings. For the most part, the line was rarely patrolled; maintenance visits
were few.
As so aptly put by Santa Rosa Valley’s Municipal Advisory Committee
Member, Mark Burley, at the September 2009 CPUC Public Hearing, the exquisite
beauty of this rural agricultural and protected open space region is dying the “death
of a thousand cuts” at the hands of SCE’s piecemealed projects. One need only look
at the overhead web of lines crisscrossing the Santa Rosa and Moorpark Roads
intersection at the light north of Santa Rosa Technology Magnet School. It is
unconscionable.
The proximity of new poles to residences surely has and will negatively
impact the property of contiguous and adjacent homes.
F. Land Use and Planning

Since 2008, the Ventura County Board of Supervisors has expressed concern
over the lack of environmental review for this Project. It has actively tried working
with SCE to address its land use concerns – namely an alternative, any alternative
that will move the lines farther from homes or underground. SCE has stonewalled
these efforts. Consequently, the Board issued a resolution opposing it and the now
tabled Presidential Substation and requesting alternatives consistent with County’s
land use and planning goals.
Damon Wing of Supervisor Linda Parks’ office presented the County’s
position at the Scoping Meeting. He reiterated the Board’s consistent concern that
this Project has had no environmental review, and urged that any impacts that have
occurred subsequent to the 2008 Advice Letter be comprehensively reviewed. He
again urged that the line be moved farther from homes.
G. Agricultural and Forestry Resources
As SCE began work on the Project, it contacted farmers, demanding they
remove decades-old orchard trees. After convincing a judge it was urgent it begin
construction by 8/8/11, it cut down several hundred trees in August and mandated
farmers never replant these areas. As a result, several acres have been rendered
permanently un-farmable.
Additionally, at the dead end of Presilla Road stood an enormous and very old
eucalyptus tree, nearly 100 feet tall with a 12-½ foot trunk girth – a designated
“Heritage Tree” per the Ventura County Tree Protection Ordinance. This tree
visually softened the “industrial” impact of the existing transmission facilities. In
August 2011, SCE demolished it; it took days. Not much later, a crew arrived to cut
down three additional very mature eucalyptus trees in the same tree line but on the
west side of the easement, where no construction was even planned.
Off Gerry Road, another farmer was forced to give up an old California
Peppertree growing within the 325’ wide easement, nowhere near the 220 kV
towers or the proposed construction. There may have been any number of other
mature and/or protected trees demolished in SCE’s construction efforts—
construction that was undertaken under the authority of a Resolution granted under
false pretenses and later overturned by the 11/10/11 Order Granting Rehearing.
These trees were part of the vegetative mitigation that had grown in and
around the ROW in the past 40 years. Some of them predated it. The local
community had long enjoyed the visual mitigation provided by all of these trees.
H. Noise
Even at distances of 1,000 feet from the existing 220kV lines, in the evenings,
one can hear the constant crackle coming from them. It is loud, continuous, and

April 24, 2014

Mr. Michael Rosauer, CPUC Environmental Project Manager,
Mr. Mike Manka, Project Director
Mr. Matthew Fagundes, Project Director
c/o Environmental Science Associates
Moorpark-Newbury Project
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
RE: Moorpark-Newbury Project
Scope of Environmental Impact Report
Dear Mssrs. Rosauer, Manka and Fagundes:
We are so incredibly grateful for your time and effort in meeting with the
community to discuss the impending Environmental Impact Report and hear the concerns
of our community members. We appreciated very much the opportunity for both.
Mr. Rosauer confirmed that the current EIR order is only to review remaining
construction of this Project, although it is already 60% installed by SCE’s estimates. Only
SCE benefits from such a truncated review. Since it has already completed a significant
portion of the environmental disruption the spirit of CEQA would again be subverted.
CEQA specifically requires that past projects are to be included in an EIR. How is the
60% not a past project?
The County and the community have consistently urge the CPUC to order an EIR
on this previously unexamined right of way. At every turn, the environmental issues that
will now be explored were raised and dismissed by the Energy Division. How is it
possible the Energy Division granted Exemption G to the Project in 202, despite public
outcry, while the Administrative Law Judge in A. 13-10-021 ordered complete
environmental examination? Something went horribly wrong.
Mr. Rosauer stated he would bring this issue to the Commission’s Legal Division
to determine if the scope can be increased to include 100% of the Project. CEQA is
served only if the “whole project” is examined. CEQA specifically prohibits the division
of larger project into smaller projects that thereby would limit the scope of analysis,
precisely what SCE has attempted here. Clearly, CEQA does not allow the kind of
piecemealing that has occurred here.
Presently, ESA has been retained to look at only 40% of the project and even less
of its environmental impact. It is clear an independent third party looking at this situation
would agree that:
1. CEQA requires a full review of past and present projects.

2. The portion already installed by SCE is part of the same Project for which it
seeks a permit to construct.
3. The total cumulative environmental impact from the Project includes the work
completed to date as well as work yet to be completed.
4. Any Alternative to the Project should require the removal of all installations to
date.
5. To avoid a legal challenge in the future, the CEQA review of the Project
should be based on the full project rather than parsing out the installed
portion.
There is no question SCE considers this a single project, as it describes in its
Application for PTC: “SCE originally commenced construction of the Project in October
2010 under the assumption that the Project was exempt from CPUC permitting pursuant
to GO 131-D Section III.B.1.g. (‘Exemption G’).” Why would the Energy Division limit
environmental review to the yet-to-be-built phases ? It defies logic and the facts.
We urge that the Project’s EIR “Project Description” be redrafted to include
100% the activities related to the Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV subtransmission line,
consistent with SCE’s description of the Project. To do otherwise effectively would
circumvent CEQA once again.

I. Scope of the Evaluation – CEQA Mandates Analysis of “Whole Project”
A. Entire Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Project Must Be Reviewed
The authority upon which SCE based its Fall 2010 notice of construction was
the 3/20/10 Resolution E-4243. The community immediately challenged the
resolution by Petition for Rehearing filed 4/14/10. Rehearing was granted and the
resolution vacated 19 months later by CPUC order dated 11/10/11. However, SCE
failed to notify the Energy Division that the resolution was under review when it
gave construction notice in Fall 2010.
The community believes Resolution E-4243 was secured under false
pretenses. SCE manipulated facts and data to gain CEQA exemption:
(1) It characterized the Project as a mere “maintenance operation within an
existing ROW,” which led the Energy Division to assume the ROW was so disturbed
by public uses that review was unnecessary.
(2) It failed to disclose a number of known potentially significant
environmental impacts.
(3) It has presented skewed need projections since 2005, none of which have
been substantiated by actual demand.
(4) While stakeholders were awaiting further settlement discussions, it
restored the draft resolution to the CPUC’s agenda, without notice to stakeholders.
SCE’s misrepresentations and omission provided the grounds upon which approval
of Resolution-4243 was based.

Regardless, CEQA does not allow the division of a larger project into smaller
projects that thereby would limit the scope of analysis, which is precisely what SCE
has manipulated the system into doing.
B. “Whole Project” Should Include SCE’s Master Plan
CEQA requires meaningful environmental review of the “whole project.”
There is no question SCE knows how it intends to expand and energize its
grid. Allowing it to reveal only what it wishes prevents meaningful analysis of the
cumulative environmental impact. This piecemeal tactic is calculated to ensure as
little regulation as possible.
The community submits that, at a minimum, SCE should disclose, and this
EIR should include, any projects affecting the Thousand Oaks, Moorpark and
Newbury Park communities, the Moorpark Substation, or the M-N-P and MoorparkOrmond Beach ROWs, including the recently disclosed gas-generated power plant
proposed to be built behind the Moorpark Substation to replace Ormond and
Mandalay plants. It should also include the planned a third o 220 kV line on the west
side of the Moorpark-Ormond Beach ROW disclosed by SCE just days before the
9/18/09 public hearing – this should be evaluated as part of its plan for the ROW.
What if the Project is simply a justification for requested rate increases?
What if Moorpark-Ormond Beach 220 kV lines are no longer needed for Moorpark
Substation, and are only part of larger plan to send power outside Ventura County?
These are hard fact one should know when examining what this Project takes from
the sensitive environment of Ventura County.
II. Alternatives – Less Costly, More Environmentally Friendly
A. Co-location with the existing 66 kV
Since the Project first came to public awareness following the 10/3/08
Advice Letter, the County and the community have urged that the project be colocated with the line it is designed to enhance – the Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy
(M-N-P) 66 kV line, 1,800 feet to the west. This would relieve line stress with little
or no environmental damage. [See SCE’s General Rates Case 2015, page 61, which
describes it as merely replacing conductors with higher rated 954 AC conductors –
no new poles, no additional lines.] It is less expensive than the current Project. This
is truly the environmentally superior option.
B. Undergrounding
Underground is one of the many options SCE has dismissed as too costly.

C. Locating On West Side Of The 220 kV Towers, Farther From Homes
This was another option SCE declined. Initially it dismissed it as to costly.
Later, SCE disclosed it had additional 220 kV towers planned for the west side.
D. Renewable Energy Alternatives
Since the Project’s conception, the State of California has witnessed an
explosion of solar installations, in private, commercial and industrial settings, with
the attendant outcome of an increase in distributed solar.
SCE is required by the State to produce 33% “clean” energy by 2020 [Vivint
Solar], which is why it has allowed solar companies to use its grid. And now solar is
set to soon become a direct competitor with electricity. Solar storage batteries are
coming into play. They program is being implemented and fine tuned in Hawaii and
is soon to hit the mainland. Once business and homeowners begin to use batteries
as solar stories, the grid will become less necessary, and according to some solar
companies, obsolete.
The solar potential of Thousand Oaks is equal to if not greater than Fontana,
where SCE’s ratepayers are making massive rooftop SPVP investments. In addition
to multiple large tracts well suited for ground solar installations, there also are three
large shopping malls in the Thousand Oaks/Newbury Substation service area. A
number of retail stores already have rooftop solar in place, proof that it is practical
for expansion to the retail malls, all within close proximity to the existing facilities.
Additionally, the multi-acre campus of Amgen – SCE’s largest area consumer – has
enormous roof space.
E. Energy Saving Programs Alternative
The EIR should examine the available energy saving programs like:
1. Demand response programs (examples - SmartConnect and TI&TA)
and other energy efficiency programs that affect electrical use and
peak demand,
2. Programs for HVAC replacement and retrofits for older units, and
3. Installation of approved cycling devices for commercial and newer
homes (saves about 15% use).
Note: These programs easily could reduce peak energy demand by 40MW
and negate the need for the Oxnard Peaker Plant that is designed to produce 40MW
for the Ventura region.
The advantages of these incremental approaches, compared to the Project’s
infrastructure enhancement, are:

1. As technology and efficiency improve, their costs will decrease.
2. They benefit consumers and the environment with lower overall
usage.
3. The environmental and human impact is nearly zero.
4. They are funded based on true demand growth, as needed.
5. They generate more local employment and sales tax revenue.
F. The "No Project" Alternative – Environmental Superior Alternative
At the scoping meeting, you have been instructed to evaluate two “no
project” alternatives. You indicated this is quite “unusual.” We are not sure if the
“unusual” part is that the CPUC might allow SCE to leave poles and footings in place,
or that the CPUC might order SCE to remove every piece of its construction. In any
case, the latter is the community’s top choice.
To secure approval, a project must meet some specific projection of need.
Ever since the 10/2/08 Advice Letter, the community has questioned SCE’s
assessment of “need.” SCE’s skewed need projections since 2005 have not been
substantiated by actual demand.
If the need projections were based on 2003-04 actual demand data and the
Project was initially conceived in 2004-05, why did SCE wait until late 2008 start
this process?
1. Outdated “Need” Data
This Project arose from outdated “need” data spawned by the 2005 “heat
storm peak loading” projections that have time and again proven false. [See eg. SCE
GRE 2012 – CPUC refused to included the Presidential Substation, serving the same
community, as the need was questionable. By inference, the need data is equally
weak here.]
The 2003-2004 need data dates back to a different era, before the housing
market crash, the recession, the “greening” of America’s energy, and the discovery of
Enron’s fraudulent manipulation of the energy market. SCE’s need projections are
based on speculative growth, growth that has not materialized in the 9 years since
the Project’s conception. Rather, decreased need due to the recession, alternative
energy sources and energy conservation programs is now documented. Yet, SCE
continues to fabricate “need” in a region where additional need is doubtful within
the ten-year planning period.
Amgen is likely the greatest consumer in electrical need area. Over the years,
the community has watched it grow, and now, shrink. Amgen is cutting another 252
jobs this month, which brings the total to jobs lost to 1,150 since 2007. That means
that more than 15% of its workforce is gone. [See Pacific Coast Business Times, on
line, 3/6/14.] SCE designed this Project based on projections from 2003 or 2004

data. The shrinking of Amgen's Newbury Park campus has to affect those
projections.
2. Fuzzy Math
But the problem goes deeper. There is now ample evidence of SCE’s “fuzzy
math.” On numerous different occasions, it has given the community at least four
different forecast dates by which the new 66 kV lines must be energized to avoid
overload (and most recently, a drop in voltage):
“2005”
“Late 2010
“Mid-June 2012”
“Mid-2016

(Source: PEA, Table 2.1-1 – the basis for the Project)
(Source: Advice Letter 10/8/10}
(Source: Lawsuit against farmers July 2011)
(Source: 10/28/14 Notice of Application for PTC)

Why do these dates keep changing? Seemingly, at a very minimum, SCE’s
modeling programs do not work. Its own PEA supporting the Application For PTC
reveals the mathematic liberties it has taken.
PEA Table 2.1-1 (attached) documents SCE’s historical projection of need for
2005 – 2013. The projected load exceeds line capacity (920 Amp) for the entire
period, reaching 967Amp in 2009, then drops to a low of 929 Amp after the
anticipated completion of the project. Note: The projection for 2013 was 937 Amp.
Comparatively, PEA Table 2.1-2 documents SCE’s current projections for
2013 – 2022. For 2013, the projected load is now 842 Amp – that’s 87 Amp less
than SCE’s previous projections, and way below capacity. As for the anticipated year
in which load will exceed capacity, that is now projected to be 2021, when it will
reach 937 Amp (the previous projection for 2013). Can SCE’s modeling programs
really be this inaccurate?
3. Bottom Line
In reality, actual peak demand has dropped from its high point in 2008 and
has not gone up. SCE’s forecast models seem to anticipate growth no matter what. It
has not happened. As protestors forecasted, need has actually declined – whether
due to the economic downturn and recession, the tanking of the housing market, the
explosion of solar installations, or the effectiveness of energy saving programs
already in place – need has declined. Yet SCE’s consistently uses its data to tell a
different and highly questionable story. Here, SCE does not plan to resume
construction of the Project until late 2016 – Where is the pressing need?
Add to this the likely closure of SCE’s power plants at Ormond Beach and
Mandalay Bay under AB 248, the future efficacy of the entire 220 kV transmission
corridor comes into question.

We strongly urge the “no project” alternative requiring SCE to dismantle
construction to date be found the Environmentally Superior Alternative, under
CEQA Section 15126.6 (2), especially given the lack of demonstrated need.
III. Environmental Issues
This ROW in question has never undergone environmental review. The 1970
condemnation order that created it predates CEQA. After the 220 kV towers were
built in the early 1970’s, the ROW was allowed to revert to its bucolic origins. The
north-south run of the 9-mile Project cuts through orchards, farmland, protected
sensitive habitat, riparian resources, and known historical resources. It straddles
the active Simi-Santa Rosa Fault and is embedded in a region known for its high fire
hazard. It traverses three jurisdictions and four distinct regions. It twice rises and
drops approximately 1,000 over the Santa Rosa Valley ridge and the Conejo Valley
ridge.
The ROW forms the eastern boundary of the 2-mile wide “greenbelt” that
runs from north to south through Santa Rosa Valley and separates it from the City of
Camarillo. It is a continuous swath of open space and agricultural land. [The existing
M-N-P 66 kV ROW lies entirely within this greenbelt.] Before SCE’s construction
activities in 2011, the only “disturbance” within this 7+ mile stretch of the ROW
were the 220 kV tower footing built in the early 1970’s, visually softened by the
plants and trees that had grown around and between them in the decades that
followed.
The residentially zoned communities of Santa Rosa Valley and Moorpark
grew up to the east of the ROW. The 220 kV towers were constructed in the
approximate center of the 325’ wide ROW. Its previously unused, undisturbed
eastern flank was a strip of land more than 100 feet wide. The County could rely on
this generous 100+ foot “buffer zone” in allowing residential development of the
land to the east. To our knowledge, all of those homes to the east were between
1975 and 1989-90.
The Notice Of Preparation touched on nearly all of the environmental issues
below. However, this discussion will highlight the specific ways in which they apply.
A. Hazards – Public Safety
The California Environmental Health Investigations Branch of the California
Department of Public Health has taken the position no group of people should bear a
disproportionate share of harmful environmental consequences. In this case, residents
along the ROW are already bearing the burden of the Moorpark-Ormond Beach 220
kV lines and their deleterious effects –noise, EMF, heightened danger of brushfires
and downed lines in an earthquake, not to mention negative aesthetic impacts and
loss of property value. How much is enough for one community to bear?

1. Brushfire
The Setting: About one mile west of the Gabbert Road Substation in
Moorpark, the Project hooks sharply to the south. Its remaining 8 miles plow
through farmland and protected open space. From the moment it angles southward,
the new line’s entire path falls within an area designated by Cal Fire as a “Very High
Fire Hazard Severity Zone.” Native brush still cloaks all of the two ridgelines that
create Santa Rosa Valley. The southern ridge is land protected by the Conejo Open
Space Conservation Agency. The northern ridge is part of the property on which our
home is built.
The Issues: At least four of the state’s most catastrophic fires were ignited by
downed power lines in the relatively recent past. Five catastrophic fires were
caused by downed lines in 2007 and 2008 .
The loss of life and property attributable to electrically ignited brushfires is
staggering. Wind-driven brushfires no longer adhere to a “red flag” season; the
season is year-round. As noted above, the ROW traverses an extremely firesensitive, rural residential region. The increased number of lines, the proximity of
existing conductors to proposed conductors, and the Project’s closer proximity to
homes, per se heighten the statistical probability of electrical ignition. SCE’s 66 kV
Project moves this ignition source within 40 feet of residential properties.
2. Earthquake
Turning to the phenomenon of earthquakes, the underlying active Simi-Santa
Rosa Fault is further evidence of the ROW’s sensitive environment, one that has
never undergone environmental study. Environmental review should include sitespecific geological surveys to identify geological hazards, identifying areas of slope
instability, landslides, expansive soils, or areas of tectonic activity, collection of
samples for carbon dating to determine if it is safe to undertake construction in this
area.
The new 66 kV line compounds the risks of property damage and personal
injury or death if a pole were to topple into the 220 kV lines, or onto residential
properties or the two highways it bisects. There is a very real potential for
significant impact to the public and area residents.
By way of illustration, during the 1994 Northridge earthquake (with its
epicenter 9 miles to the southeast), local residents watched the 220 kV lines arc and
send cascades of sparks toward the ground. Fortunately, this quake happened in the
middle of a green January and no fire resulted. Given the change in our climate, the
community cannot rely on rain to insulate it from highly flammable brushfire
conditions. In a larger quake, or a quake on the Simi-Santa Rosa Fault, it also cannot
rely on the lines staying affixed to their poles. This could prove catastrophic.

3. Electromagnetic Field (EMF) Exposure
The CPUC has a long-standing policy of prudent avoidance of EMF exposure.
Co-locating the new line with the existing M-N-P facility 1,800 to the west of our
communities would be a lower cost alternative to the proposed project that brings
lines within 40 feet of residential properties. This would be the “low cost” option.
The “no-cost and low-cost” standard the CPUC adopted was an action plan
established in CPUC Decision 93-11-013. The fact that the CPUC has not
promulgated any further guidelines, but this does not diminish the potentially
significant impact of EMF, or the necessity for environmental review. The unhealthy
impact of EMF exposure is real and documented. This is a significant issue
warranting study in this EIR. The compound impact of even more lines, closer to
homes, should be addressed. Again, how much is enough for one community to
bear?
B. Particularly Sensitive Habitat - USFWS Designation
The United States Fish and Wildlife Service has designated large areas of the
Santa Rosa Valley “Particularly Sensitive Habitat” with know protected species of
animals and plants.
For example, sensitive plants—i.e., Lyon’s Pentacheata and Conejo Dudleya—
are known to exist in the Project area, as well as protected avian species—i.e., the
Least Bells Vireo and California Gnatcatcher. [See Ventura County General Services
Agency, Mitigated Negative Declaration LU 04-0064 (Endangered species observed
in the project area p.13) http://www.earsi.com/public/MND_SR_Park.pdf ] The
recent discovery of the endangered red-legged frog in the Simi Valley hillsides raises
the question of other protected species that may be identified through a thorough
and unbiased examination of the area.
SCE scoffed at this potential impact, saying its focus study failed to reveal any
of the protected species present. However, even if none were present at the time,
the Project has the potential of significant impact on all of them because of the
resultant loss of habitat. Conducive habitat has independent value as its loss impacts
the recovery of the species.
This project has resulted, and will result, in a disturbance and loss of habitat.
Its construction efforts to date have thereby endangered animal and plant species
known to exist in the area. Already more than 14 acres of land have been disturbed.
Future efforts will only compound this disruption. It is essential the EIR address the
negative impact of: (1) habit loss, (2) physical “take” of species and (3) the
impairment of species recovery.
C. Riparian Resources

This project spans four riparian streambed resources. No jurisdictional
delineations have been included in the Project description. Any impact to riparian
resources is considered significant and requires discretionary permits from the US
Army Corps (404 Permit), CDFG (1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement) and
RWQCB (401 Water Quality Certification) and possibly a USFWS 10A Permit.
Mitigation will be required for impacts to jurisdictional waters.
D. Historical and Cultural Resources
The County and public have continuously voiced concern for the
archeological resources in Santa Rosa Valley. It was once home to the largest
Chumash community in this region. SCE knew the Santa Rosa Valley was an area
rich in Chumash historical and cultural resources. [See letters attached to SCE’s
Response to the Data Request Set, 2/3/14.
E. Public Viewshed – Aesthetics
Santa Rosa Valley and the unincorporated hillsides of Moorpark provide a
glimpse of what the open space of Ventura County once looked like. Both areas
provide scenic pastoral views for all who pass through or have the privilege of living
nearby. In the four decades since its construction, even the Moorpark-Ormond
Beach 220 kV ROW had reverted to this greenbelt of agriculture and open space.
There are no “public Improvements” in the north-south run of the ROW in
question. There is no public access to it. Private driveways and dirt farm roads
provide the only access to these widely spaced tower bases, which had remained in
their current configuration—virtually untouched. There were no other SCE
“improvements” in the span between tower bases. Almost every set of towers in the
north-south run had crops, orchards and native brush growing around and between
their footings. For the most part, the line was rarely patrolled; maintenance visits
were few.
As so aptly put by Santa Rosa Valley’s Municipal Advisory Committee
Member, Mark Burley, at the September 2009 CPUC Public Hearing, the exquisite
beauty of this rural agricultural and protected open space region is dying the “death
of a thousand cuts” at the hands of SCE’s piecemealed projects. One need only look
at the overhead web of lines crisscrossing the Santa Rosa and Moorpark Roads
intersection at the light north of Santa Rosa Technology Magnet School. It is
unconscionable.
The proximity of new poles to residences surely has and will negatively
impact the property of contiguous and adjacent homes.
F. Land Use and Planning

Since 2008, the Ventura County Board of Supervisors has expressed concern
over the lack of environmental review for this Project. It has actively tried working
with SCE to address its land use concerns – namely an alternative, any alternative
that will move the lines farther from homes or underground. SCE has stonewalled
these efforts. Consequently, the Board issued a resolution opposing it and the now
tabled Presidential Substation and requesting alternatives consistent with County’s
land use and planning goals.
Damon Wing of Supervisor Linda Parks’ office presented the County’s
position at the Scoping Meeting. He reiterated the Board’s consistent concern that
this Project has had no environmental review, and urged that any impacts that have
occurred subsequent to the 2008 Advice Letter be comprehensively reviewed. He
again urged that the line be moved farther from homes.
G. Agricultural and Forestry Resources
As SCE began work on the Project, it contacted farmers, demanding they
remove decades-old orchard trees. After convincing a judge it was urgent it begin
construction by 8/8/11, it cut down several hundred trees in August and mandated
farmers never replant these areas. As a result, several acres have been rendered
permanently un-farmable.
Additionally, at the dead end of Presilla Road stood an enormous and very old
eucalyptus tree, nearly 100 feet tall with a 12-½ foot trunk girth – a designated
“Heritage Tree” per the Ventura County Tree Protection Ordinance. This tree
visually softened the “industrial” impact of the existing transmission facilities. In
August 2011, SCE demolished it; it took days. Not much later, a crew arrived to cut
down three additional very mature eucalyptus trees in the same tree line but on the
west side of the easement, where no construction was even planned.
Off Gerry Road, another farmer was forced to give up an old California
Peppertree growing within the 325’ wide easement, nowhere near the 220 kV
towers or the proposed construction. There may have been any number of other
mature and/or protected trees demolished in SCE’s construction efforts—
construction that was undertaken under the authority of a Resolution granted under
false pretenses and later overturned by the 11/10/11 Order Granting Rehearing.
These trees were part of the vegetative mitigation that had grown in and
around the ROW in the past 40 years. Some of them predated it. The local
community had long enjoyed the visual mitigation provided by all of these trees.
H. Noise
Even at distances of 1,000 feet from the existing 220kV lines, in the evenings,
one can hear the constant crackle coming from them. It is loud, continuous, and

April 24, 2014
Mr. Michael Rosauer, CPUC Environmental Project Manager,
Mr. Mike Manka, Project Director
Mr. Matthew Fagundes, Project Director
c/o Environmental Science Associates
Moorpark-Newbury Project
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
RE: Moorpark-Newbury Project
Scope of Environmental Impact Report
Dear Mssrs. Rosauer, Manka and Fagundes:
We are so incredibly grateful for your time and effort in meeting with the
community to discuss the impending Environmental Impact Report and hear the concerns
of our community members. We appreciated very much the opportunity for both.
Mr. Rosauer confirmed that the current EIR order is only to review remaining
construction of this Project, although it is already 60% installed by SCE’s estimates. Only
SCE benefits from such a truncated review. Since it has already completed a significant
portion of the environmental disruption the spirit of CEQA would again be subverted.
CEQA specifically requires that past projects are to be included in an EIR. How is the
60% not a past project?
The County and the community have consistently urge the CPUC to order an EIR
on this previously unexamined right of way. At every turn, the environmental issues that
will now be explored were raised and dismissed by the Energy Division. How is it
possible the Energy Division granted Exemption G to the Project in 202, despite public
outcry, while the Administrative Law Judge in A. 13-10-021 ordered complete
environmental examination? Something went horribly wrong.
Mr. Rosauer stated he would bring this issue to the Commission’s Legal Division
to determine if the scope can be increased to include 100% of the Project. CEQA is
served only if the “whole project” is examined. CEQA specifically prohibits the division
of larger project into smaller projects that thereby would limit the scope of analysis,
precisely what SCE has attempted here. Clearly, CEQA does not allow the kind of
piecemealing that has occurred here.
Presently, ESA has been retained to look at only 40% of the project and even less
of its environmental impact. It is clear an independent third party looking at this situation
would agree that:
1. CEQA requires a full review of past and present projects.

2. The portion already installed by SCE is part of the same Project for which it
seeks a permit to construct.
3. The total cumulative environmental impact from the Project includes the work
completed to date as well as work yet to be completed.
4. Any Alternative to the Project should require the removal of all installations to
date.
5. To avoid a legal challenge in the future, the CEQA review of the Project
should be based on the full project rather than parsing out the installed
portion.
There is no question SCE considers this a single project, as it describes in its
Application for PTC: “SCE originally commenced construction of the Project in October
2010 under the assumption that the Project was exempt from CPUC permitting pursuant
to GO 131-D Section III.B.1.g. (‘Exemption G’).” Why would the Energy Division limit
environmental review to the yet-to-be-built phases ? It defies logic and the facts.
We urge that the Project’s EIR “Project Description” be redrafted to include
100% the activities related to the Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV subtransmission line,
consistent with SCE’s description of the Project. To do otherwise effectively would
circumvent CEQA once again.
I. Scope of the Evaluation – CEQA Mandates Analysis of “Whole Project”
A. Entire Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Project Must Be Reviewed
The authority upon which SCE based its Fall 2010 notice of construction was
the 3/20/10 Resolution E-4243. The community immediately challenged the
resolution by Petition for Rehearing filed 4/14/10. Rehearing was granted and the
resolution vacated 19 months later by CPUC order dated 11/10/11. However, SCE
failed to notify the Energy Division that the resolution was under review when it
gave construction notice in Fall 2010.
The community believes Resolution E-4243 was secured under false
pretenses. SCE manipulated facts and data to gain CEQA exemption:
(1) It characterized the Project as a mere “maintenance operation within an
existing ROW,” which led the Energy Division to assume the ROW was so disturbed
by public uses that review was unnecessary.
(2) It failed to disclose a number of known potentially significant
environmental impacts.
(3) It has presented skewed need projections since 2005, none of which have
been substantiated by actual demand.
(4) While stakeholders were awaiting further settlement discussions, it
restored the draft resolution to the CPUC’s agenda, without notice to stakeholders.
SCE’s misrepresentations and omission provided the grounds upon which approval
of Resolution-4243 was based.

Regardless, CEQA does not allow the division of a larger project into smaller
projects that thereby would limit the scope of analysis, which is precisely what SCE
has manipulated the system into doing.
B. “Whole Project” Should Include SCE’s Master Plan
CEQA requires meaningful environmental review of the “whole project.”
There is no question SCE knows how it intends to expand and energize its
grid. Allowing it to reveal only what it wishes prevents meaningful analysis of the
cumulative environmental impact. This piecemeal tactic is calculated to ensure as
little regulation as possible.
The community submits that, at a minimum, SCE should disclose, and this
EIR should include, any projects affecting the Thousand Oaks, Moorpark and
Newbury Park communities, the Moorpark Substation, or the M-N-P and MoorparkOrmond Beach ROWs, including the recently disclosed gas-generated power plant
proposed to be built behind the Moorpark Substation to replace Ormond and
Mandalay plants. It should also include the planned a third o 220 kV line on the west
side of the Moorpark-Ormond Beach ROW disclosed by SCE just days before the
9/18/09 public hearing – this should be evaluated as part of its plan for the ROW.
What if the Project is simply a justification for requested rate increases?
What if Moorpark-Ormond Beach 220 kV lines are no longer needed for Moorpark
Substation, and are only part of larger plan to send power outside Ventura County?
These are hard fact one should know when examining what this Project takes from
the sensitive environment of Ventura County.
II. Alternatives – Less Costly, More Environmentally Friendly
A. Co-location with the existing 66 kV
Since the Project first came to public awareness following the 10/3/08
Advice Letter, the County and the community have urged that the project be colocated with the line it is designed to enhance – the Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy
(M-N-P) 66 kV line, 1,800 feet to the west. This would relieve line stress with little
or no environmental damage. [See SCE’s General Rates Case 2015, page 61, which
describes it as merely replacing conductors with higher rated 954 AC conductors –
no new poles, no additional lines.] It is less expensive than the current Project. This
is truly the environmentally superior option.
B. Undergrounding
Underground is one of the many options SCE has dismissed as too costly.

C. Locating On West Side Of The 220 kV Towers, Farther From Homes
This was another option SCE declined. Initially it dismissed it as to costly.
Later, SCE disclosed it had additional 220 kV towers planned for the west side.
D. Renewable Energy Alternatives
Since the Project’s conception, the State of California has witnessed an
explosion of solar installations, in private, commercial and industrial settings, with
the attendant outcome of an increase in distributed solar.
SCE is required by the State to produce 33% “clean” energy by 2020 [Vivint
Solar], which is why it has allowed solar companies to use its grid. And now solar is
set to soon become a direct competitor with electricity. Solar storage batteries are
coming into play. They program is being implemented and fine tuned in Hawaii and
is soon to hit the mainland. Once business and homeowners begin to use batteries
as solar stories, the grid will become less necessary, and according to some solar
companies, obsolete.
The solar potential of Thousand Oaks is equal to if not greater than Fontana,
where SCE’s ratepayers are making massive rooftop SPVP investments. In addition
to multiple large tracts well suited for ground solar installations, there also are three
large shopping malls in the Thousand Oaks/Newbury Substation service area. A
number of retail stores already have rooftop solar in place, proof that it is practical
for expansion to the retail malls, all within close proximity to the existing facilities.
Additionally, the multi-acre campus of Amgen – SCE’s largest area consumer – has
enormous roof space.
E. Energy Saving Programs Alternative
The EIR should examine the available energy saving programs like:
1. Demand response programs (examples - SmartConnect and TI&TA)
and other energy efficiency programs that affect electrical use and
peak demand,
2. Programs for HVAC replacement and retrofits for older units, and
3. Installation of approved cycling devices for commercial and newer
homes (saves about 15% use).
Note: These programs easily could reduce peak energy demand by 40MW
and negate the need for the Oxnard Peaker Plant that is designed to produce 40MW
for the Ventura region.
The advantages of these incremental approaches, compared to the Project’s
infrastructure enhancement, are:

1. As technology and efficiency improve, their costs will decrease.
2. They benefit consumers and the environment with lower overall
usage.
3. The environmental and human impact is nearly zero.
4. They are funded based on true demand growth, as needed.
5. They generate more local employment and sales tax revenue.
F. The "No Project" Alternative – Environmental Superior Alternative
At the scoping meeting, you have been instructed to evaluate two “no
project” alternatives. You indicated this is quite “unusual.” We are not sure if the
“unusual” part is that the CPUC might allow SCE to leave poles and footings in place,
or that the CPUC might order SCE to remove every piece of its construction. In any
case, the latter is the community’s top choice.
To secure approval, a project must meet some specific projection of need.
Ever since the 10/2/08 Advice Letter, the community has questioned SCE’s
assessment of “need.” SCE’s skewed need projections since 2005 have not been
substantiated by actual demand.
If the need projections were based on 2003-04 actual demand data and the
Project was initially conceived in 2004-05, why did SCE wait until late 2008 start
this process?
1. Outdated “Need” Data
This Project arose from outdated “need” data spawned by the 2005 “heat
storm peak loading” projections that have time and again proven false. [See eg. SCE
GRE 2012 – CPUC refused to included the Presidential Substation, serving the same
community, as the need was questionable. By inference, the need data is equally
weak here.]
The 2003-2004 need data dates back to a different era, before the housing
market crash, the recession, the “greening” of America’s energy, and the discovery of
Enron’s fraudulent manipulation of the energy market. SCE’s need projections are
based on speculative growth, growth that has not materialized in the 9 years since
the Project’s conception. Rather, decreased need due to the recession, alternative
energy sources and energy conservation programs is now documented. Yet, SCE
continues to fabricate “need” in a region where additional need is doubtful within
the ten-year planning period.
Amgen is likely the greatest consumer in electrical need area. Over the years,
the community has watched it grow, and now, shrink. Amgen is cutting another 252
jobs this month, which brings the total to jobs lost to 1,150 since 2007. That means
that more than 15% of its workforce is gone. [See Pacific Coast Business Times, on
line, 3/6/14.] SCE designed this Project based on projections from 2003 or 2004

data. The shrinking of Amgen's Newbury Park campus has to affect those
projections.
2. Fuzzy Math
But the problem goes deeper. There is now ample evidence of SCE’s “fuzzy
math.” On numerous different occasions, it has given the community at least four
different forecast dates by which the new 66 kV lines must be energized to avoid
overload (and most recently, a drop in voltage):
“2005”
“Late 2010
“Mid-June 2012”
“Mid-2016

(Source: PEA, Table 2.1-1 – the basis for the Project)
(Source: Advice Letter 10/8/10}
(Source: Lawsuit against farmers July 2011)
(Source: 10/28/14 Notice of Application for PTC)

Why do these dates keep changing? Seemingly, at a very minimum, SCE’s
modeling programs do not work. Its own PEA supporting the Application For PTC
reveals the mathematic liberties it has taken.
PEA Table 2.1-1 (attached) documents SCE’s historical projection of need for
2005 – 2013. The projected load exceeds line capacity (920 Amp) for the entire
period, reaching 967Amp in 2009, then drops to a low of 929 Amp after the
anticipated completion of the project. Note: The projection for 2013 was 937 Amp.
Comparatively, PEA Table 2.1-2 documents SCE’s current projections for
2013 – 2022. For 2013, the projected load is now 842 Amp – that’s 87 Amp less
than SCE’s previous projections, and way below capacity. As for the anticipated year
in which load will exceed capacity, that is now projected to be 2021, when it will
reach 937 Amp (the previous projection for 2013). Can SCE’s modeling programs
really be this inaccurate?
3. Bottom Line
In reality, actual peak demand has dropped from its high point in 2008 and
has not gone up. SCE’s forecast models seem to anticipate growth no matter what. It
has not happened. As protestors forecasted, need has actually declined – whether
due to the economic downturn and recession, the tanking of the housing market, the
explosion of solar installations, or the effectiveness of energy saving programs
already in place – need has declined. Yet SCE’s consistently uses its data to tell a
different and highly questionable story. Here, SCE does not plan to resume
construction of the Project until late 2016 – Where is the pressing need?
Add to this the likely closure of SCE’s power plants at Ormond Beach and
Mandalay Bay under AB 248, the future efficacy of the entire 220 kV transmission
corridor comes into question.

We strongly urge the “no project” alternative requiring SCE to dismantle
construction to date be found the Environmentally Superior Alternative, under
CEQA Section 15126.6 (2), especially given the lack of demonstrated need.
III. Environmental Issues
This ROW in question has never undergone environmental review. The 1970
condemnation order that created it predates CEQA. After the 220 kV towers were
built in the early 1970’s, the ROW was allowed to revert to its bucolic origins. The
north-south run of the 9-mile Project cuts through orchards, farmland, protected
sensitive habitat, riparian resources, and known historical resources. It straddles
the active Simi-Santa Rosa Fault and is embedded in a region known for its high fire
hazard. It traverses three jurisdictions and four distinct regions. It twice rises and
drops approximately 1,000 over the Santa Rosa Valley ridge and the Conejo Valley
ridge.
The ROW forms the eastern boundary of the 2-mile wide “greenbelt” that
runs from north to south through Santa Rosa Valley and separates it from the City of
Camarillo. It is a continuous swath of open space and agricultural land. [The existing
M-N-P 66 kV ROW lies entirely within this greenbelt.] Before SCE’s construction
activities in 2011, the only “disturbance” within this 7+ mile stretch of the ROW
were the 220 kV tower footing built in the early 1970’s, visually softened by the
plants and trees that had grown around and between them in the decades that
followed.
The residentially zoned communities of Santa Rosa Valley and Moorpark
grew up to the east of the ROW. The 220 kV towers were constructed in the
approximate center of the 325’ wide ROW. Its previously unused, undisturbed
eastern flank was a strip of land more than 100 feet wide. The County could rely on
this generous 100+ foot “buffer zone” in allowing residential development of the
land to the east. To our knowledge, all of those homes to the east were between
1975 and 1989-90.
The Notice Of Preparation touched on nearly all of the environmental issues
below. However, this discussion will highlight the specific ways in which they apply.
A. Hazards – Public Safety
The California Environmental Health Investigations Branch of the California
Department of Public Health has taken the position no group of people should bear a
disproportionate share of harmful environmental consequences. In this case, residents
along the ROW are already bearing the burden of the Moorpark-Ormond Beach 220
kV lines and their deleterious effects –noise, EMF, heightened danger of brushfires
and downed lines in an earthquake, not to mention negative aesthetic impacts and
loss of property value. How much is enough for one community to bear?

1. Brushfire
The Setting: About one mile west of the Gabbert Road Substation in
Moorpark, the Project hooks sharply to the south. Its remaining 8 miles plow
through farmland and protected open space. From the moment it angles southward,
the new line’s entire path falls within an area designated by Cal Fire as a “Very High
Fire Hazard Severity Zone.” Native brush still cloaks all of the two ridgelines that
create Santa Rosa Valley. The southern ridge is land protected by the Conejo Open
Space Conservation Agency. The northern ridge is part of the property on which our
home is built.
The Issues: At least four of the state’s most catastrophic fires were ignited by
downed power lines in the relatively recent past. Five catastrophic fires were
caused by downed lines in 2007 and 2008 .
The loss of life and property attributable to electrically ignited brushfires is
staggering. Wind-driven brushfires no longer adhere to a “red flag” season; the
season is year-round. As noted above, the ROW traverses an extremely firesensitive, rural residential region. The increased number of lines, the proximity of
existing conductors to proposed conductors, and the Project’s closer proximity to
homes, per se heighten the statistical probability of electrical ignition. SCE’s 66 kV
Project moves this ignition source within 40 feet of residential properties.
2. Earthquake
Turning to the phenomenon of earthquakes, the underlying active Simi-Santa
Rosa Fault is further evidence of the ROW’s sensitive environment, one that has
never undergone environmental study. Environmental review should include sitespecific geological surveys to identify geological hazards, identifying areas of slope
instability, landslides, expansive soils, or areas of tectonic activity, collection of
samples for carbon dating to determine if it is safe to undertake construction in this
area.
The new 66 kV line compounds the risks of property damage and personal
injury or death if a pole were to topple into the 220 kV lines, or onto residential
properties or the two highways it bisects. There is a very real potential for
significant impact to the public and area residents.
By way of illustration, during the 1994 Northridge earthquake (with its
epicenter 9 miles to the southeast), local residents watched the 220 kV lines arc and
send cascades of sparks toward the ground. Fortunately, this quake happened in the
middle of a green January and no fire resulted. Given the change in our climate, the
community cannot rely on rain to insulate it from highly flammable brushfire
conditions. In a larger quake, or a quake on the Simi-Santa Rosa Fault, it also cannot
rely on the lines staying affixed to their poles. This could prove catastrophic.

3. Electromagnetic Field (EMF) Exposure
The CPUC has a long-standing policy of prudent avoidance of EMF exposure.
Co-locating the new line with the existing M-N-P facility 1,800 to the west of our
communities would be a lower cost alternative to the proposed project that brings
lines within 40 feet of residential properties. This would be the “low cost” option.
The “no-cost and low-cost” standard the CPUC adopted was an action plan
established in CPUC Decision 93-11-013. The fact that the CPUC has not
promulgated any further guidelines, but this does not diminish the potentially
significant impact of EMF, or the necessity for environmental review. The unhealthy
impact of EMF exposure is real and documented. This is a significant issue
warranting study in this EIR. The compound impact of even more lines, closer to
homes, should be addressed. Again, how much is enough for one community to
bear?
B. Particularly Sensitive Habitat - USFWS Designation
The United States Fish and Wildlife Service has designated large areas of the
Santa Rosa Valley “Particularly Sensitive Habitat” with know protected species of
animals and plants.
For example, sensitive plants—i.e., Lyon’s Pentacheata and Conejo Dudleya—
are known to exist in the Project area, as well as protected avian species—i.e., the
Least Bells Vireo and California Gnatcatcher. [See Ventura County General Services
Agency, Mitigated Negative Declaration LU 04-0064 (Endangered species observed
in the project area p.13) http://www.earsi.com/public/MND_SR_Park.pdf ] The
recent discovery of the endangered red-legged frog in the Simi Valley hillsides raises
the question of other protected species that may be identified through a thorough
and unbiased examination of the area.
SCE scoffed at this potential impact, saying its focus study failed to reveal any
of the protected species present. However, even if none were present at the time,
the Project has the potential of significant impact on all of them because of the
resultant loss of habitat. Conducive habitat has independent value as its loss impacts
the recovery of the species.
This project has resulted, and will result, in a disturbance and loss of habitat.
Its construction efforts to date have thereby endangered animal and plant species
known to exist in the area. Already more than 14 acres of land have been disturbed.
Future efforts will only compound this disruption. It is essential the EIR address the
negative impact of: (1) habit loss, (2) physical “take” of species and (3) the
impairment of species recovery.
C. Riparian Resources

This project spans four riparian streambed resources. No jurisdictional
delineations have been included in the Project description. Any impact to riparian
resources is considered significant and requires discretionary permits from the US
Army Corps (404 Permit), CDFG (1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement) and
RWQCB (401 Water Quality Certification) and possibly a USFWS 10A Permit.
Mitigation will be required for impacts to jurisdictional waters.
D. Historical and Cultural Resources
The County and public have continuously voiced concern for the
archeological resources in Santa Rosa Valley. It was once home to the largest
Chumash community in this region. SCE knew the Santa Rosa Valley was an area
rich in Chumash historical and cultural resources. [See letters attached to SCE’s
Response to the Data Request Set, 2/3/14.
E. Public Viewshed – Aesthetics
Santa Rosa Valley and the unincorporated hillsides of Moorpark provide a
glimpse of what the open space of Ventura County once looked like. Both areas
provide scenic pastoral views for all who pass through or have the privilege of living
nearby. In the four decades since its construction, even the Moorpark-Ormond
Beach 220 kV ROW had reverted to this greenbelt of agriculture and open space.
There are no “public Improvements” in the north-south run of the ROW in
question. There is no public access to it. Private driveways and dirt farm roads
provide the only access to these widely spaced tower bases, which had remained in
their current configuration—virtually untouched. There were no other SCE
“improvements” in the span between tower bases. Almost every set of towers in the
north-south run had crops, orchards and native brush growing around and between
their footings. For the most part, the line was rarely patrolled; maintenance visits
were few.
As so aptly put by Santa Rosa Valley’s Municipal Advisory Committee
Member, Mark Burley, at the September 2009 CPUC Public Hearing, the exquisite
beauty of this rural agricultural and protected open space region is dying the “death
of a thousand cuts” at the hands of SCE’s piecemealed projects. One need only look
at the overhead web of lines crisscrossing the Santa Rosa and Moorpark Roads
intersection at the light north of Santa Rosa Technology Magnet School. It is
unconscionable.
The proximity of new poles to residences surely has and will negatively
impact the property of contiguous and adjacent homes.
F. Land Use and Planning

Since 2008, the Ventura County Board of Supervisors has expressed concern
over the lack of environmental review for this Project. It has actively tried working
with SCE to address its land use concerns – namely an alternative, any alternative
that will move the lines farther from homes or underground. SCE has stonewalled
these efforts. Consequently, the Board issued a resolution opposing it and the now
tabled Presidential Substation and requesting alternatives consistent with County’s
land use and planning goals.
Damon Wing of Supervisor Linda Parks’ office presented the County’s
position at the Scoping Meeting. He reiterated the Board’s consistent concern that
this Project has had no environmental review, and urged that any impacts that have
occurred subsequent to the 2008 Advice Letter be comprehensively reviewed. He
again urged that the line be moved farther from homes.
G. Agricultural and Forestry Resources
As SCE began work on the Project, it contacted farmers, demanding they
remove decades-old orchard trees. After convincing a judge it was urgent it begin
construction by 8/8/11, it cut down several hundred trees in August and mandated
farmers never replant these areas. As a result, several acres have been rendered
permanently un-farmable.
Additionally, at the dead end of Presilla Road stood an enormous and very old
eucalyptus tree, nearly 100 feet tall with a 12-½ foot trunk girth – a designated
“Heritage Tree” per the Ventura County Tree Protection Ordinance. This tree
visually softened the “industrial” impact of the existing transmission facilities. In
August 2011, SCE demolished it; it took days. Not much later, a crew arrived to cut
down three additional very mature eucalyptus trees in the same tree line but on the
west side of the easement, where no construction was even planned.
Off Gerry Road, another farmer was forced to give up an old California
Peppertree growing within the 325’ wide easement, nowhere near the 220 kV
towers or the proposed construction. There may have been any number of other
mature and/or protected trees demolished in SCE’s construction efforts—
construction that was undertaken under the authority of a Resolution granted under
false pretenses and later overturned by the 11/10/11 Order Granting Rehearing.
These trees were part of the vegetative mitigation that had grown in and
around the ROW in the past 40 years. Some of them predated it. The local
community had long enjoyed the visual mitigation provided by all of these trees.
H. Noise
Even at distances of 1,000 feet from the existing 220kV lines, in the evenings,
one can hear the constant crackle coming from them. It is loud, continuous, and
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10300 EAST PRESILLA ROAD
CAMARILLO, CALIFORNIA 93012
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June 1, 2014
Mr. Michael Rosauer
c/o Environmental Science Associates
Moorpark-Newbury Project
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
AND
Mr. Mike Manka, Project Director
Mr. Matthew Fegundes, Project Director
1425 N. McDowell Blvd., Suite 200
Petaluma, CA 94954
RE: Moorpark-Newbury Project
SUPPLEMENTAL SCOPING COMMENT WITH ATTACHMENT
Dear Mssrs. Rosauer, Manka and Fegundes:
We have been working feverishly in an effort to discover the simplest, most
economic and least ecologically impactful alternatives that would satisfy the need
SCE’s Project seeks to address. It has been quite a challenge to uncover and amass
information from the diverse sources, some of which are less transparent that
others (for instance, we are still negotiating with SCE to get any information beyond
what is in the PEA). The attached document summarizes the results of our
independent research.
We have identified ten alternatives, eight of which would address the entire
projected shortfall delineated in SCE’s PEA Table 2.1-2. (We use this “projected
shortfall” as a benchmark only as we dispute the projected loading.) One in
particular would match the capacity of the existing Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy
line to the Newbury Substation (920 Amp), return the Newbury substation to its
pre-2005 capacity and re-establish the lost third power source for Newbury
Historically, the Newbury Substation was connected to the substation at Cal State
University Channel Islands [CSUCI] known as CAMgen. In 2005, an approximate
one-mile stretch of this connection was severed. Shortly thereafter, SCE began
planning the proposed Moorpark-Newbury Project, first noticed in October 2008.
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To re-connect this existing 66 kV Newbury Substation line to CAMgen would require
a short 1.5-mile run of line from CAMgen predominantly along public roadway
(Potrero Road). We also believe the Site Authority of CSUCI may be interested in
pursuing this alternative.
The remaining nine alternatives are likewise viable and could be implemented
individually or in concert, as need dictates to meet projected loading.
We urge you to consider these ten newly identified alternatives in conjunction with
your environmental review of this proposed project. We apologize that this
information has come to light after the close of the comment period, but we believe
they are all tenable, less costly and more environmentally friendly than the ninemile project that SCE has proposed.
Sincerely,

/S/______________________________________
ALAN LUDINGTON

/S/________________________________
PEGGY LUDINGTON
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SCE’s Project Justification
“In 2005, SCE initiated the Project in Ventura County (PEA Figure 1.1-1). The Project was first
identified to address forecasted overloads on a section of the existing Moorpark-NewburyPharmacy 66 kV Subtransmission Line (a.k.a. Moorpark-Newbury tap). In addition, the
Project also would enhance reliability and operational flexibility in the Electrical Needs Area
(ENA). The ENA is defined as the area served by Newbury Substation and Pharmacy
Substation within the Moorpark 66 kV Subtransmission System (PEA Figure 1.1-2).”
The primary cause for the conditions outlined in the PEA was the 2005 loss of the third circuit to
Newbury substation that ran from CAMgen substation to the Newbury substation. As part of the
conversion of California State Mental Hospital to the CSU Channel Islands campus, the Site
Authority took over the ownership of the land and CAMgen. The route of the CAMgen to
Newbury line was slated for use as homes and townhouses for CSUCI Faculty and Students.
SCE lost the right to place poles on the land after the land was transferred to the Site Authority.
The map below identifies the Colonia-CAMgen-Newbury circuit in yellow and green pins as of
2004. The yellow represents the lines currently in place and the green represents the line
removed as part of the transfer of the land to the CSUCI Site Authority. The red pin is the
CAMgen substation and the orange pin is the terminus of the line that still connects to Newbury.
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SCE’s Projected Loading
SCE's PEA contains limited information regarding the Projected Loading on the current
Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy line. Although additional data has been requested, it is clear from
the data supplied in PEA Tables 2.2-1 and 2.1-2 (above) that the Projected Loading is
overstated. To support this statement, the following data is supplied.
1. SCE predicted an Overloading in each of the last 9 years 2005-2012; however, an
Overloading event has never occurred on the Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy line.
2. The predicted Projected Loading by SCE has ranged from a high of 967 Amps (“A”), with the
lowest of 926 A for year 2008; however, the current Loading is at 842 A.
3. The only public data on Peak Demand in the same city was the data published on the
Presidential Substation which shown that the Peak Demand in MW dropped by 12% from
2008 to 2013. Similarly, the Projected Loading of the current Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy
line in 2008 of 926 A has dropped to 842 A in 2013, or a decline in actual Loading of 9%, in
the same time period.
4. Known projects at the Hill Canyon Wastewater Treatment Plant [HCTP], which is in the ENA
and served by the Newbury substation, will save over 17 A in 2014. The SCE projection for
ENA growth in 2014 is 3 A. This would indicate that other customers in the ENA would drive
growth by 20 A and it is unclear where the 20 A of growth would occur given the decline
over the last 5 years of 9% in the actual Loading.
5. The ENA consists of a fully built up portion of the City of Thousand Oaks. The MoorparkNewbury-Pharmacy line loading has dropped 1.5% per year since 2008; however, SCE
projects that it will reverse to a growth of 1.5% per year. The growth rate of 1.5% is not
explained or supported in the assumptions of the PEA.
6. Several factors will influence the Projected Loading in 2014, most would reduce Projected
Loading. They include but are not limited to:
A. All small and medium businesses are now on Time of Use rating. TOU will impose a
surcharge on use during peak time, encouraging conservation for the majority of
businesses, which in turn will lower Peak Demand and Loading.
B. SmartConnect is still in the learning and adoption stage. The bulk of the 5% reduction
in peak demand expected from SmartConnect, which directly impacts Projected
Loading, is yet to be realized.
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C. The largest employer in the ENA, AMGEN, continues to reduce employee head
count. Amgen has reduced employees by 15% since 2007 peak. Reductions in
employees will result in a lower HVAC requirement and lower Projected Loading
attributed to the facility.
D. Prop 39 will provide significant resources to the Conejo Valley Unified School District.
Prior to passage of Prop 39 there were 3.6 MW or 32 A of projects expected in the ENA
by the CVUSD. As in the case of HCTP it is unclear if currently planned projects for the
CVUSD or new Prop 39 projects were considered in the Projected Loading.
Given the significant impact of items A-D that will likely reduce the Loading for 2014, it would
seem prudent to review the actual Loading after the effects are realized.

Project Alternatives
The GRC 2015 budget request for the new Moorpark-Newbury line suggests that there are only
two Alternatives. SCE advances the need for a new dual circuit 66 kv line and abandons the
alternative of upgrading the currently Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy line. That second
Alternative, acknowledged by SCE, is the upgrade of the conductors of the two circuits
supplying the Newbury Substation.
The type and scope of the ten additional proposed Alternatives to the project would yield a total
of 1,685 A. They are offered as a menu of projects that can be authorized to offset the Projected
Loading shortfall of 37 A. The ten Alternatives are based on proven technologies, all of which
can be implemented within 2-3 years to avoid any Overloading condition. These ten alternatives
we recently have identified are:
1. Re-connect the Colonia-CAMgen-Newbury line to CAMgen substation.
Approximately 1.5 miles of 66 kV circuit can be installed on public right of way (Potrero
Road) to restore the third circuit and additional Amp capacity to Newbury Substation.
Assuming that the line is reconnected with the lower rated conductor of 653.9,
approximately 920 A would be added in capacity to the current 920 A. The two circuits
would total 1840 A, which is significantly higher than the 957 Amps projected by SCE for
the ENA in 2022.
2. Have the major commercial sites in the ENA enroll a portion of their 50.7 MW of backup generators into a demand response program.
If only 50% of the customers accepted the natural gas upgrades the 50.7 MW would
reduce the Amp draw on the Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy line from a projected 957 A
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to only 737 A. The resultant Loading of 737 A is well under the 920 A rating of the
existing Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy line.
3. Install 10 MW of rooftop or centralized thermal storage units in the commercial section
of the ENA.
The installation can either be one-time or incremental to match SCE’s projected growth
in Amps of 1.5% annually. The commercial area north of SR101 at Borchard Rd includes
many large commercial structures ideal for thermal HVAC thermal storage. The 10 MW
of thermal storage would reduce the peak demand by 87 A to 870 A compared to a
rating of 920 A.
4. Install solar PV on selected commercial rooftops throughout the ENA.
There are 0.9 MW of solar projects postponed in the Newbury zip code of 91320. If
funded, in lieu of a 66kV line, the impact would negate the one year of projected growth.
5. Increase the capacity of the existing conductors of Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy and
Thousand Oaks-Newbury lines.
This would increase the Amp capacity to approximately 1000 A and well over the project
957 A. This Alternative is the only Alternative to the new Moorpark-Newbury lines that is
discussed in the PEA and the GRC 2015.
6. Re-Connect the CAMGen generating station on CSU Channel Islands campus to
provide 28+ MW of generation through the reconnected Colonia-CAMGenNewbury line.
A retrofit of the CAMgen facility, with waste heat recovery, could increase the saleable
energy to 35-50 MW. The 28 MW is partially allocated to the CSUCI campus, leaving
approximately 25 MW or 220 Amps for Newbury’s ENA. The re-connection of the
CAMGen plant would reduce the Projected Loading to 737 A, well under the current line
rating of 920 A
7. Convert the 5.4 MW of stand-by generation at the Hill Canyon Treatment Plant [HCTP]
to SGIP with a retrofit to natural gas to meet emissions standards.
The 5.4 MW would reduce the Amps on the Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy circuit by 47
A and reduce the projected peak Amps from 957 A to 910 A, below the rating of the
current line of 920 A.
8. Increase generation and reduce peak demand at the HCTP.
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The HCTP is connected to the Newbury Substation and has significantly reduced its
peak demand in 2014 by .5 MW through EE, SGIP and Solar PV. In addition, there is
additional capacity to increase the Bio Gas and solar PV generation by 1.6 MW. The
combined impact of changes in 2014 and the available installs total 2.1 MW or 18 A.
9. Implement pending Conejo Valley Unified School District [CVUSD] energy projects.
The CVUSD has numerous facilities located in the ENA. CVUSD has done extensive
energy audits and Solar PV feasibility analysis. The pending projects would generate 4.2
MW or 37 A. These projects when implemented would reduce the Projected Loading to
920 A, the current capacity of the Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy line.
10. Implement Solar PV projects in the ENA.
The GRC 2012 settlement with Vote Solar provides for a Solar PV projects to be
considered in an RFP as an Alternative to a Transmission/Distribution project. The ENA
provides an excellent site for implementation of the Settlement RFP given the large
number of commercial flat rooftops, the solar index, the concentration of buildings, and
the 9 years before the Projected Loading may exceed the current capacity of 920 A. In
addition to the rooftop solar PV, there are numerous disturbed sites that would support a
ground install of 5 MW (or 44 A) to bring the Projected Loading below the current rating
of 920 A.

The type and scope of these Alternatives total 1,685 A. They are suggested as a menu of
potential projects to offset the Projected Loading shortfall of 37 A. These Alternatives are based
on proven programs and technologies and can be implemented within 2-3 years, well before the
Projected Loading Overloading of 37 A in 2021.

The Table below summarizes the Increased Capacity and Load Reduction for each of the ten
Alternatives:
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Alternative to Proposed New
Moorpark-Newbury Line
Reconnect to Colonia-CAMgen

Increased Capacity
Amps
920

Load Reduction
Amps

Demand Response for Generators

220

Commercial HVAC Thermal Storage

87

Commercial Solar PV withdrawn

12

Upgrade to 954 Conductors
Re-Connect CAMgen Generator
Convert HCTP to Peaker

80
220
47

HCTP 2014 Project Impact

18

CVUSD Projects in 91320

37

VoteSolar RFP for 5MW

44
1267

418

1685

NOTE: The amount of Projected Loading Shortfall in 2022 per Southern California Edison is 37 A
compared the range of Alternatives totaling 1,685 A.

The CAMgen RE-Connect Option, Alternative #1:
As can be seen in the above table, the Alternative alone would meet the projected needs of the
Newbury ENA at an estimated cost of $1 million. A site map is provided below.
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Map Oif the CAMgen Re-Connect Alternative

The map identifies the Colonia-CAMgen-Newbury circuit in yellow and green pins as of 2004.
The yellow pins represent the lines currently in place. The green pins represent the lines
removed as part of the transfer of the land to the CSUCI Site Authority.
The lowest red pin on the map is the CAMgen substation site. The orange pin is the terminus of
the 66 kV line already connected to Newbury. The blue solid line on the southern border of the
map represents the route option for Re-Connect Alternative (one of ten Alternatives being
suggested). The line depicts the re-connection of the severed Colonia-CAMgen-Newbury line
Alternative on 1.5 mile of existing right of way as a pole replacement project. There is no project
estimate from SCE for the reconnection. The terrain is public roadway (Potrero Road), so it is
expected this would cost less than $1 million (roughly $0.6 million per mile of TSP with 66kV
circuit). It would entail little environmental disturbance as it is simply a pole replacement project
in the 1.5 mile area where the re-connection would be established.

Santa Rosa Valley
Municipal Advisory Council
Rosemary Allison, Mark Burley, Kevin Cannon, Janis Gardner, Ruth Means
Chair: Rosemary Allison
rosemaryallison@aol.com
11521 Sumac Lane,
Santa Rosa Valley, CA 93012

June 20th 2014

Mr. Michael Rosauer
CUP Environmental Project Manager
c/o Environmantal Science Associates
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco CA 94108
AND
Mr. Mike Manka, Project Director
Mr. Matthew Fegundes, Project Director
1425 N. McDowell Blvd., Suite 200
Petaluma, CA 94954
SUPPLEMENTAL SCOPING COMMENT
Re: Moorpark-Newbury Project Notice of Preparation
Dear Mr. Rosauer, Mr. Manka and Mr. Fegundes,
This letter is further to the letter from Santa Rosa Valley Municipal Advisory Council
regarding this proposed project, dated April 18th 2014.
A number of new facts regarding the Newbury-Moorpark proposed project have
come our attention since then. The MAC met with members of the community who
recently identified and brought to our attention nine additional alternatives to the
proposed Moorpark-Newbury 66 KV line project.
They are summarized in the attachment. Eight of these, if implemented singularly,
would completely address the proposed project’s “need” based on the loading
projection. It is important to note that these newly identified alternatives greatly
exceed the expected “need” with little or no impact to the environment.
One of the nine new alternatives is the reconnection of the CAMgen generation and
substation to the Newbury substation. This alternative solves three issues. It would:

1. Double the capacity provided by the existing Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy line,
2. Return the Newbury substation to its pre-2005 capacity
3. Re-establish the lost third power source for the Newbury Substation.
The remaining eight alternatives are also viable and could be implemented on an as
needs basis over the next 2-3 years. These are all less expensive and would do
less damage to the environment than the proposed project that will bisect our
community and abut residential properties.
On June 19th 2014 the Santa Rosa Valley MAC voted on and passed a resolution to
request that you consider these newly identified alternatives as part of your
environmental review of this project.
Please confirm that these alternatives will be included in the scope of this EIR.
Sincerely,

Mark Burley,
SRV MAC member
CC: Ventura County Supervisor Linda Parks
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SCE’s Project Justification
“In 2005, SCE initiated the Project in Ventura County (PEA Figure 1.1-1). The Project was first
identified to address forecasted overloads on a section of the existing Moorpark-NewburyPharmacy 66 kV Subtransmission Line (a.k.a. Moorpark-Newbury tap). In addition, the
Project also would enhance reliability and operational flexibility in the Electrical Needs Area
(ENA). The ENA is defined as the area served by Newbury Substation and Pharmacy
Substation within the Moorpark 66 kV Subtransmission System (PEA Figure 1.1-2).”
The primary cause for the conditions outlined in the PEA was the 2005 loss of the third circuit to
Newbury substation that ran from CAMgen substation to the Newbury substation. As part of the
conversion of California State Mental Hospital to the CSU Channel Islands campus, the Site
Authority took over the ownership of the land and CAMgen. The route of the CAMgen to
Newbury line was slated for use as homes and townhouses for CSUCI Faculty and Students.
SCE lost the right to place poles on the land after the land was transferred to the Site Authority.
The map below identifies the Colonia-CAMgen-Newbury circuit in yellow and green pins as of
2004. The yellow represents the lines currently in place and the green represents the line
removed as part of the transfer of the land to the CSUCI Site Authority. The red pin is the
CAMgen substation and the orange pin is the terminus of the line that still connects to Newbury.
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SCE’s Projected Loading
SCE's PEA contains limited information regarding the Projected Loading on the current
Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy line. Although additional data has been requested, it is clear from
the data supplied in PEA Tables 2.2-1 and 2.1-2 (above) that the Projected Loading is
overstated. To support this statement, the following data is supplied.

1. SCE predicted an Overloading in each of the last 9 years 2005-2012; however, an
Overloading event has never occurred on the Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy line.
2. The predicted Projected Loading by SCE has ranged from a high of 967 Amps (“A”), with the
lowest of 926 A for year 2008; however, the current Loading is at 842 A.
3. The only public data on Peak Demand in the same city was the data published on the
Presidential Substation which shown that the Peak Demand in MW dropped by 12% from
2008 to 2013. Similarly, the Projected Loading of the current Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy
line in 2008 of 926 A has dropped to 842 A in 2013, or a decline in actual Loading of 9%, in
the same time period.
4. Known projects at the Hill Canyon Wastewater Treatment Plant [HCTP], which is in the ENA
and served by the Newbury substation, will save over 17 A in 2014. The SCE projection for
ENA growth in 2014 is 3 A. This would indicate that other customers in the ENA would drive
growth by 20 A and it is unclear where the 20 A of growth would occur given the decline
over the last 5 years of 9% in the actual Loading.
5. The ENA consists of a fully built up portion of the City of Thousand Oaks. The MoorparkNewbury-Pharmacy line loading has dropped 1.5% per year since 2008; however, SCE
projects that it will reverse to a growth of 1.5% per year. The growth rate of 1.5% is not
explained or supported in the assumptions of the PEA.
6. Several factors will influence the Projected Loading in 2014, most would reduce Projected
Loading. They include but are not limited to:
A. All small and medium businesses are now on Time of Use rating. TOU will impose a
surcharge on use during peak time, encouraging conservation for the majority of
businesses, which in turn will lower Peak Demand and Loading.
B. SmartConnect is still in the learning and adoption stage. The bulk of the 5% reduction
in peak demand expected from SmartConnect, which directly impacts Projected
Loading, is yet to be realized.
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C. The largest employer in the ENA, AMGEN, continues to reduce employee head
count. Amgen has reduced employees by 15% since 2007 peak. Reductions in
employees will result in a lower HVAC requirement and lower Projected Loading
attributed to the facility.
D. Prop 39 will provide significant resources to the Conejo Valley Unified School District.
Prior to passage of Prop 39 there were 3.6 MW or 32 A of projects expected in the ENA
by the CVUSD. As in the case of HCTP it is unclear if currently planned projects for the
CVUSD or new Prop 39 projects were considered in the Projected Loading.
Given the significant impact of items A-D that will likely reduce the Loading for 2014, it would
seem prudent to review the actual Loading after the effects are realized.

Project Alternatives
The GRC 2015 budget request for the new Moorpark-Newbury line suggests that there are only
two Alternatives. SCE advances the need for a new dual circuit 66 kv line and abandons the
alternative of upgrading the currently Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy line. That second
Alternative, acknowledged by SCE, is the upgrade of the conductors of the two circuits
supplying the Newbury Substation.
The type and scope of the ten additional proposed Alternatives to the project would yield a total
of 1,685 A. They are offered as a menu of projects that can be authorized to offset the Projected
Loading shortfall of 37 A. The ten Alternatives are based on proven technologies, all of which
can be implemented within 2-3 years to avoid any Overloading condition. These ten alternatives
we recently have identified are:
1. Re-connect the Colonia-CAMgen-Newbury line to CAMgen substation.
Approximately 1.5 miles of 66 kV circuit can be installed on public right of way (Potrero
Road) to restore the third circuit and additional Amp capacity to Newbury Substation.
Assuming that the line is reconnected with the lower rated conductor of 653.9,
approximately 920 A would be added in capacity to the current 920 A. The two circuits
would total 1840 A, which is significantly higher than the 957 Amps projected by SCE for
the ENA in 2022.
2. Have the major commercial sites in the ENA enroll a portion of their 50.7 MW of backup generators into a demand response program.
If only 50% of the customers accepted the natural gas upgrades the 50.7 MW would
reduce the Amp draw on the Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy line from a projected 957 A
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to only 737 A. The resultant Loading of 737 A is well under the 920 A rating of the
existing Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy line.
3. Install 10 MW of rooftop or centralized thermal storage units in the commercial section
of the ENA.
The installation can either be one-time or incremental to match SCE’s projected growth
in Amps of 1.5% annually. The commercial area north of SR101 at Borchard Rd includes
many large commercial structures ideal for thermal HVAC thermal storage. The 10 MW
of thermal storage would reduce the peak demand by 87 A to 870 A compared to a
rating of 920 A.
4. Install solar PV on selected commercial rooftops throughout the ENA.
There are 0.9 MW of solar projects postponed in the Newbury zip code of 91320. If
funded, in lieu of a 66kV line, the impact would negate the one year of projected growth.
5. Increase the capacity of the existing conductors of Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy and
Thousand Oaks-Newbury lines.
This would increase the Amp capacity to approximately 1000 A and well over the project
957 A. This Alternative is the only Alternative to the new Moorpark-Newbury lines that is
discussed in the PEA and the GRC 2015.
6. Re-Connect the CAMGen generating station on CSU Channel Islands campus to
provide 28+ MW of generation through the reconnected Colonia-CAMGenNewbury line.
A retrofit of the CAMgen facility, with waste heat recovery, could increase the saleable
energy to 35-50 MW. The 28 MW is partially allocated to the CSUCI campus, leaving
approximately 25 MW or 220 Amps for Newbury’s ENA. The re-connection of the
CAMGen plant would reduce the Projected Loading to 737 A, well under the current line
rating of 920 A
7. Convert the 5.4 MW of stand-by generation at the Hill Canyon Treatment Plant [HCTP]
to SGIP with a retrofit to natural gas to meet emissions standards.
The 5.4 MW would reduce the Amps on the Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy circuit by 47
A and reduce the projected peak Amps from 957 A to 910 A, below the rating of the
current line of 920 A.
8. Increase generation and reduce peak demand at the HCTP.
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The HCTP is connected to the Newbury Substation and has significantly reduced its
peak demand in 2014 by .5 MW through EE, SGIP and Solar PV. In addition, there is
additional capacity to increase the Bio Gas and solar PV generation by 1.6 MW. The
combined impact of changes in 2014 and the available installs total 2.1 MW or 18 A.
9. Implement pending Conejo Valley Unified School District [CVUSD] energy projects.
The CVUSD has numerous facilities located in the ENA. CVUSD has done extensive
energy audits and Solar PV feasibility analysis. The pending projects would generate 4.2
MW or 37 A. These projects when implemented would reduce the Projected Loading to
920 A, the current capacity of the Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy line.
10. Implement Solar PV projects in the ENA.
The GRC 2012 settlement with Vote Solar provides for a Solar PV projects to be
considered in an RFP as an Alternative to a Transmission/Distribution project. The ENA
provides an excellent site for implementation of the Settlement RFP given the large
number of commercial flat rooftops, the solar index, the concentration of buildings, and
the 9 years before the Projected Loading may exceed the current capacity of 920 A. In
addition to the rooftop solar PV, there are numerous disturbed sites that would support a
ground install of 5 MW (or 44 A) to bring the Projected Loading below the current rating
of 920 A.

The type and scope of these Alternatives total 1,685 A. They are suggested as a menu of
potential projects to offset the Projected Loading shortfall of 37 A. These Alternatives are based
on proven programs and technologies and can be implemented within 2-3 years, well before the
Projected Loading Overloading of 37 A in 2021.

The Table below summarizes the Increased Capacity and Load Reduction for each of the ten
Alternatives:
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The CAMgen RE-Connect Option, Alternative #1:
As can be seen in the above table, the Alternative alone would meet the projected needs of the
Newbury ENA at an estimated cost of $1 million. A site map is provided below.
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The map identifies the Colonia-CAMgen-Newbury circuit in yellow and green pins as of 2004.
The yellow pins represent the lines currently in place. The green pins represent the lines
removed as part of the transfer of the land to the CSUCI Site Authority.
The lowest red pin on the map is the CAMgen substation site. The orange pin is the terminus of
the 66 kV line already connected to Newbury. The blue solid line on the southern border of the
map represents the route option for Re-Connect Alternative (one of ten Alternatives being
suggested). The line depicts the re-connection of the severed Colonia-CAMgen-Newbury line
Alternative on 1.5 mile of existing right of way as a pole replacement project. There is no project
estimate from SCE for the reconnection. The terrain is public roadway (Potrero Road), so it is
expected this would cost less than $1 million (roughly $0.6 million per mile of TSP with 66kV
circuit). It would entail little environmental disturbance as it is simply a pole replacement project
in the 1.5 mile area where the re-connection would be established.

