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1 Overview of CEQA Scoping 
Process 

1.1 Introduction 
Southern California Gas Company (SoCalGas, or the applicant) filed an 
application (A. 09-09-020) with the California Public Utilities Commission 
(CPUC) to amend its Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (CPCN), 
for the construction and operation of the Aliso Canyon Turbine Replacement 
Project (the proposed project) on September 28, 2009. 
 
The CPUC’s environmental review process invites broad public participation 
through public scoping meetings and comment periods to receive input on the 
proposed project. In addition, the CPUC seeks input on project issues, 
environmental impacts, and mitigation measures for the proposed project. Early 
public and agency consultation to identify public concerns and potential 
environmental impacts associated with the scope of the project is called 
“scoping.” 
 
As the lead agency for the proposed project under the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA), the CPUC will prepare either a draft and final 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) or an Initial Study (IS) and draft and final 
Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND), as determined appropriate.  
 
1.2 Summary of Scoping Activities 
This report summarizes the scoping activities that the CPUC has conducted for 
the proposed project. It also includes all written comments and a summary of oral 
comments on the scope and content of the EIR as received from agencies and 
members of the public during the scoping period in response to the Notice of 
Preparation (NOP) of an EIR.  
 
Notice of Preparation  
The CPUC circulated the NOP for the proposed project on October 21, 2010, 
opening a 30-day comment period on the scope and content of the EIR and 
announcing two public scoping meetings. On October 26, 2010, the CPUC 
subsequently distributed an errata notice for the NOP to inform the public that the 
November 5, 2010, meeting had an address correction and would be held at the 
Wiley Canyon Elementary School located in Newhall, California. 
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The NOP was sent to the State Clearinghouse (SCH No. 2010101075) and 
responsible and trustee agencies, including 16 state agencies and 5 local agencies 
and planning groups. Additionally, the NOP was distributed to over 700 
individuals, including property owners within 300 feet of the Aliso Canyon Gas 
Storage Field (storage field), Southern California Edison (SCE) subtransmission 
lines, and SCE substations. The NOP as amended is contained in Appendix A
.  
 
Newspaper Notices 
The CPUC placed notices announcing the public scoping meetings in the 
following newspapers on the dates noted: the Santa Clarita Valley Signal on 
October 21, 2010, and October 28, 2010; the Los Angeles Daily News on October 
21, 2010, and October 28, 2010. 
 
Hotline, Email, and Public Website  
The CPUC maintains a telephone hotline and an email address for the proposed 
project through which the public can contact the CEQA team and comment on the 
proposed project. The CPUC also maintains a website with information and 
documents related to the proposed project. This information was included in the 
NOP and newspaper notice and distributed at the public scoping meeting as part 
of the project fact sheet and PowerPoint presentation. The project-specific email, 
fax, voicemail, and website are as follows: 
 

• Email: AlisoCanyonNG@ene.com  
• Fax: 415-981-0801 
• Voicemail: 877-676-8678 (toll free) 
• Website: 

www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/ene/aliso_canyon/aliso_canyon_home.ht
ml 

 
Public Scoping Meetings  
During the scoping period the CPUC held two public scoping meetings. One 
meeting was held on November 4, 2010, at the Porter Valley County Club in 
Porter Ranch, California, and the second meeting was held on November 5, 2010, 
at Wiley Canyon Elementary School in Newhall, California. The following 
materials were provided at the meeting and are also included in Appendix C: 
 

• Registration Sheet; 
• Speaker Card; 
• Written Comment Sheet; 
• Project Fact Sheet; and 
• PowerPoint Presentation. 

 
For both meetings, the CPUC’s consultant, Ecology and Environment, Inc. 
(E & E) provided an overview of the purpose of the meeting and described all 
methods for the public and agencies to provide comment on the EIR. The CPUC 
followed with an overview of the CPUC and the environmental review process. 



 
 

1 Overview of CEQA Scoping Process 
 

 
09:002975.CP13.02 1-3 December 2010 
 

Following the CPUC’s presentation, E & E provided an overview of the proposed 
project and outlined the potential impacts of the proposed project. Following the 
presentations, all meeting attendees were given an opportunity to ask questions 
about the proposed project and provide oral comments. 
 
Public and Agency Comments  
The 30-day comment period began on October 21, 2010, and ended on November 
22, 2010. Oral and written comments received during the comment period are 
summarized in Section 3 of this report. The scoping meeting registration sheet is 
included in Appendix B, and copies of the letters received are included in 
Appendix C. Records of the attendees for each scoping meeting are provided in 
Appendix B. Written comments that were received during the scoping period are 
provided in Appendix C. 
 
Comments received will be used, as appropriate, in identifying the range of 
actions, alternatives, mitigation measures, and significant effects to be analyzed in 
depth in the CEQA document. 
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2 Overview of the Proposed Project 

2.1 Background 
SoCalGas is required to implement the proposed project in order to meet the 
terms of Phase 1 of the Settlement Agreement (SA) between SoCalGas and 
parties to the 2009 Biennial Cost Allocation Proceeding approved by the CPUC 
D.08-12-020. The SA requires that SoCalGas replace the turbine-driven 
compressors and expand the overall injection capacity at the storage field by 
approximately 145 million cubic feet per day. The new compressor motors would 
provide reliable, efficient, and increased injection capabilities required by the 
terms of the SA. 
 
2.2 Project Description 
The proposed project includes several components to be constructed by SoCalGas 
and SCE. These components include: 
 

1. Construction of the proposed onsite Central Compressor Station and 
installation of new equipment, including three variable-speed compressor 
trains, compressors, piping, coolers, and other additional required 
equipment. 

2. Relocation of onsite office trailer facilities and an onsite guardhouse. The 
existing trailers would be replaced by new trailers at a site in proximity to 
the proposed Central Compressor Station. The existing guardhouse would 
remain in its current location and a new guardhouse would be constructed 
approximately 500 feet north of the existing guard house, and the east side 
of the main entry road would be widened in order to relieve traffic 
congestion at the facility entrance. 

3. Construction of a new onsite, four circuit, approximately 2,000-foot 
12-kilovolt (kV) Plant Power Line that would provide dedicated electric 
services to the proposed Central Compressor Station. The proposed Plant 
Power Line would be interconnected from the proposed Natural 
Substation to the proposed Central Compressor Station. The Plant Power 
Line would be owned by SoCalGas and designed to San Diego Gas and 
Electric (SDG&E) standards. 

4. Construction of the proposed onsite Natural Substation, including 
foundation and equipment pads, electrical equipment, installation of 
security perimeter wall/chain link fence, access road, and capacitor bank 



 
 

2 Overview of the Proposed Project 
 

 
09:002975.CP13.02 2-2 December 2010 
 

(additional elements may be included). The proposed Natural Substation 
would be 56 megavolt ampere, 66/12 kV with a pre-fabricated mechanical 
electrical and engineering room. This project component would be 
constructed by SCE. 

5. Construction of both onsite and offsite electrical modifications to two 
existing SCE 66-kV subtransmission lines (approximately 12 miles long) 
in order to serve the proposed Central Compressor Station’s load. 
Modifications would also include replacement of existing transmission 
towers and H-frame structures with new tubular steel poles, and 
installation of telecommunication lines on the poles. This project 
component would be constructed and owned by SCE. 

6. Conduct offsite substation modifications at three existing SCE substations 
(Newhall, Chatsworth, and San Fernando Substations) that support two 
existing SCE 66-kV subtransmission lines. Proposed modifications 
include construction of a loop-in interconnection at San Fernando to 
provide for two new positions, and installation of new relay systems and 
ancillary equipment within the substation to provide advanced electrical 
service protection. This project component would be constructed and 
owned by SCE. 

 
2.3 Project Construction 
Construction of the project components could occur concurrently. Construction-
related activities are estimated to take 22 months to complete. 
 
2.4 Operations and Maintenance 
 
Storage Field Project Components 
The project components that would be located within the storage field would be 
integrated into SoCalGas’s existing safety measures, operational controls, and 
maintenance and monitoring procedures, including procedures and best 
management practices for fire safety and storm water drainage. Operations and 
maintenance activities would be performed by SoCalGas operations and 
maintenance personnel. The Natural Substation would be located within the 
storage field; however, the substation would be owned and operated by SCE, as 
described below. 
 
Natural Substation and Subtransmission Lines 
The proposed Natural Substation would be unstaffed, and electrical equipment 
within the proposed Natural Substation would be remotely monitored and 
controlled by an automated system from SCE’s Regional Control Center. SCE 
personnel would perform routine site visits for electrical switching and 
maintenance purposes. Routine maintenance would include equipment testing, 
equipment monitoring, and repair. Routine site visits to the proposed Natural 
Substation would typically be performed three to four times per month. 
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Modifications to the Chatsworth–MacNeil–Newhall–San Fernando line and 
MacNeil–Newhall–San Fernando line would be maintained in a manner 
consistent with CPUC General Order (GO) 95 and CPUC GO 165. These 
subtransmission lines may occasionally require emergency repairs, which would 
be conducted by SCE personnel.  
 
2.5 Project Alternatives 
If an EIR is determined to be the appropriate CEQA document for environmental 
review of the proposed project, reasonable project alternatives will be identified 
and analyzed in the Draft EIR. Agencies and the public will be given the 
opportunity to comment on the project alternatives considered following 
publication of the Draft EIR during the 45-day comment period. A Notice of 
Availability (NOA) will be issued at the time of the publication of the Draft EIR 
to inform the public and agencies that the 45-day comment period for the Draft 
EIR has been initiated.  
 
If an MND is determined to be the appropriate CEQA document for 
environmental review of the proposed project, the public will be given the 
opportunity to comment following publication of the Draft MND during the 30-
day comment period. An NOA will be issued at the time of the publication of the 
Draft MND to inform the public and agencies that the 30-day comment period for 
the Draft MND has been initiated.  
 
2.6 Project Location 
The main project site is located within the storage field and is approximately 
3,600 acres in size. The proposed project would involve coordination between 
SoCalGas, SDG&E, and SCE, and project components would pass through 
unincorporated Los Angeles, the City of Los Angeles, the City of Santa Clarita (in 
Los Angeles County), the Community of Mission Hills (in Los Angeles County), 
and unincorporated Ventura County. Figure 1 shows an overview of the project 
area. 
 
The storage field is located at 12801 Tampa Avenue, in Northridge, California, 
north of the Porter Ranch Community. The Aliso Canyon Plant Station is located 
0.8 miles north of Sesnon Boulevard. Project activities within the storage field 
property would include construction of the proposed new Central Compressor 
Station, relocation of the office trailers and guardhouse, construction of the Plant 
Power Line and Natural Substation, and modification of the existing SCE 66-kV 
subtransmission line. 
 
The reconductoring and pole replacement of the Chatsworth–MacNeil–Newhall–
San Fernando line and the MacNeil–Newhall–San Fernando line would take place 
in the Cities of Santa Clarita and Los Angeles, and portions of unincorporated Los 
Angeles County. The reconductoring and pole replacement of the Chatsworth–
MacNeil–Newhall–San Fernando line and the MacNeil–Newhall–San Fernando 
line would originate at the Newhall Substation, located at the intersection of 
Wiley Canyon Road and Lyons Avenue, in the community of Newhall located in 
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the City of Santa Clarita. The route of the proposed SCE 66-kV subtransmission 
line modification would follow the existing right-of-way (ROW) from the 
Newhall Substation toward Interstate 5 (I-5) south to the SCE Chatsworth Tap, at 
Tap Point A, located approximately 4 miles south of the Newhall Substation. At 
the Chatsworth Tap, the route of the proposed subtransmission line modification 
would traverse in a southwesterly direction to the proposed Natural Substation 
location (see Figure 1).  
 
Additional offsite improvements would include modifications at the Newhall, 
Chatsworth, and San Fernando Substations. The Newhall Substation is located 
within the community of Newhall in the City of Santa Clarita; the Chatsworth 
Substation is located near the Chatsworth Reservoir, near Valley Circle Road and 
Plummer Street; and the San Fernando Substation is located near the intersection 
of San Fernando Mission Boulevard and Sepulveda Boulevard in the community 
of Mission Hills in Los Angeles County (see Figure 1). 
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3 Summary of Scoping Comments 

This section summarizes both written and oral comments received from members 
of the public and public agencies during the 30-day scoping period. Fourteen 
people attended the public scoping meeting held on November 4, 2010, in Porter 
Ranch, and eight people attended the public scoping meeting on November 5, 
2010, in the community of Newhall.  
 
The CPUC received four written comment letters from government agencies, and 
11 comment letters from members of the public. 
 
Concerns and requests raised during the public scoping period are summarized 
below.  
 
3.1 CEQA Process/Public Notification 
Two comments regarding public notification were received from members of the 
public during the scoping period.   
 
One comment indicated that that the address listed in the NOP for the public 
scoping meeting to be held on November 5, 2010, at Wiley Canyon Elementary 
School was incorrect. In response, the CPUC issued a subsequent errata notice on 
October 26, 2010, to all recipients of the NOP, and republished the public scoping 
meeting notices in the Los Angeles Daily News and the Santa Clarita Valley 
Signal. 
 
Another comment requested that the applicant post a 6-foot by 6-foot sign at the 
Sesnon/Tampa entrance to the storage field indicating the extent of the expansion, 
including current storage capacity, increased injection capacity, the exchange of 
turbines from gas-driven engines to electrical engines, a description of the 
additional power lines to be installed, and a stated warning of any additional fire 
risk.  
 
3.2 Project Description, Objectives, and Alternatives 
 
Project Description 
Comments received from the public during the scoping period regarding the 
project description included requests that the applicant (1) explain the natural gas 
import process, including routes of import; (2) and describe the natural gas export 
process and routes of distribution. 
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Alternatives 
Comments received from members of the public during the scoping period 
regarding alternatives included requests that the applicant (1) install transmission 
lines to be reconductored underground to avoid fire danger and visual impacts; 
and (2) consider/explain whether transmission lines and pole structures could be 
located away from the back yards of residential properties. 
 
3.3 Environmental Resources 
Most of comments from members of the public and agencies addressed impacts of 
the proposed project on the human environment, most often with regards to air 
quality, noise, hazards, health, and safety. Comments pertaining to impacts on 
specific environmental resources are described below. 
 
Aesthetics 
Comments received from members of the public during the scoping period 
regarding aesthetics included requests that (1) the transmission lines that would be 
reconductored be installed underground to avoid visual impacts; and (2) the 
transmission poles be designed or camouflaged to look like trees. 
 
Air Quality 
Comments received from members of the public during the scoping period 
regarding air quality included (1) concerns regarding the smell of gas in 
neighborhoods south of the storage field, and the safety of breathing air in areas 
around the site; and (2) a request that air emissions from the proposed project be 
disclosed in the Draft EIR. 
 
Comments received from agencies during the scoping period regarding air quality 
included a letter in response to the NOP from the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD). In this comment letter, the SCAQMD (1) 
requested that the lead agency identify any potential adverse air quality impacts 
that could occur from all phases of the proposed project and all air pollutant 
sources related to the project; (2) requested that the lead agency calculate air 
quality impacts from both construction (including demolition, if any) and 
operations; (3) recommended that the lead agency quantify emissions of fine 
particulate matter 2.5 micrometers in diameter (PM2.5) and compare the results to 
PM2.5 significance thresholds recommended by the SCAQMD; (4) recommended 
that the lead agency calculate localized air quality impacts and compare the 
results to localized significance thresholds (LSTs); (5) recommended that the lead 
agency perform a localized significance analysis by either using the LSTs 
developed by the SCAQMD or performing dispersion modeling as necessary; (6) 
recommended that the lead agency perform a mobile source health risk 
assessment for the project elements that would generate or attract vehicular trips, 
especially heavy duty diesel-fueled vehicles; and (7) recommended that the lead 
agency perform an analysis of all toxic air contaminant impacts that could be 
generated from decommissioning activities or the use of equipment potentially 
generating such air pollutants. 
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Biological Resources  
Comments from agencies during the scoping period addressing biological 
resources were received from the California Department of Fish and Game 
(CDFG) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).  
 
In its comment letter, the CDFG (1) requested that the CEQA document include a 
complete, recent assessment of flora and fauna within and adjacent to the 
proposed project area, with particular emphasis on identifying endangered, 
threatened, and locally unique species and sensitive habitats; (2) requested that the 
CEQA document include a thorough discussion of direct, indirect, and cumulative 
impacts that could adversely affect biological resources, and include specific 
measures to offset such impacts; (3) requested that the CEQA document include a 
range of alternatives to ensure that alternatives to the proposed project are fully 
considered and evaluated. The CDFG requested that a range of alternatives which 
avoid or otherwise minimize impacts to sensitive biological resources, including 
wetlands/riparian habitats, alluvial scrub, and coastal sage scrub, be included in 
the CEQA document. The CDFG also requested that specific alternative project 
locations with lower resource sensitivity than the proposed project locations be 
evaluated where appropriate; (4) requested that the CEQA document include a 
thorough and robust analysis of potentially significant impacts on endangered, 
rare, and threatened species and their habitat that could occur as a result of the 
proposed project and that the CEQA document include specific, potentially 
feasible mitigation measures to avoid or substantially lessen any potentially 
significant impacts; (5) requested that the CEQA document identify whether or 
not an Incidental Take Permit will be required for the proposed project as 
prescribed by Fish and Game Code section 2801, subdivisions (b) and (c); and (6) 
indicated that CDFG opposes the elimination of watercourses and/or the 
canalization of natural and human-made drainages or conversion to subsurface 
drains. 
 
In its comment letter, the USFWS (1) expressed concerns about potential impacts 
from the proposed project on coastal sage scrub habitat for coastal California 
gnatcatcher (CAGN) and Bell’s vireo, and that if the proposed project has the 
potential to impact areas of suitable habitat for CAGN, the applicant may be 
required to perform further surveys for CAGN within one year prior to the start of 
project construction; (2) indicated that the CPUC should ensure consideration of 
potential project impacts on special status plant species, including San Fernando 
Valley spineflower and Braunton’s milk-vetch; (3) indicated that the USFWS 
would issue a letter of concurrence if surveys for protected species demonstrate 
that the proposed project would have no effect on habitat for protected species; 
(4) indicated that, if surveys determine that the proposed project would result in 
“take” of a protected species, the applicant would likely be required to prepare a 
Habitat Conservation Plan under Section 10 of the Federal Endangered Species 
Act; and (5) indicated that impacts on protected species may be “significant” at 
any level under the Endangered Species Act, as compared to CEQA significance 
thresholds. 
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Cultural Resources 
Comments received from agencies during the scoping period regarding cultural 
resources came from The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC). The 
NAHC recommended that (1) the CPUC initiate early consultation with Native 
American tribes in the proposed project area as the best way to avoid 
unanticipated discoveries; (2) a Native American Monitor or Native American 
culturally knowledgeable individual be employed whenever a professional 
archaeologist is employed during the “Initial Study” and in other phases of the 
environmental planning processes; and (3) the CPUC contact the California 
Historic Resources Information System of the Office of Historic Preservation, for 
information on recorded archaeological data. 
 
Land Use 
Comments received from members of the public during the scoping period 
regarding land use included a request that the applicant conform to the 
requirements of local grading and oak tree ordinances. 
 
Noise 
Comments received from members of the public during the scoping period 
regarding noise included concerns about noise emanating from trucks traveling 
along Tampa Road during the evening and early morning hours. 
 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
Comments received from members of the public during the scoping period 
regarding Hazards and Hazardous Materials included (1) multiple comments 
related to the potential for downed power lines to ignite fires in the hills near the 
Porter Ranch residential community; (2) requests that the applicant clear brush 
under existing and new power lines in accordance with City of Los Angeles and 
Los Angeles County regulations, and that the applicant reimburse the appropriate 
regulatory agency for periodic fire safety inspections of the transmission lines for 
the life of the proposed project; (3) a request that the applicant be required to 
follow the same brush clearance regulations and requirements that SCE is 
required to follow; (4) a request that the applicant’s brush clearance inspection 
protocols be disclosed; (5) a request that there be disclosure of the party or parties 
responsible for the safety of power lines at the storage field; (6) concerns 
addressing the safety of natural gas storage operations at the storage field site; (7) 
concerns addressing the effects of venting natural gas into the atmosphere as 
performed by the applicant; (8) a request that an air monitoring station be set up at 
the storage field site; (9) concern over the safety of the storage field with regard to 
earthquake hazards; (10) a request that a phone number for persons with safety 
concerns related to the storage field to call be established and/or publicized; (11) a 
request that the CEQA document include a description of the worst-case 
consequences that could occur at the storage field at current and any proposed 
storage capacity limits, including the consequences of an explosion at the facility 
and whether or not an explosion would trigger an earthquake; (12) concerns that 
the reconductored transmission lines could create health issues; (13) a request that 
the applicant employ and dedicate a full-time safety engineer, who would be 
unmotivated by profit incentives, to be responsible for the safety of the storage 
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field site and that this safety engineer conduct safety audits and implement a plan 
of corrective action based on the initial audit; (14) a request that the storage field 
plant manager be responsible and held accountable for corrective actions that 
could result from safety audits; (15) a request that all safety/maintenance, audit, 
and corrective action records be posted online on the applicant’s website and 
made available for public viewing; (16) a request that the storage field provide 
ongoing safety and community relations training for all site employees; (17) a 
request that the safety engineer (previously referred to under comment 13) and the 
storage field plant manager present an annual safety report to the neighborhood 
councils of Porter Ranch, Granada Hills North, and Chatsworth; and (18) a 
request that one employee of the applicant be in charge of and responsible for the 
safety of the storage field site and the operation of the SCE transmission line from 
the Chatsworth Tap to the storage field site. 
 
Hydrology and Water Quality 
Comments received from members of the public during the scoping period 
regarding hydrology and water quality included (1) concern that the proposed 
project would cause contamination of water sources in the area; and (2) a request 
that surface water and groundwater that may be contaminated from storage field 
uses be appropriately analyzed. 
 
Public Services and Utilities 
Comments received from members of the public during the scoping period 
regarding public services and utilities included concerns that the proposed project 
would contaminate drinking water, groundwater, lakes, and ponds in the area. 
 
Comments Not Addressed in the CEQA Document 
In October 2008, the Sesnon fire caused wide-ranging damage in the Porter 
Ranch, Twin Lakes, and Indian Hills communities. From October 13 to 18, the 
fire burned more than 14,000 acres, resulting in large-scale evacuations in the 
area. During the fire, 89 structures were damaged, and 15 residences were 
destroyed. The cause of the fire was attributed to a downed electrical distribution 
line in the area (CALFIRE 2008). 
 
While fire hazards and issues related to public safety will be addressed and 
mitigated as necessary in Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the 
EIR, the EIR will not address comments specifically related to the Sesnon fire 
received during the public comment period that were not also related to the 
proposed project. 
 
References 
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE). 2008. Sesnon 

Fire Incident Information. October 18.  
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA Arnold Schwarzenegger, Governor

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

505 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3298

1 of 8

NOTICE OF PREPARATION
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

OR INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
FOR THE ALISO CANYON TURBINE REPLACEMENT PROJECT

PROPOSED BY SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY

Application No. A.09-09-020

To: All Interested Parties

A. Subject

Southern California Gas Company (SoCalGas) has filed an application with the California Public
Utilities Commission (CPUC) to amend its Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity
(CPCN), for the construction and operation of the Aliso Canyon Turbine Replacement Project
(project). The CPUC will prepare an environmental review document to evaluate the project in
accordance with the criteria, standards and procedures of the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et. seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines
(California Administrative Code Sections 15000 et. seq.).

This Notice indicates the CPUC’s intent to prepare either a Mitigated Negative Declaration
(MND) or an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) in accordance with CEQA. The EIR would
describe the nature and extent of the environmental impacts of the project and project
alternatives and would discuss mitigation measures for adverse impacts. Depending on the
initial assessment of potential impacts related to the construction or operation of the project, the
CPUC may instead issue an Initial Study (IS) and draft MND, if appropriate.

B. Summary of the Proposed Project

Background

SoCalGas is required to implement the proposed project in order to meet the terms of Phase 1
of the Settlement Agreement (SA) between SoCalGas and parties to the 2009 Biennial Cost
Allocation Proceeding (BCAP) approved by the CPUC D.08-12-020. The SA requires that
SoCalGas replace the TDCs and expand the overall injection capacity at the field by
approximately 145 million cubic feet per day (MMcfd). The new compressor motors would
provide reliable, efficient, and increased injection capabilities required by the terms of the SA.
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Project Description

Project components project would include:

1. Construction of the proposed on-site Central Compressor Station and installation of new
equipment including three variable frequency drive compressor trains, compressors,
piping, coolers, and other additional required equipment.

2. Relocation of on-site office trailer facilities and an on-site guard house. The existing
trailers would be replaced by new trailers at a site in proximity to the proposed Central
Compressor Station. The guard house would be relocated approximately 500 feet north
of the existing facility to relieve traffic congestion at the facility entrance.

3. Construction of a new on-site, four circuit, approximately 2,000-foot 12-kilovolt (kV) Plant
Power Line (PPL) that would provide dedicated electric services to the proposed Central
Compressor Station. The proposed PPL would be interconnected from the proposed
SCE Natural Substation to the proposed Central Compressor Station. The PPL would be
owned by SoCalGas and designed to San Diego Gas and Electric (SDG&E) standards.

4. Construction of the proposed on-site SCE Natural Substation including foundation and
equipment pads, electrical equipment, installation of security perimeter wall/chain link
fence, access road, and capacitor bank (additional elements may be included). The
proposed SCE Natural Substation would be 56 MVA, 66/12-kV with a pre-fabricated
mechanical electrical and engineering room. This project component would be
constructed by SCE.

5. Construction of both on-site and off-site electric modifications to two existing SCE 66-kV
subtransmission lines (up to approximately 12 miles long) in order to serve the proposed
Central Compressor Station’s load. Modifications would also include replacement of
existing towers and H-frame structures with new tubular steel poles (TSP), and
installation of telecommunication lines on the poles. This project component would be
constructed and owned by SCE.

6. Conduct off-site substation modifications at three existing SCE substations (Newhall,
Chatsworth, and San Fernando Substations) that support two existing SCE 66-kV
subtransmission lines. Proposed modifications include: construction of a loop-in
interconnection at San Fernando to provide for two new positions and installation of new
relay systems and ancillary equipment within the substation to provide advanced
electrical service protection. This project component would be constructed and owned by
SCE.

Project Location

The main project site is located within the Aliso Canyon gas storage field (storage field), and is
approximately 3,600 acres in size. The project would involve coordination between SoCalGas,
SDG&E, and SCE, and project components would pass through unincorporated Los Angeles,
the City of Los Angeles, the City of Santa Clarita (in Los Angeles County), the Community of
Mission Hills (in Los Angeles County), and unincorporated Ventura County. Figure 1 shows an
overview of the project area.
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The storage field is located at 12801 Tampa Avenue, in Northridge, California, north of the
Porter Ranch Community. The Aliso Canyon Plant Station is located 0.8 miles north of Sesnon
Boulevard. Project activities within the storage field property would include construction of the
proposed new Central Compressor Station, relocation of the office trailers and the guard house,
construction of the PPL and Natural Substation, and modification of the existing SCE 66 kV sub-
transmission line (see Figure 2).

The reconductoring and pole replacement of the Chatsworth-MacNeil-Newhall-San Fernando
line and the MacNeil-Newhall-San Fernando line would take place in the cities of Santa Clarita
and Los Angeles, and portions of unincorporated Los Angeles County. The reconductoring and
pole replacement of the Chatsworth-MacNeil-Newhall-San Fernando line and the MacNeil-
Newhall-San Fernando line would originate at the Newhall Substation, located at the
intersection of Wiley Canyon Road and Lyons Avenue, in the community of Newhall located in
the City of Santa Clarita. The route of the proposed SCE 66 kV sub-transmission line
modification would follow the existing right-of-way (ROW) from the Newhall Substation toward
Interstate 5 (I-5) south to the SCE Chatsworth tap, at tap point A, located approximately 4 miles
south of the Newhall Substation. At the Chatsworth tap, the route of the proposed sub-
transmission line modification would traverse in a southwesterly direction to the proposed SCE
Natural Substation location (see Figure 1).

Additional off-site improvements would include modifications at SCE’s Newhall, Chatsworth, and
San Fernando Substations. The Newhall Substation is located within the community of Newhall
in the city of Santa Clarita; the Chatsworth Substation is located near the Chatsworth Reservoir,
near Valley Circle Road and Plummer Street; and the San Fernando Substation is located near
the intersection of San Fernando Mission Boulevard and Sepulveda Boulevard in the community
of Mission Hills in Los Angeles County (see Figure 1).

Project Construction

Construction of the project components could occur concurrently. Construction-related activities
are estimated to take 22 months to complete.

Operations and Maintenance

Storage Field Project Components

The project components that would be located within the storage field would be integrated into
SoCalGas’s existing safety measures, operational controls, and maintenance and monitoring
procedures, including procedures and best management practices for fire safety and stormwater
drainage. Operations and maintenance activities would be performed by SoCalGas operations
and maintenance personnel except at the Natural Substation owned and operated by SCE, as
described below.

SCE Natural Substation and SCE Electric Sub-transmission Lines

The proposed SCE Natural Substation would be unstaffed, and electrical equipment within the
proposed SCE Natural Substation would be remotely monitored and controlled by an automated
system from SCE’s Regional Control Center. SCE personnel would perform routine site visits for
electrical switching and maintenance purposes. Routine maintenance would include equipment
testing, equipment monitoring, and repair. Routine site visits to the proposed SCE Natural
Substation would be typically performed three to four times per month.
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The modified Chatsworth-MacNeil-Newhall-San Fernando line and MacNeil-Newhall-San
Fernando line would be maintained in a manner consistent with CPUC General Order (GO) 95
and CPUC GO 165. The sub-transmission lines may occasionally require emergency repairs,
which would be conducted by SCE personnel.

C. Project Alternatives

If an EIR is confirmed to be the appropriate CEQA document for environmental review of the
project, reasonable project alternatives will be identified and analyzed in the Draft EIR. Agencies
and the public will be given the opportunity to comment on the project alternatives considered
following publication of the Draft EIR during the 45-day comment period. A Notice of Availability
(NOA) will be issued at the time of the publication of the Draft EIR to inform the public and
agencies that the 45-day comment period for the Draft EIR has been initiated.

If an MND is confirmed to be the appropriate CEQA document for environmental review of the
project, the public will be given the opportunity to comment following publication of the Draft
MND during the 30-day comment period. A Notice of Availability (NOA) will be issued at the time
of the publication of the Draft MND to inform the public and agencies that the 30-day comment
period for the Draft MND has been initiated.

D. Scope of EIR and Discussion of Potential Impacts

CEQA requires agencies to consider environmental impacts that may result from a proposed
project, to inform the public of potential impacts and alternatives, and to facilitate public
involvement in the assessment process. The CEQA document prepared for the project will
describe in detail the nature and extent of the environmental impacts of the project, and will
discuss appropriate mitigation measures for any adverse impacts. The EIR will include, among
other matters, discussions of the project objectives, a description of the affected environment,
an evaluation of the environmental impacts of the proposed project, and proposed mitigation to
reduce environmental impacts to a less-than-significant level. If it is found that all environmental
impacts can be mitigated to a less-than-significant level, an MND will be prepared.

The Proponent’s Environmental Assessment (PEA), prepared by SoCalGas for the project,
identified the following potential environmental impacts. The EIR may identify additional
impacts.

Table 1: Potential Project Issues or Impacts

Environmental Issue Area Potential Issues or Impact

Aesthetics  Construction of the SCE project elements could result in impacts to aesthetics.

Air Quality  Construction could result in an exceedance of nitrogen oxide (NOX) emissions
above the CEQA threshold.

Biological Resources  Construction could result in impacts to native habitat including Venturan
coastal sage scrub.

Cultural Resources  Construction of some project elements could result in impacts to historic
resources.
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E. Project Scoping Process and Scoping Meetings

Circulation of this Notice opens a public comment period on the scope of the CEQA document
that extends from October 21, 2010 through November 22, 2010. The CPUC invites interested
parties to the following public scoping meetings for the project:

 Thursday, November 4, 2010 at the Porter Valley Country Club, 19216 Singing Hills
Drive, Northridge, CA 91326

o Open House: 6:30 PM to 7:00 PM.
o Presentation and Public Comment Session: 7:00 PM

 Friday, November 5, 2010 at the Wiley Canyon Elementary School, 24607 Walnut St,
Newhall, CA 91321

o Open House: 6:30 PM to 7:00 PM
o Presentation and Public Comment Session: 7:00 PM

The public is invited to present comments about the project and scope of the environmental
document at either or both of the above meetings. Comments may also be mailed, faxed, or
emailed to the CPUC during the NOP comment period specified above. Comments may be
mailed to the following address:

Public Scoping Comments
RE: Aliso Canyon Turbine Replacement Project

c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.
130 Battery Street, Suite #400

San Francisco, CA 94111

Emailed comments may be sent to the following address: AlisoCanyonNG@ene.com. Faxed
comments may be sent to the following number: (415) 981-0801. Voice messages may be left at
(877) 676-8678. Please include your name and mailing address at the bottom of the comment
for mailed, faxed, and emailed comments and note the “Aliso Canyon Turbine Replacement
Project.”

Comments on the scope and content of the CEQA document must be received or
postmarked by Monday, November 22, 2010, to be accepted. No comments will be accepted
after the scoping comment period is closed. Interested parties will have an additional
opportunity to comment on the project during the 45-day public review period to be held for the
Draft EIR.

F. Agency Comments

This NOP has been sent to responsible and trustee agencies, cooperating federal agencies,
and the State Clearinghouse. We need to know the views of your agency as to the scope and
content of the environmental information, which reflects your agency’s statutory responsibilities
in connection with the proposed project. Once again, responses should identify the issues to be
considered in the CEQA document, including significant environmental issues, alternatives,
mitigation measures, and whether the responding agency will be a responsible agency or a
trustee agency. Due to the time limits mandated by State laws, your response must be sent at
the earliest possible date but no later than 30 days (November 22, 2010) after receipt of this
notice. Please send your response to:
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Public Scoping Comments
RE: Aliso Canyon Turbine Replacement Project

c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.
130 Battery Street, Suite #400

San Francisco, CA 94111

G. Additional Information

Information about the Aliso Canyon Project and the CEQA compliance process is available at
the following website:

http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/PUC/energy/Environment/Current+Projects/

The website will be used to post all public documents related to the CEQA document. No public
comments will be accepted on this website; however, the website will provide a sign-up option
for interested parties to be placed on the project mailing list, and a printable comment form.

The CEQA Guidelines are available at the following website:

http://www.ceres.ca.gov/topic/env_law/ceqa/guidelines/

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, which serves as an environmental checklist for all CPUC
CEQA documents, is available here:

http://www.ceres.ca.gov/ceqa/guidelines/pdf/appendix_g-3.pdf

The California Public Utilities Commission hereby issues this Notice of Preparation of an
Environmental Impact Report or Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration.

Andrew Barnsdale, Project Manager
California Public Utilities Commission

October 21, 2010

Attachments:
Figure 1 – Project Overview
Figure 2 – Project Components Within the Storage Field
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA Arnold Schwarzenegger, Governor

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

505 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3298

1 of 1

ERRATA FOR

Notice of Preparation
Environmental Impact Report

Or Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
For the Aliso Canyon Turbine Replacement Project

Proposed by Southern California Gas Company

Application No. A.09-09-020

To: All Interested Parties

The Notice of Preparation for the Environmental Impact Report or Initial Study/Mitigated Negative
Declaration for the Aliso Canyon Turbine Replacement Project proposed by Southern California
Gas Company, Application Number A.09-09-020 (NOP) contained an error with regard to the
address for the location of the second scheduled public scoping meeting. Instead of 24607 Walnut
St, Newhall, CA 91321 (which is the address for the Newhall Elementary School), the correct date,
time, and address for the meeting are as follows:

Date: Friday, November 5, 2010

Time: Open House: 6:30 to 7:00 PM; Presentation/Public Comment Session: 7:00 PM

Location: Wiley Canyon Elementary School
24240 La Glorita Circle
Newhall, CA 91321

We regret any inconvenience this error may have caused.

Andrew Barnsdale, Project Manager
California Public Utilities Commission

October 26, 2010
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California Public Utilities Commission

Public Scoping Meeting on the Proposed Aliso Canyon Turbine Replacement Project
November 4, 2010

Thank you for participating in tonight’s public scoping meeting. We would like to hear your comments.

Note: Before including your address, telephone number, email address, or other personal identifying information in your comment, you
should be aware that your entire comment, including your personal identifying information, may be made publicly available at any time. While
you may ask us in your comment to withhold your personal identifying information from public review, we cannot guarantee that we will be
able to do so. All submissions from individuals identifying themselves as representatives or officials of organizations or businesses will be
made available for public inspection in their entirety.

Name (please print):

Affiliation (if applicable):

Phone: Email:

Address:

City, State, Zip:

COMMENTS

Comments must be received by November 22, 2010
Mail comments to: Aliso Canyon Turbine Replacement Project c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.,

130 Battery Street, Ste. 400, San Francisco, CA 94111
Fax: (415) 981-0801 Project Voicemail: 877-676-8678 email: AlisoCanyonNG@ene.com



COMMENTS (Continued)
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Project Overview

Aliso Canyon Turbine Replacement Project

The Southern California Gas Company (SoCalGas) is 
proposing to construct the Aliso Canyon Turbine Replace-
ment Project (Aliso Canyon Project) at the Aliso Canyon 
natural gas storage field facility. The Aliso Canyon Project 
would primarily involve replacing existing natural gas 
compressors at the facility, which would allow SoCalGas to 
increase the facility’s natural gas injection capacity from 
300 to 445 million cubic feet per day. The storage and 
daily withdrawal capacity of the facility would remain the 
same. The project would be located mainly in an unincorpo-
rated area of Los Angeles County.

The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC), as Lead 
Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA), will prepare either an Environmental Impact Report 
or an Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration for 
the proposed project. This environmental document will 
describe the nature and extent of the impacts resulting from 
the project and project alternatives, and will discuss mitiga-
tion measures for any adverse impacts that are identified. 

Project Components

The Aliso Canyon Project would involve the following:

1. Construction of a new Central Compressor Station at 
the facility site, including the installation of three 
variable frequency drive compressor trains, compressors, 
and other equipment;

2. Relocation of on-site office trailer facilities and an 
on-site guard house;

3. Construction of a new on-site, approximately 2,000-
foot 12-kilovolt (kV) Plant Power Line that would provide 
dedicated electric services to the proposed Central 
Compressor Station; 

4. Construction of an new 56 Megavolt Ampere, 
66/12-kV electric substation (the Natural Substation) by 
Southern California Edison (Edison);

5. Modifications that would be made by Edison to two 
existing 66-kV subtransmission lines (up to approximately 
12 miles long) in order to serve the proposed Central 
Compressor Station’s load; and

6. Modifications that would be made by Edison to three 
existing substations (Newhall, Chatsworth, and San 
Fernando Substations). 

State of California
Public Utilities Commission November 2010
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For more information…
Website: http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/ene/aliso_canyon/aliso_canyon_home.html
Email: AlisoCanyonNG@ene.com
Mail: Aliso Canyon Project, c/o Ecology and Environment, 130 Battery Street #400, San Francisco, CA 94111
Information Hotline: (877) 676-8678

Objectives of the Turbine Replacement Project

SoCalGas is proposing the Aliso Canyon Project to meet 
the terms of a Settlement Agreement between SoCalGas 
and parties to the 2009 Biennial Cost Allocation Proceed-
ing (Decision D.08-12-020) approved by the CPUC. The 
project’s objective is to ensure a reliable, efficient natural 
gas supply in order to support power generation and serve 
the heating, cooling, and other energy needs of industrial, 
commercial, and residential users.

Potential Impacts Identi�ed

In its initial review of the project, the CPUC has identified 
potential adverse environmental impacts to:

Aesthetics – Construction of the Edison project elements 
could result in impacts to views in the area.

Air Quality – Construction activities could result in an 
exceedance of emissions of nitrogen oxides above the CEQA 
threshold.

Biological Resources – Construction activities could result 
in impacts to native habitat, including Venturan costal sage 
scrub.

Cultural Resources – Construction of some project elements 
could result in impacts to historic resources.

Public Scoping Comments and Next Steps

The CPUC invites the public to present comments about the 
project and the scope of the environmental document. Com-
ments may be mailed, emailed, or left verbally at one of two 
public scoping meetings or on the CPUC’s hotline for the 
project (information below). All public scoping comments must 
be received or postmarked by November 22, 2010. Once the 
public scoping period ends, the CPUC will prepare a draft 
CEQA document, which will be circulated for review and 
further comment. 

Coast live oak

Chamise chapparal

Coast horned lizard
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Before the meeting starts…

Please:
- Sign in
- Pick up meeting materials
- Fill out a speaker card if you want to comment
- Pick up comment cards for written comments

Public Scoping Period Ends: 
November 22, 2010



Aliso Canyon Turbine 
Replacement Project

CEQA Public Scoping Meetings
November 4 and 5, 2010



Public Scoping Meeting Agenda

• Introduction
• Purpose of the Meeting
• CPUC and Environmental Review Process
• Description of the Project
• Potential Environmental Impacts
• How to Comment



Purposes of the Public Meeting

1.  Share information about the                 
Aliso Canyon Project

2.  Solicit input from the public and agencies 
on the scope of the Notice of Preparation



CPUC and the Environmental 
Review Process



Aliso Canyon Project              
Introduction and Background

• The Southern California Gas Company (SoCalGas) 
has filed an application with the CPUC to replace the 
compressor turbines and expand injection capacity at 
the Aliso Canyon Natural Gas Storage Facility.

• This project will allow SoCalGas to comply with a 
Settlement Agreement approved by the CPUC in 
Decision D.08-12-020.



CPUC Process for Project Review

The CPUC process has two parts
1. Ratemaking (Need, Cost, Feasibility and Rates)
2. Environmental Review

Today’s meeting is about Environmental Review
– Compliance with California Environmental 

Quality Act (CEQA)



CPUC Process for Project Review

SoCalGas Application to 
Replace Gas Compressor 
Turbines at Aliso Canyon

ALJ Holds a Pre-
Hearing Conference to 

Establish Scope

CPUC Starts 
Independent 

Environmental Review 
Process

Public Scoping

Environmental Studies

Draft EIR

Final EIR

Potential Hearings, 
Testimony on non-CEQA 

issues

Draft Decision CPUC
Decision

Public Comment

Public Comment

We Are Here



For Additional Information:
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov



Aliso Canyon Project and 
CEQA Document 



Key Players and Their Roles

California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC)
Lead agency under California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

- Ecology and Environment, Inc. (E&E) is the 
environmental (CEQA) contractor for CPUC

Southern California Gas Company (SoCalGas)
Applicant and Project Developer

– Southern California Edison (Edison): Will implement certain elements



History of the                          
Aliso Canyon Natural Gas Storage Field

1936 – 1974: Oil and natural gas reservoir 
- 60 million barrels of oil, 180 million cubic feet of gas recovered

1974: Aliso Canyon began serving as a natural gas storage field    
- Three turbine-driven compressors installed in 1970s

SoCalGas’s largest natural gas storage field, one of largest in U.S.
- 84 billion cubic feet (Bcf) working storage capacity
- 1.875 Bcf per day withdrawal
- 300 million cubic feet per day injection



Source: AECOM 2009





Description of the                   
Aliso Canyon Project

Project Components
Natural Gas Storage Field:
• On-site Central Compressor Station
• Relocation of office trailer facilities and guard house
• Natural Substation
• Plant Power Line (12kV) for proposed compressor station
• Widen entrance access road

Off-Site Components (Southern California Edison):
• Reconductor two existing 66 kV subtransmission lines 
• Modifications to three existing substations (Newhall, Chatsworth, 

San Fernando)





Description of the                   
Aliso Canyon Project

Construction of New Guard House and Widened Access Road

Source: AECOM 2009



Description of the                          
Aliso Canyon Project

SCE MacNeil-Newhall-San Fernando and Chatsworth MacNeil-Newhall-San 
Fernando line Reconductoring and Pole Replacement



Description of the                     
Aliso Canyon Project

Offsite Substation Modifications
• Installation of new equipment at SCE’s

Newhall, Chatsworth, and San Fernando 
Substations 

• San Fernando Substation (TSP 
replacement)



CEQA Approach

• SoCalGas has submitted an application to CPUC to 
update Aliso Canyon facility

• CPUC is CEQA lead agency – required to review 
environmental impacts of SoCalGas’s proposal

• E&E (CPUC contractor) is conducting the 
environmental review under CEQA

Environmental Impact Report (EIR) vs. 
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration



Aliso Canyon Project: 
Potential Environmental Impacts

Potential environmental impacts were initially identified for: 

• Aesthetics – Construction of the Southern California Edison 
project elements could result in impacts to aesthetics

• Air Quality – Construction could result in an exceedance of 
emissions of nitrogen oxide (NOx) above the CEQA threshold

• Biological Resources – Construction could result in impacts to 
native habitat, including Venturan costal sage scrub

• Cultural Resources – Construction of some project elements 
could result in impacts to historic resources



How to Make Comments
Provide comments in person at this meeting, or submit written 

comments via mail or email:

Email:  AlisoCanyonNG@ene.com

Mail:  Attention: Aliso Canyon Project
c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.

130 Battery Street #400
San Francisco, CA 94111

Information Hotline:  (877) 676-8678



For More Information

Written public scoping comments must be received or 
postmarked by November 22, 2010

CPUC Website for the                      
Aliso Canyon Project:

www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/ene/aliso_canyon/
aliso_canyon_home



Thank You



 

 
09:002975.CP13.02                                                        C-1 December 2010 
 

  
 

C Comment Letters 

 
 
 
 



 
 

                                                                                               C  Comment Letters 
 

 
09:002975.CP13.02                                                         C-2 December 2010 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This page intentionally left blank 
 
 

























From: Hesson, Bruce [Bruce.Hesson@conservation.ca.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, November 23, 2010 10:49 AM
To: Herron, Christy
Subject: RE: Aliso Canyon Gas Turbine Replacement Project: Notice of Preparation for an EIR
Hi Christy,
Thank you for the opportunity to review the attached NOP.  Based on the summary of the proposed
project the Ventura District office of the Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources (DOGGR)
currently has no comments.  The DOGGR Ventura District office does request that we be left on the
distribution list for any future CEQA documentation that may be developed as part of this project.
Thank you for your consideration in this matter.
Sincerely,
Bruce H. Hesson, P.E.
District Deputy
Division of Oil, Gas and Geothermal Resources
1000 S. Hill Road, Suite 116
Ventura, CA  93003
(805) 654-4761
From: Herron, Christy [mailto:CHerron@ene.com]
Sent: Friday, November 19, 2010 3:07 PM
To: Hesson, Bruce
Subject: Aliso Canyon Gas Turbine Replacement Project: Notice of Preparation for an EIR
Mr. Hesson,
Your contact information was unintentionally left off the distribution list for the Notice of Preparation
(NOP) for an Environmental Impact Report or Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration for the
Aliso Canyon Turbine Replacement Project proposed by Southern California Gas Company – apologies
for the oversight. Please see the NOP, attached, and please use the commenting mechanisms in the NOP
to submit a comment if you wish, and/or contact me directly. Ecology and Environment, Inc. is the
California Public Utilities Commission’s (CPUC’s) consultant for the preparation of the CEQA
document.
Thank you,
Christy Herron
Christy Herron, AICP
Ecology and Environment, Inc.
130 Battery Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA  94111
Phone: 415-981-2811 Ext: 4728  |   Cell: 510-301-0738
cherron@ene.com   |   www.ene.com
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Doyle, James Conor

From: Chris_Dellith@fws.gov

Sent: Thursday, December 02, 2010 8:38 AM

To: Herron, Christy

Cc: Doyle, James Conor; Siu, Jennifer D.; dsblankenship@dfg.ca.gov

Subject: Re: Discussion re: Aliso Canyon Turbine Replacement Project NOP

Page 1 of 2

12/3/2010

Hi Christy,

Great talking to you yesterday and thank you for summarizing our conversation.  A couple of items below
require a little clarification.  1) potential impacts to LBV would only be if there was suitable habitat for this
species.  Last I recall, there was not suitable habitat in the project area; however, it warrants further
investigation; 2)  I agree that there is a good chance that San Fernando Valley spineflower could be there;
however, there is less of a chance that Braunton's milkvetch could be there, but it still warrants surveys;
and 3) negative survey results for wildlife species can be used as rationale to demonstrate that the
proposed project would not result in "take." You used the term "no effect" below, which we use in terms of
a section 7 consultation; therefore, without a Federal nexus, you used be using the term "no take" of the

wildlife species in question.  Let me know if you have questions.

Sincerely,

Chris

==========================
Chris Dellith
Senior Fish & Wildlife Biologist
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
Ventura Fish and Wildlife Office
2493 Portola Road, Suite B
Ventura, CA 93003
(805) 644-1766, ext. 227

chris_dellith@fws.gov

Chris,

 
Thanks for speaking with me today about the Aliso Canyon Turbine Replacement Project EIR. I am glad
you were able to review the EIR Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the project, and that we had a chance to
have an initial conversation about the project and potential impacts that the CPUC should address in the

CEQA document.

 
As I mentioned earlier, we are still gathering data and information regarding the proposed project and

"Herron, Christy" <CHerron@ene.com>

12/01/2010 07:09 PM

To
<Chris_dellith@fws.gov>

cc "Siu, Jennifer D." <JSiu@ene.com>, "Doyle, James Conor"

<JDoyle@ene.com>

Subject Discussion re: Aliso Canyon Turbine Replacement Project NOP



potential impacts to biological and wetlands resources. Our current understanding of the project indicates that it
would probably not result in any wetland fill, but could result in indirect impacts to wetlands or drainages, and that
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is not likely to take jurisdiction over such impacts.

 
You indicated that U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has several initial concerns with regards to the proposed project,
that the CPUC (lead agency) should consider, including:

 
1.        Potential impacts to coastal sage scrub habitat for coastal California gnatcatcher. You indicated that
“negative” surveys for such a species are considered adequate for up to one year, and that further surveys may
need to be performed within one year of the start of project construction if the project has the potential to impact

areas of suitable habitat.

 

2.        Potential impacts to least Bell’s vireo.

 
You also indicated that the CPUC should ensure consideration of potential project impacts to special status plant
species, including San Fernando Valley spineflower, and Braunton’s milk-vetch, both which are likely or highly
likely to occur in the project area.

 
You and I also discussed the possibility of the applicant requesting a concurrence letter from USFWS that the
project would not result in a species take, if surveys for species are negative and it can be shown that the project

would have no effect on habitat for the species.

 
If surveys result in a positive identification of protected species, and if the project development is likely to result in
a species take, the applicant would likely be required to prepare a Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) under Section
10 of the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA).

 
You and I also discussed the difference between CEQA thresholds and thresholds of impact to protected species
under the federal ESA – where CEQA makes a distinction between “significant” and “less than significant”

impacts, impacts to protected species may be “significant” at any level, under the ESA.

 
Thank you again for taking the time to discuss the proposed Aliso Canyon project and CEQA document. Please
let me know if you would like to clarify any points discussed above; otherwise, this email will be saved in the

record as the USFWS’s response to the NOP for the EIR.

 
The CPUC will continue to keep you and other resource agency staff updated regarding the proposed Aliso

Canyon project, as we progress further along in the CEQA process.  

 

Christy Herron

 
Christy Herron, AICP

Ecology and Environment, Inc.

130 Battery Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA  94111

Phone: 415-981-2811 Ext: 4728  |   Cell: 510-301-0738

cherron@ene.com   |   www.ene.com

         
Celebrating 40 Years of Green Solutions
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From: philillini@aol.com
Sent: Wednesday, November 17, 2010 3:10 PM
To: Herron, Christy
Subject: Aliso Canyon Storage Project
I live a half mile from the mountains that contain the gas storage facilities in
question.  I strongly urge that significant efforts be made to reduce the potential
for damaging fires in the area surrounding the gas storage facilities.  I have live
here for 41 years and have seen at least 4 damaging fires over that time.  The last
one was precipitated by a downed power line.  We are in the 21st century and
need a modern method of protecting the storage facilities and the communities
below.  Stronger power lines are needed. If possible underground lines should be
used near the facility.  It is a high wind area well known to all in the Valley. 
Before we move forward, I ask that the area be scrutinized with respect to fire
hazard.  We need nothing less than the best protection available and one that can
be upgraded over time.

Another concern is earthquake as the mountains are in a significant earthquake
zone.  I have seen 3 earthquakes in this area since 1971.  We must be sure that
the storage facility is strong enough to deal with a large quake. 

Please make sure this project is safe for the thousands who live directly below it.

Philip H. Kaplan
19262 Pebble Beach Place
Porter Ranch, CA 91326-1444

Phil Kaplan
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From: Stephan Karczag [karczag@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, November 17, 2010 3:27 PM
To: Herron, Christy
Subject: Comment on SCGC Expansion
I believe the SCGC Expansion has merit, but the resident concerns for fire safety are valid given the
recent fire caused by downed power lines. 

One way to mitigate these problems is to have the project abide by LA City and County brush clearance
standards and have Sempra repeatedly, for the life of the transmission lines, reimburse the appropriate
regulatory agency for their periodic inspections 

Thanks,

Stephan Karczag
11861 Stone Gate Way
Porter Ranch, CA 91326
818-360-9707
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From: Schwartz, Diane L [diane.schwartz@csun.edu]
Sent: Wednesday, November 17, 2010 4:52 PM
To: Herron, Christy
Cc: Schwartz, Diane L
Subject: Proposed Gas Company Expansion
California Public Utilities Commission
I am very much opposed to the Gas Company proposed Expansion of their gas storage facility in Porter Ranch, I
am particularly concerned with the additional fire hazard ( very dry conditions and high winds up here in Porter
Ranch) that the expansion may cause. I also am concerned with the high transmission lines. I would like to see
them installed underground to reduce the fire danger and the visual impact.
Diane Schwartz
19804 Mariposa Pines Way
Northridge, CA 91326
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From: TUZO@aol.com
Sent: Thursday, November 18, 2010 9:24 AM
To: Herron, Christy
Subject: GAS EXPANSION

We have lived on Castlebay Lane in Porter Ranch across the street from Castlebay
Lane Grade School since 1974; we have experienced many, many serious fires in the
hills above Sesnon Boulevard...too numerous to go into in this email.
 
The fire in November, 2008 was by far the closest we have come to losing our home
because the power lines in the hills above Sesnon set off the largest blaze ever for our
Porter Ranch area.  This MUST stop!
 
It is irresponsible for the gas company to not clear the brush around its power lines; it
is ludicrous that the city and county allow this to continue to take place.  It is
absolutely unacceptable for the gas company to be able to add even more danger to
our hills.
 
In 1974, there was an enormous blaze of burning gas at the top of our hills that
continued for many days...enough gas was burnt off in those days to light up the City
of New York!  It took Red Adair to put out the fire...doesn't anyone remember that
fiasco?
 
Perhaps it is time for a class action suit to take place; all stakeholders in Porter Ranch
would join together to sue the gas company for the loss of several homes in our area
in the November, 2008 fire and the need for us to evacuate from our homes three
times. 
 
Adding to this nightmare, my father had taken a fall and was in Northridge Hospital ER
at the exact time of the first evacuation...he was then forced to remain in the hospital
much longer than the one day of observation because of the smoke and ash in the air.
 
My father died of aspiration pneumonia a week later; I blame the gas company...had
the gas company not been negligent, the fire would not have started.  Had there been
no fire that week, my father would not have been forced to remain in the hospital for
several days and would not have developed aspiration pneumonia. 
 
If my father had not developed aspiration pneumonia, he might still be with us today!
 
Jo-Ann Seitzinger
18961 Castlebay Lane
Porter Ranch, CA 91326
(818) 360-6261 Phone
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From: denoleary@aol.com
Sent: Friday, November 19, 2010 2:29 PM
To: Herron, Christy
Subject: Proposed Gas Company Expansion In Porter Ranch
1. In a worst case scenario: What is the impact area and description of devastation if the storage area explodes?
Would it trigger an earthquake and how large? Or do you need an EIR for that information?

2. As this is a storage location, please explain the import process and routes of import. Also describe the export
process and routes of distribution.  Are these areas at risk or exposed to the effects of fire or earthquakes?  What
is the description of the impact area should these routes explode?

3. As in the past, I expect my home owners insurance company to seize the opportunity to increase insurance
premiums as a result of this discussion regardless of any mitigating factors or explanations. I am sick of being told
my premium increase is due living in a fire area. My address is not in a fire area - any more than a home in
Panorama City. If the Gas Company wants to store, import and/or distribute anything that will cause an increase
in my home owner's insurance, I request a "user fee" or an amount to offset my increase in premium. How about
the Gas Company provide a free fire insurance rider?
Just as the oil companies pay into a fund for Alaskans, I propose that the Gas Company pay into a fund for those
of us living in the impacted area. The amount to be distributed annually.

4. Otherwise put the lines underground.

Thank you.
Dennis O'Leary
18932 Killimore Court
Northridge, CA 91326
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From: Wendy Moore [wendylmoore@earthlink.net]
Sent: Monday, November 22, 2010 10:02 AM
To: Herron, Christy
Subject: Gas Co Expansion Comment

Dear Madam or Sir,
I am writing regarding the proposed expansion of the Gas Company storage facility north of Porter Ranch, CA. I
would like to request that before the project is approved, the Gas Company commit to regular clearance of the
brush below the existing and future power lines effective immediately. I would also like to see it verified by the
LAFD in Porter Ranch, stations 8 & 28, since they are the first line of defense to protect us in fire. The lack of
brush clearance caused inexcusable damage to houses, people and parks. The dead trees are still not all
removed from Limekiln Canyon and other canyons. Further, now that we have dead trees, we also have pine bark
beetles.
Thank you for your consideration,
 
Wendy L. Moore
19213 Dunure Place
Porter Ranch, CA 91326
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NOTICE OF PREPARATION

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

OR INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

FOR THE ALISO CANYON TURBINE REPLACEMENT PROJECT

PROPOSED BY SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY

Application No. A.09-09-020

Public Scoping Comments

Wes Rogers, Porter Ranch Resident

RE: Aliso Canyon Turbine Replacement Project

c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.

130 Battery Street, Suite #400

San Francisco, CA 94111

Scoping Meeting Comments:

The public scoping meeting held in Porter Ranch failed to acknowledge the SCGA Aliso Facility caused,

2008 Sesnon fire, and its damage to the environment. SGCA's CPUC application A.09-09-020 and PEA

also fails to make mention of the fires environmental destruction of dozens of Los Angeles City

protected oaks trees and hundreds of mature pine trees at park trails in the area. This was a significant

wildfire that originated from the operation of the Aliso Gas Storage facility. The CPUC scoping meeting

presentation completely ignored this.

The scoping meeting presentation ignored the Sesnon fire, presented the project overview with no

questions taken, and gathered community input with no CPUC responses allowed or questions

answered. These CPUC imposed scoping meeting restrictions contribute to the disingenuous nature of

the public presentation Sempra SCGA has put forward for this project from the very beginning. The

CPUC mission is to "serve the public interest by protecting consumers and ensuring the provision of

safe, reliable utility service." Neither CEQA docs nor the scoping meeting presentation at Porter Ranch
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Public Scoping Comments

Wes Rogers, Porter Ranch Resident

RE: Aliso Canyon Turbine Replacement Project

c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.

130 Battery Street, Suite #400

San Francisco, CA 94111

outlined any concern for wildfire safety. The meeting presenters would not discuss this. Completion of

the project must not be placed ahead of public safety.

Failure to clear brush under any high voltage power line operating in areas of high wind, on red flag

warning days, is unsafe The CPUC does not have brush clearance jurisdiction over the SCGA Aliso

facility, a non-electric utility on private land. This fact negates any environmental concerns the

application A09-09-020 environmental review will exercise for humans, wild life, trees, etc. The

environmental scoping meeting gives zero assurance that this environmental review will be nothing

more than a rubber stamp unless a full investigation and review of SCGA Aliso facility safety practices

leading up to the 2008 Sesnon fire is conducted to assure the safe ongoing operation of the SCGA Aliso

facility.

Comments on the SCGA Aliso Facility Environmental Impact:

1. Brush must be cleared per LAFD regulation and maintained for both transmission and site distribution
lines from the Chatsworth Tap to both Aliso facilities and all distribution lines within the Aliso facilities.

2. SCGC must post large (6' x 6') signage at the Sesnon/Tampa entrance to the Aliso facility indicating the
extent of the facility expansion, including current storage capacity, increased injection capacity, the
exchange of turbines from gas driven to electrical, a description of the additional power lines to be
installed and a stated warning of the additional fire risk.

3. With two large independent agencies operating at the Aliso site (SCGC and Edison,) a reconciliation of
authority must take place to establish one ultimate authority and responsibility for safety of the entire
operation including Edison transmission line management from the Chatsworth tap to the Aliso site.

4. SCGC Aliso presently does not employ staff hired for specifically safety purposes, per Joseph M.
Mosca, Public Affairs Manager, Southern California Gas Company. The SCGC Aliso site must employ and
dedicate a full time safety engineer with no profit incentives of any kind, responsible for safety of the
entire site and authority to shut down unsafe operations, reporting to Sempra's Corporate Compliance
Committee.
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Public Scoping Comments

Wes Rogers, Porter Ranch Resident

RE: Aliso Canyon Turbine Replacement Project

c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.

130 Battery Street, Suite #400

San Francisco, CA 94111

5. Under this new authority, the facility safety engineer must conduct an initial safety audit to
determine site compliance to local regulations and submit as a public record (on-line) these findings
along with recommendations for the scope and frequency of future audits and inspections. This initial
audit will include brush clearance inspection and gas leak detection findings.

6. SCGA must prepare and implement a plan of corrective action from the initial audit (5.) that includes
benchmarking of best practices from other gas storage facilities.

7. The facility safety engineer must be responsible for ongoing review and update of the newly
established safety and maintenance site requirements with full compliance to local regulations. The
safety engineer will perform ongoing audits of safety, maintenance practices and employee training for
the facility, including structures, grounds, construction, equipment, gas leak detection, power line
integrity and brush clearance.

8. The SCGA Aliso site plant manager must be responsible and held accountable for corrective actions as
a result of safety engineer audits and corrective actions. SCGA must submit a plan for remedy when the
plant manager does not comply with safety engineer determined corrective actions including possible
plant manager suspension and or employment termination.

9. All safety/maintenance audit records and corrective actions status must be posted on-line at the
SCGA website for public viewing with monthly updates.

10. The SCGA Aliso facility must provide ongoing safety and community relations training for all site
employees, including management.

11. The safety engineer and the Aliso plant manager must attend and present a safety report at each of
the following neighborhood councils annually. Porter Ranch, Granada Hills North, Chatsworth.

12. SCGA must provide full remediation of damage to the City of Los Angeles parks and trails as a result
of the 2008 Sesnon fire, including reimbursement of costs for removal of all damaged/destroyed trees
and replanting/maintenance of new trees at both Limekiln Trail and the Palisades Trail.
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