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Locating the proposed Project within the site of the existing Suncrest substation mitigates 
significant impacts and should be studied even if the Commission decides to prepare an MND 
for the project.  As well as being lead agency for California Environmental Quality Assessment 
(CEQA), the Commission is also the agency ultimately charged with determining if a project can 
be located within the site of the existing Suncrest substation3.  Thus, ORA has requested that the 
scope of this proceeding include a determination of whether locating the proposed Project 
outside the existing Suncrest substation was based on the assumption that California Independent 
System Operator (CAISO) and/or San Diego Gas & Electric company (SDG&E) would need to 
authorize or approve co-locating the proposed Project within the Suncrest substation.4   
 
Public Utilities Code, Section 762, in relevant part states:  
 

Whenever the commission, after a hearing, finds that 
additions, extensions, repairs, or improvements to, or 
changes in, the existing plant, equipment, apparatus, 
facilities, or other physical property of any public utility or 
of any two or more public utilities ought reasonably to be 
made, or that new structures should be erected, to promote 
the security or convenience of its employees or the public, 
or in any other way to secure adequate service or facilities, 
the commission shall make and serve an order directing 
that such additions, extensions, repairs, improvements, or 
changes be made or such structures be erected in the 
manner and within the time specified in the order.  If the 
commission orders the erection of a new structure, it may 
also fix the site thereof. If the order requires joint action by 
two or more public utilities, the commission shall so notify 
them and shall fix a reasonable time within which they may 
agree upon the portion or division of the cost which each 
shall bear. 

 
If co-location of the proposed Project and the Suncrest substation is not studied in this EIR, and 
the Commission ultimately determines that the project should be located inside the substation 
site, then another EIR would likely ensue to study the co-location alternative.   
 
Therefore, ORA recommends that the following issues be included in the scope of the EIR:  
 

1. Whether the proposed Project should be co-located 
within the footprint of the existing Suncrest Substation. 

 

                                                           
3 See Public Utilities Code, Section 762 et. seq; see also Public Utils. Code, Section 851 et seq. 
4 Id.;  See also ORA’s Response to NextEra’s Application. 
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2. Whether the existing Suncrest substation needs to be 
expanded to accommodate inclusion of the proposed 
Project within its site or current footprint.  

 
There is no need for the one mile 230 kV transmission line interconnecting the proposed Project 
and the existing Suncrest substation.  Locating the Project within the footprint of the Suncrest 
substation would more effectively provide voltage support services to the Suncrest substation, 
operate more reliably and be easier to coordinate from an engineering standpoint.   
Co-locating the Project within the substation also costs less and might have less impact on the 
environment than building the Project outside the site of the substation. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
/s/  LINDA SERIZAWA 
Linda Serizawa Interim Director, 
Office of Ratepayer Advocates 
 
Cc:  Tom Engles, Horizontal Water and Environment, LLC  
       Administrative Law Judge Todd Edmister  
       Service List for A.15-08-027 
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II. SDG&E Requests Analysis of an Alternative that Locates an SDG&E-Owned
Dynamic Reactive Device Within the Suncrest Substation

SDG&E requests that the EIR analyze an alternative that locates an SDG&E-owned
dynamic reactive device within the Suncrest Substation.  This will help to meet the requirement 
in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines to analyze a “range of 
reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly 
attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of 
the significant effects of the project.”2 

A. The Alternative Is Feasible

An alternative that locates an SDG&E-owned dynamic reactive device within the 
Suncrest Substation meets the criteria for inclusion in the alternatives analysis.  This alternative 
is feasible, which the CEQA Guidelines define as meaning “capable of being accomplished in a 
successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, 
environmental, legal, social, and technological factors.”3 

The NOP states: 

The Proposed Project originates from the California Independent 
System Operator’s (CAISO’s) 2013-2014 transmission planning 
process, which identified a need for a 300-million volt-ampere 
reactive (megavar) dynamic reactive device at the existing 
Suncrest Substation’s 230 kilovolt (kV) bus to meet California’s 
33% Renewable Portfolio Standard.4 

SDG&E submitted a project sponsor bid to CAISO to locate an SDG&E-owned dynamic 
reactive device within the Suncrest Substation based on SDG&E’s determination that doing so 
was feasible.  While CAISO selected NextEra Energy Transmission West, LLC (NEET West) to 
be the project sponsor, CAISO emphasized in its selection report that it considered both 
NEET West and SDG&E “to be highly qualified to finance, construct, own, operate, and 
maintain” the device.5  CAISO’s selection report therefore confirms SDG&E’s determination 
that locating an SDG&E-owned device within the substation is feasible. 

2 Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14, § 15126.6(a). 
3 Id. § 15364. 
4 NOP at 4. 
5 CAISO, Suncrest Reactive Power Project – Project Sponsor Selection Report at 1 (Jan. 6, 

2015), available at 
https://www.caiso.com/Documents/SuncrestProjectSponsorSelectionReport.pdf. 
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In the Proponent’s Environmental Assessment for the Proposed Project, NEET West 
stated correctly that SDG&E will not agree to NEET West’s construction of the dynamic reactive 
device within the Suncrest Substation.  NEET West then stated that its construction of the device 
within the substation would be infeasible due to issues with site control and timing. 

While these issues affect the feasibility of NEET West’s construction of the dynamic 
reactive device within the Suncrest Substation, they do not affect the feasibility of locating an 
SDG&E-owned device within the substation.  As discussed below, an alternative that locates an 
SDG&E-owned device within the substation could avoid or substantially lessen any significant 
environmental effects from the Proposed Project. 

SDG&E requests that the EIR analyze this alternative regardless of the ultimate 
conclusions about site control and timing.  This will ensure that the EIR provides a complete 
analysis under CEQA of the Proposed Project’s environmental impacts. 

B. The Alternative Meets the Project Objectives

The NOP lists the Proposed Project’s objectives as follows: 

• Meet the CAISO’s identified need for reactive support at the
Suncrest Substation’s 230 kV bus;

• Improve and maintain the reliability of the transmission grid;

• Facilitate delivery of renewable energy generation from the
Imperial Valley area to population centers to the west;

• Support achievement of the state’s 33% Renewable Portfolio
Standard.6

An alternative that locates an SDG&E-owned device within the substation meets all these 
objectives. 

C. The Alternative Could Avoid or Substantially Lessen Any Significant
Environmental Effects

An alternative that locates an SDG&E-owned dynamic reactive device within the 
Suncrest Substation could avoid or substantially lessen any of significant environmental effects 
from the Proposed Project. 

The Proposed Project would construct:  (1) a Static Var Compensator facility 
approximately one mile east of the Suncrest Substation; and (2) a new, approximately one-mile 

6 NOP at 4. 
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230 kV transmission line, which would connect the Static Var Compensator facility to the 
substation.  The Static Var Compensator facility would have a total footprint of approximately 
six acres, located in an area previously used for staging and storage during construction of the 
substation.  The transmission line would be installed primarily underground beneath Bell Bluff 
Truck Trail road.  The last approximately 300 feet would transition above ground at an 85- to 
95-foot riser pole that would connect via SDG&E-owned overhead conductors to the 230 kV bus
at the substation.

An alternative that locates an SDG&E-owned dynamic reactive device within the 
Suncrest Substation would not require any construction outside the substation footprint and 
would require only a minimal amount of new transmission conductors within the substation.  
Using the existing substation footprint, as well as avoiding construction of an approximately one-
mile transmission line, could avoid or substantially lessen the potentially significant impacts 
identified in the NOP.  These potentially significant impacts are for biological resources, cultural 
resources, hydrology and water quality, land use, noise, and public services. 

For these reasons, the alternative analysis should include an alternative that locates an 
SDG&E-owned dynamic reactive device within the Suncrest Substation.  SDG&E looks forward 
to reviewing the alternatives analysis, as well as the analysis of potential conflicts with 
SDG&E’s ongoing, legally binding mitigation obligations for the substation. 

Thank you for considering these comments.  Please contact me if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

Adrianna B. Kripke 
Senior Environmental Counsel 
San Diego Gas & Electric Company 

cc: Wendy D. Johnson, Regulatory Business Manager, SDG&E 
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From: Peterson, Robert
To: Tom Engels
Subject: public scoping comment Fwd: Suncrest Dynamic Reactive Power Support Project
Date: Monday, February 08, 2016 7:26:56 PM

Sent by Android.

-------- Original Message --------
From: 
Sent: Monday, February 8, 2016 06:34 PM
To: "Peterson, Robert" <Robert.Peterson@cpuc.ca.gov>
Subject: Suncrest Dynamic Reactive Power Support Project

Rob Peterson, Public Utilities Commission Project Manager,
 My name is  I reside at . I have
 several concern related to the proposed addition of 1,700 Mega Watts of power to the Sunrise
 Power Link. 

There has been completed a measurement of the EMF ( radiation) currently being generated by
 the Sunrise Power Link. The study shows the current emissions are at a level known in Europe to
 cause Leukemia in children. 

The amount of power which is attempting to be added to the Sunrise Power Link (1,700 Mega
 Watts) will increase the EMF exponentially along Alpine Boulevard where the residents walk and
 children play as well as wait for the school bus. The current EMF is damaging to children at
 existing levels. When additional power for approximately 85,000 new all electric homes is added
 to the Sunrise Power Link what will be the benefit be to the community of Alpine?

The Sunrise Power Link was promised by SDG&E to keep All our power bills low in San Diego,
 However every rate payer in San Diego county received a power rate increase due to the NEW 4
 tier system of billing, which the PUC allowed. Prior the this new tier system there was peak and
 off peak power usage. Each and every time SDG&E has made promises they have been empty.
 As a member of the PUC you represent the citizens of the county NOT SDG&E. Please oppose
 the new power increase to the Sunrise Power Link. The health of Alpines' next generation
 depends on you. 

Thank You for your time
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