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December 17, 2025 

VIA EMAIL ONLY 

Chairman, Rudy Schaffner 
Vice Chairman, Carson Kalin 
Russell Roben 
Tony Gallegos 
Sergio Cabanas 
Katheryn Cynthia Dunn 
Ernesto Medina 
Scott Wright 
Jose Hinojosa 
Planning Commission  
801 Main Street 
El Centro, CA 92243 
ICPDSCommentLetters@co.imperial.ca.us 

Subject:  December 18, 2025 Planning Commission Meeting; Agenda Item 2, Consideration of 
Lot Merger No. 00191  

Dear Chairman Schaffner, Vice Chairman Kalin, and Honorable Members of the Planning 
Commission: 

This firm represents the City of Imperial with regards to the Data Center Project. The 
Planning Commission is scheduled to consider a request by the applicant Imperial Valley 
Computer Manufacturing, LLC (“IVCM”) to merge five parcels and Leimgruber Road (the 
“Property”). The City urges the Planning Commission to deny the proposed lot merger for the 
reasons set forth in this letter, or in the alternative, send the application back to the Planning 
Department to be properly analyzed and processed in accordance with the State Subdivision Map 
Act, the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), State Planning and Zoning laws, and 
the Municipal Code. Among other items, the current proposal before the Planning Commission is 
based upon false information and violates the law: 

 IVCM falsely certified in the lot merger application that it owns the entire Property. 
(Exhibit 1 [applications].) According to the County Accessor’s Office, IVCM does 
not. State law prohibits the filing of a map with the County that does not have 
written consent of all parties that have any record title interest. (Exhibit 2 [Gov. 
Code, § 66430].) This is a serious issue. A violation of the Subdivision Map Act is 
considered a misdemeanor. (Exhibit 3 [Gov. Code, § 66499.31].) 
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 The Subdivision Map Act only authorizes the merger of contiguous parcels that are 
under common ownership. (Exhibit 4 [Gov. Code, § 66499.20.3].) The Planning 
Commission would be violating State law if it approved the lot merger. 

 Leimgruber Road is a public roadway owned in fee by the County. The Subdivision 
Map Act does not authorize merging this Road with the other parcels because only 
“contiguous parcels under common ownership” can be merged and the Road is  not 
owned by the adjacent property owners. Before the Road can be merged, the Board 
of Supervisors would have to vacate the Road and convey the ownership of the 
Road to a private entity that owns the contiguous parcels. The Planning 
Commission lacks authority and jurisdiction to merge the Road with the other 
parcels and to presume and act for the Board of Supervisors on the Road vacation. 

 Municipal Code, section 90501.01 (Exhibit 5) does not permit the Planning 
Commission to rezone the Property M-1-U as part of the lot merger. Such an 
interpretation violates well-established State Planning and Zoning laws that 
designate rezones as a discretionary action that must be reviewed by the Planning 
Commission and approved by the Board of Supervisors following a noticed 
public hearing. (Exhibit 6 [Gov. Code, § 65856].) The Planning Commission 
would be violating State law if it rezoned the parcels as part of the lot merger.   

 The lot merger does not qualify for an exemption under the CEQA Guidelines, 
section 15305, Class 5 (Minor Alternations in Land Use Limitations). The CEQA 
Guidelines (14 CCR § 15378, subd. (a)-(c)) requires that the entire Project 
including all of the components be considered together when making a CEQA 
determination and the construction of a million square foot data center is hardly a 
minor alteration to the Property.  

It is difficult to imagine that the Planning Commission would want to normalize and 
establish a precedence of ignoring the Subdivision Map Act, CEQA, State Planning and Zoning 
laws, and the County Municipal Code by approving this lot merger.  

1. The Lot Merger Application is Faulty and Inaccurate. 

According to the lot merger application, the applicant attested that it was the sole legal 
owner of the Property. (Exhibit 1.) This is not accurate, and the County knows it is not. The 
certification of ownership on the lot merger application directly contradicts the application to the 
County for the grading permit that was accompanied by owner’s affidavits from three different 
landowners none of whom were IVCM. The City confirmed with the County Accessor that IVCM 
is not the owner of any of the parcels. Further, there would be no need for the County to condition 
the lot merger upon proof of single ownership after the lot merger is approved if the County were 
not aware that the lot merger application was inaccurate.  

State law prohibits the filing of a map with the County that does not have written consent 
of all parties that have any record title interest. (Exhibit 7 [Gov. Code, § 66430].) The County 
Municipal Code follows State law requiring that a lot merger may only be initiated by the record 
property owner. (ICMC, § 90808.) Applications for land use permits are required to include the 
signature of the applicant and if the applicant is not the property owner, then the signature of the 
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owner or an owner’s affidavit. (ICMC, § 90104.00(A).) There were no property owner affidavits 
submitted with the lot merger application; instead IVCM claimed to be the property owner when 
it is not. Every application must include a site plan that includes all proposed structures below and 
above ground. (ICMC, § 90104.00(B).) Applications under the Subdivision Map Act must include 
a preliminary title report and details of all parties with a legal interest in the property. (ICMC, § 
90104.00(C).) This requirement was bypassed by the filing of an application in which the applicant 
falsely portrayed itself to be the owner of the parcels. Because the map cannot even be filed without 
this written consent, compliance with State law and the Municipal Code cannot be circumvented 
by imposing a condition requiring single ownership after the merger is approved. 

The application should have been rejected. The County Municipal Code, section 90808.03 
is clear that “[u]nder no conditions shall the Department accept an incomplete application and 
commence processing it, unless and until all necessary information and supporting documentation 
is provided.” Instead of rejecting the application, the County is asking the Planning Commission 
to approve a lot merger based on a false certification and one that lacks all property owner approval 
and consent.  

2. The Lot Merger is Not Authorized by the State Subdivision Map Act and the County 
Municipal Code Because the Parcels are Not Under Common Ownership. 

Contiguous parcels may be merged either by a legislative body or by a property owner 
petition. The applicant elected to proceed with a property owner petition. The Subdivision Map 
Act specifically authorizes a property owner to request the County merge parcels; but, all of the 
parcels must be under common ownership. (Exhibit 4 [Gov. Code, § 66499.20.3].) This 
prohibition serves multiple constitutional and policy purposes including protecting property rights 
by preventing involuntary takings, ensuring due process, and preventing property owners from 
manipulating ownership structures after merger proceedings begin. The County Municipal Code, 
section 90801.04(41) confirms that a lot merger means “the joining of two or more contiguous 
parcels of land under one ownership into one parcel.”  Thus, the lot merger does not conform to 
State law and County Ordinance because the parcels to be merged are not under common 
ownership. 

The County Municipal Code cannot be interpreted to permit the lot merger because the 
State Subdivision Map Act prohibits local ordinances that are not consistent with State law or 
conflict with the provisions of the Subdivision Map Act. (Gov. Code, §§ 66421, 66498.6 [local 
agencies do not have the option to disregard any state or federal laws, regulations, or policies.) 
Imposing a condition that requires all the parcels to be deeded under the same ownership after the 
Planning Commission’s approval and before the final map is recorded does not comply with the 
law. The parcels must be under single ownership before the lot merger is approved. Because the 
parcels are not under single ownership, a merger would be in violation of the State Subdivision 
Map Act and the County Municipal Code.  
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3. The Lots Cannot Be Merger Because Leimgruber Road is Required to be Vacated by 

the Board of Supervisors First.  

Leimgruber Road bisects the proposed lot merger; the parcels to be merged are not 
contiguous. Leimgruber Road is a public roadway owned in fee by the County. Government Code 
section 66499.20.3 only authorizes the merger of contiguous parcels under common ownership. 
The Municipal Code aligns with the Subdivision Map Act by prohibiting parcels that are separated 
or affected by an easement right-of-way, road, alley or canal (including public utility easements) 
from being merged. (ICMC, §§ 90808.00, 90808.03.) The County is also a landowner whose 
consent is required before the Road can be merged with the other parcels. (Gov. Code, § 66430.) 
For the County to approve merging Leimgruber Road with adjacent parcels, the Board of 
Supervisors must first authorize a road vacation and transfer the parcel to the private owner of the 
neighboring land so that all the parcels to be merged are contiguous and under common ownership. 
The Subdivision Map Act does not allow for the merger of public roads with private property under 
section 66499.20.3. 

The staff report confirms that the lot merger is not consistent with the Subdivision Map Act 
and Municipal Code until after the Imperial County Board of Supervisors approves a road 
abandonment application for Leimgruber Road. Compliance with the law is required before the 
merger is approved. According to the conditions of approval, it appears that the applicant has not 
even applied for the road vacation. Not only would approval of the lot merger be in violation of 
the law, but there is no certainty that the Road will be vacated because the Board’s action is 
discretionary and resident support is required. Specifically, the Board must determine that the road 
is not needed now or in the future, but no evidence supports this conclusion. (St & Hwy Code § 
8324.) Residents would need to join the application to vacate the road, and there is no indication 
that there are sufficient numbers of residents willing to do so. (St & Hwy Code § 8321.) The 
Planning Commission lacks authority and jurisdiction to presume the Board of Supervisors will 
approve the Road vacation at some undefined time in the future or to act on its behalf. 

Further, the lot merger is also affected by several other easements. The County is requiring 
the dedication of right-of-way for the future development of Clark Road.1 There is a Date Canel 
that runs along Clark Road. There are a number of other easements recorded upon the different 
parcels. The Municipal Code is clear that the Planning Commission cannot even consider a merger 
where the lots are separated by “separated by or affected by an easement, right-of-way, road, alley 
or canal (including public utility easements).” (ICMC, §§ 90808.00.) 

4. The Lot Merger is Not Consistent with Applicable Zoning Codes Because the Data 
Center Project is Not a Permitted Use. 

The Property has several different zoning designations under the County Municipal Code, 
specifically A-2U [General Agricultural within Urban Boundaries], M2-U [Medium Industrial 
within Urban Boundaries], and M-1-N-U [Light Industrial, No Residential within Urban 
Boundaries]. The Property is overlayed with the “U” zone designating it as an urban area. The 
Data Center Project is proposed to be located on this multi-zoned Property. (ICMC, § 90501.08.) 

 
1 It is unclear whether the County is requiring the dedication of an easement or land in fee.  
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The purpose of requiring all applications include a site plan is to ensure that the proposed use is 
allowed.  

Municipal Code, section 90508.1 identifies the particular uses that are permitted in the A-
2 zone. A data center is not listed as a permitted use in A-2. No building or structure may be erected 
or use established that is not permitted in the zone. (ICMC, § 90501.06(A).) Municipal Code, 
section 90508.02 provides that a BESS is permitted in the A-2 zone with a CUP only if it is 
connected to an existing electrical power generation plant, which is not the case. Municipal Code, 
section 90508.03 states that “[a]ll other uses not expressly permitted by Section 90508.01 or 
90508.02 are prohibited. Therefore, the Data Center Project including the BESS are not permitted 
uses on those portions of the Property zoned A-2. 

Municipal Code, section 90515-01 identifies a data center within an enclosed building as 
a permitted use in M-1. However, a BESS, electrical power generation plant, transmission 
interconnection, substation, and data center yard require a CUP in the M-1 zone. Municipal Code, 
section 90516-01 identifies a data center within an enclosed building as a permitted use in the M-
2 zone. However, a BESS, electrical power generation plant, transmission interconnection, and 
substation require a CUP in M-2. The Planning Commission cannot approve a lot merger for 
unpermitted uses.  

5. A Formal Rezoning Approval is Required Before the Lot Merger Can be Approved. 

The applicant asserts that Municipal Code, section 90501.01 (Exhibit 5) permits the 
Planning Commission to rezone the Property M-1-U as part of the lot merger. This is an inaccurate 
interpretation of the law. Municipal Code, section 90501.01 actually prohibits the Planning 
Commission from taking the action the applicant requests. Section requires that every parcel shall 
only be classified in only one base zone. It is not a permissive ordinance that establishes the process 
for rezoning; it is a prohibitive ordinance. The only exception to the prohibition on parcels having 
more than one zoning designation is for parcels greater than 40 acres that are zoned A-2/A-3 Traffic 
Corridor. None of the parcels have this zoning designation. This exception is not a grant of 
approval to the Planning Commission to rezone property. 

The rezoning process is well-established. California Planning and Zoning laws require the 
legislative entity to approve a zone change. Government Code sections 65853-65857 establish a 
mandatory two-stage approval process for zoning amendments that change property from one zone 
to another. This process requires: (1) a planning commission hearing and written recommendation, 
followed by (2) a legislative body hearing where the board of supervisors must approve, modify, 
or disapprove the zoning amendment. California courts have consistently held that zoning 
amendments are legislative acts requiring legislative body approval, and that this approval is 
discretionary rather than ministerial. 

The Municipal Code is consistent with State law providing that rezoning is a discretionary 
action that must be reviewed by the Planning Commission and approved by the Board of 
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Supervisors following a noticed public hearing.2 (ICMC, §§ 90204.05-07.) The Planning 
Commission cannot approve a rezoning via a lot merger and supersede the authority and 
jurisdiction of the Board of Supervisors. Further, even if the Planning Commission could approve 
the rezone, which it cannot, the proper notices were not provided 20 days before the hearing. (Gov. 
Code, § 65854(b).) 

6. The Lot Merger is Inconsistent with the General Plan. 

The Subdivision Map Act, Government Code, section 66473.5 and the Municipal Code, 
section 90801.05 prohibits the creation of a subdivision that is inconsistent with the General Plan. 
Further, every request for a change of zone must be found to be consistent with the County’s 
General Plan. (ICMC, § 90204.02.) The rule of general plan consistency is established by adopted 
California Planning and Zoning Laws and requires projects to be compatible with the objectives 
and policies of the adopted County General Plan. A project is inconsistent if it conflicts with a 
general plan policy that is fundamental, mandatory, and clear. (Families Unafraid to Uphold Rural 
Etc. County v. Board of Supervisors (1998) 62 Cal.App.4th 1332, 1341-42.) The most fundamental 
policies pertain to Land Use. The Data Center Project is not consistent with the General Plan: 

a. The Data Center Project is inconsistent with the six basic concepts adopted by the 
Board of Supervisors in support of the General Plan: quality of life; safety for people and property; 
wide selection of social and economic opportunities; efficient use of natural; human and financial 
resources; clean air, water and land; and quiet, beautiful communities and rural areas.  

b. The Data Center Project is inconsistent with Land Use Element, objective 3.1, 
protecting property and the public health, safety and welfare; objective 4.3, maintaining and 
requiring compatible land uses within the existing communities; and objective 4.4, limiting the 
establishment of non-residential uses in predominantly residential neighborhoods. 

c. The General Plan prohibits the removal of land from agricultural categories unless 
for a renewable energy purpose, a mapping error occurred or “where a clear long term economic 
benefit to the County can be demonstrated through the planning and environmental review 
process.” 

(See also No. 8.s. below.)  

The Municipal Code, section 90501.08 includes special provisions for “U” zoned parcels. 
The Municipal Code states that “[w]ith regard to urban areas around incorporated cities, it is the 
intent of the county of Imperial to adhere to the standards, rules, regulations and ordinances of said 
urban jurisdiction. To that end, the board of supervisors directs staff to work with their respective 
counterparts in the urban area and to use to the extent feasible and possible the urban area 
regulations in implementing any proposed land use action.” The County General Plan states that 

 
2 A zone change was not clearly noticed for approval by the Planning Commission and would 
likely violate the Brown Act. 
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for urbanizing areas surrounding incorporated cities it is intended to include zoning 
reclassifications based on the adopted land use plans of the cities.  

The Property is designated by the City in the General Plan as Rail Served Industrial. This 
designation provides for industrial/agricultural uses that require rail access. The Data Center 
Project as currently proposed is not compatible with the General Plan designation. Data centers 
and BESS are not listed as permitted uses in this zone. Therefore, rezoning the Property contrary 
to the uses permitted by the City would be contrary to Imperial County Municipal Code, section 
90501.08 and the General Plan. 

7. The Lot Merger is Not Exempt from CEQA. 

The County claims that the lot merger is exempt under CEQA Guidelines, section 15305, 
Class 5 (Minor Alternations in Land Use Limitations). Such an exemption would violate CEQA. 

Imperial County adopted CEQA regulations. (see chrome-
extension://efaidnbmnnnibpcajpcglclefindmkaj/https://www.icpds.com/assets/planning/california
-environmental-quality-act/ceqa-rules-final-board-approved-update-04-04-2017-pdf.pdf.) Section 
7 of the County’s CEQA regulations requires preparation of an initial study. If there is an initial 
study, it should have been made available to the public. If there is no initial study, then the County 
has violated its CEQA regulations by not preparing the document.  

The proposed Class 5 exemption violates CEQA for the following reasons: 

First, the County is required to consider the entire project in making a CEQA 
determination. “‘Project’ means the whole of an action which has a potential for resulting in a 
direct physical change or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment.” 
(14 CCR § 15378, subd. (a).) CEQA requires the entire project to be reviewed as a single action 
even if project components are subject to individual approvals. (14 CCR § 15378, subd.(a)-(c).) 
Agencies are not permitted to avoid environmental review by chopping up a project into small 
pieces. (Bozung v. Local Agency Formation Com. (1975) 13 Cal.3d 263, 284.) The lot merger is 
only one part of the Data Center Project.  

The merged parcels are for the Data Center Project which includes: a 950,000 square foot 
data center building, one story and 35 feet high with 180 parking spaces; a large-scale battery 
energy storage system (“BESS”) composed of Tesla Megapacks supplying 862 megawatt hour 
(“MWh”); electrical substation for 250-500 MW; cooling towers; 100 natural gas powered backup 
emergency generators connected to Southern California Gas Company’s high pressure gas line 
located on Aten Road for continuous fuel supply to provide 330 MW of emergency power; 
retention basin; four 500,000 gallon storage tanks for water; on-site wastewater treatment center 
to treat some of the wastewater generated on the site and construction of a new line to convey 
untreated wastewater to Imperial Irrigation District’s (“IID”) central drain; dedicated conveyance 
system for reclaimed water that may require new plant upgrades; transmission interconnection to 
IID’s 230kV “S” Line between IID’s El Central switching station and San Diego Gas & Electric’s 
Imperial Valley substation; and transmission interconnect to IID’s 92 kV “R” Line. 
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None of these Project components have independent utility, including this lot merger. The 
serial approval of Project components as the County is doing violates CEQA.   

Second, a CEQA exemption cannot be applied to only one portion of a project. (Association 
for a Cleaner Environment v. Yosemite Community College Dist. (2004) 116 Cal.App.4th 629, 
640.) The County previously approved a grading permit claiming it was exempt from CEQA 
because it was a ministerial approval. Now, the County is taking the position that the lot merger is 
exempt because it does not involve any alterations in land. These positions are legally inapposite. 
The grading permit involves significant alterations of land and the lot merger proves the Project 
approvals are discretionary. Thus, the Project does not qualify for CEQA exemptions as a Class 5 
minor alternation of land or ministerial approval. 

Third, the City is a responsible agency. Under CEQA lead agencies have mandatory 
obligations to consult with responsible agencies before deciding whether a project is exempt from 
CEQA. (Pub. Res. Code, § 21080.3(a).) The required consultation did not occur. Had the County 
consulted with the City, the City would have objected to the County’s decision that lot merger was 
exempt from CEQA, and instead would advise that an environmental impact report (“EIR”) is 
required for the entire Data Center Project. The Subdivision Map Act likewise requires the 
Planning Commission consider the City’s recommendations and concerns. (Gov. Code, § 
66453(c).) 

Fourth, the lot merger does not qualify for a Class 5 exemption. The Class 5 exemption 
applies to minor alterations in land use limitations that “do not result in any changes in land use or 
density” such as minor encroachment permits, lot line adjustments, reversions to acreage, etc. The 
examples in each Class can be relied upon to understand the scope of the exemption. (California 
Farm Bureau Federation v. California Wildlife Conservation Bd. (2006) 143 Cal.App.4th 173 
189.) The scope of the Data Center Project is significant including a 950,000 square foot data 
center building, a BESS, electrical substation 100 gas powered backup emergency generators, etc. 
These are not the types of minor alterations identified as examples in the exemption.  

Fifth, CEQA Guidelines, section 15300.2(c) qualifies exemptions by declaring certain 
exemptions inapplicable in some circumstances. 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. As discussed below, there is evidence that the data 
center will have a significant effect on the environment. Therefore, the Class 5 exemption does not 
apply.  

Sixth, CEQA requires the County prepare an EIR if there is substantial evidence in light of 
the ‘whole record” that there is a fair argument that the project may have a significant effect on the 
environment (Pub. Res. Code, § 21080(d)). The record demonstrates that, among other things, the 
Data Center Project has the potential to cause significant impacts, including but not limited to: 

a. Safety hazards (due to its propensity to deflagrate and release toxic gases) to nearby 
residences resulting from fires, explosions, and toxic and hazardous emissions from electrical 
failures, equipment overheating, etc. There is a potential risk of upset to the nearby tank farm. 
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These fires can be difficult to extinguish and can cause evacuations and impacts to emergency 
response capabilities. 

b. A Project of this size on 74 acres will involve moving massive amounts of dirt 
(excavation and fill) for foundations, utility trenches, leveling, etc. The specific quantities for 
grading and excavation, including cubic yards moved, have not been made public. The Property 
appears from the County GIS maps to be more than 50 feet below sea level. To put the potential 
amount of excavation that might be required in perspective, moving just six inches of soil on this 
site equates to roughly 59,500 cubic yards, requiring about 5,000 truckloads (at 12 yards each) for 
removal or vice versa if six inches of soil are transported to the Property. In addition, there will be 
off-site construction and trenching for power lines, water lines, stormwater, street improvements, 
etc. 

c. Air toxic and criteria pollutant emissions resulting from the operation of 100 gas 
powered backup emergency generators and diesel fuel combustion associated with construction. 
The Imperial County Air Pollution Control District (“Air District”) has already determined that a 
health risk assessment (“HRA”) is required because the data center has a preliminary prioritization 
score higher than 10 in a million cancer risk, per a screening assessment performed by the Air 
District as part of the AB2588 “Hot Spots” program analysis. According to the Air District’s CEQA 
Air Quality Handbook project impacts are considered significant if the project has the potential to 
emit toxic or hazardous air pollutants even at a very low level of emissions because of the increased 
cancer risk to nearby populations. According to the Air District, this is also true of development 
projects which have the potential to emit toxic or hazardous air pollutants when located in close 
proximity to sensitive receptors, which is the case for this Data Center Project. (chrome-
extension://efaidnbmnnnibpcajpcglclefindmkaj/https://apcd.imperialcounty.org/wp-
content/uploads/2020/01/CEQAHandbk.pdf) The HRA needs to be completed to determine 
whether there will be an increased cancer or hazard risk at any of the nearby residences as a result 
of the Project. The HRA needs to be available for public review and comment before any aspect 
of this Project is approved.  

d. Imperial County is a nonattainment area for multiple National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (“NAAQS”), specifically for ozone, PM10, and PM2.5. Both the construction and 
operation of the project will cause emissions that are precursors to ozone and fine particulates. 
Sources such as the natural gas engines, vehicles, and construction equipment emit pollutants like 
nitrogen oxides, carbon monoxide, carbon dioxide, volatile organic compounds, and methane. The 
Air District’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook sets forth thresholds of significance. The developer 
reports the engines alone would emit 133.8 lb/day NOx, 267.5 lb/day CO, and 93.5 lb/day VOC. 
Vehicle trips could conservatively add 12.6 lb/day Nox.3 These two sources alone would exceed 

 
3 According to the screening table, the vehicle trips alone from a warehouse that is 660,000 square 
feet would exceed the thresholds of significance. The Data Center is much larger. Warehouses are 
estimated to have 4.9 vehicle trips per parking space per day, which would be 882 estimated vehicle 
trips based on 180 parking spaces. The 6-county Southern California Association of Governments 
(“SCAG”) region average weekday vehicle trip length is 17.2 miles, which would be 15,170 miles 
per day.  
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the Air District’s thresholds of significance NOx. The CEQA Air Quality Handbook also requires 
that the standard mitigation measures for construction equipment and fugitive PM10 must be 
implemented at all construction sites and the implementation of discretionary mitigation measures, 
as listed in Section 7.1, apply to those construction sites which are 5 acres or more for non-
residential developments. These measures have not been imposed as conditions on the lot merger. 

d. Increase in greenhouse gas emissions and the data center complex’s carbon 
footprint. Data centers contribute significantly to global greenhouse gas (“GHG”) emissions, 
estimated around 1-2% of the world’s total, primarily from massive electricity use for servers and 
cooling, often sourced from fossil fuels, generators, and vehicles. 

e. Noise and vibration from cooling systems and backup generators, and humming 
from power systems. Data center noise comes from massive cooling fans, HVAC systems, and 
backup generators, creating loud, persistent sounds (75-99+ dBA) that challenge nearby 
communities and affect workers, often characterized by bothersome low-frequency hums that 
standard measurements miss, leading to health concerns. (See; 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=t-8TDOFqkQA)  

f. Traffic impacts and changes to traffic circulation. The intersection and roadways at 
Aten and Clark are designated to be major county arterials but are currently two-lane roads. Clark 
Road is the primary north/south route that connects the City of Imperial with the City of El Centro 
and surrounding areas. Aten Road serves as a vital transport link within the City of Imperial. Traffic 
congestion is already a concern at this intersection. The Data Center will increase vehicle trips and 
vehicle miles travelled associated with the facility’s construction and operation that affects local 
roads, access points, and potential congestion that requires detailed studies of intersections, 
roadway capacity, truck turning, and security gate logistics. Requiring full roadway dedications 
will not resolve the major traffic issues generated by the data center, which the County will permit 
to operate before needed road improvements are completed. Further, the Imperial County 
Department of Public Works requires for new development projects that applicants submit a 
Preliminary Environmental Review to assess potential traffic impacts. (chrome-
extension://efaidnbmnnnibpcajpcglclefindmkaj/https://publicworks.imperialcounty.org/wp-
content/uploads/2019/12/TrafficStudyReportPolicy.pdf) The applicant should be required to 
comply with the County’s Traffic Study Administrative Procedures before the Project is approved. 

g. Storage and handling of hazardous and toxic materials. Data centers store 
hazardous materials like diesel, batteries (lead-acid, lithium), and cooling system chemicals 
(ammonia), requiring strict handling for safety. Emergency response plans need to be developed 
and practiced that include spill control and evacuation plans. 

h. Visual and aesthetic impact of large windowless structures, cooling towers, 
substation, BESS, and transmission equipment. There needs to be an evaluation of how the data 
center’s size, shape, and color affect views from nearby roads, homes, and parks as well as light 
and glare from the potential light pollution from building lights or backup generators impacting 
night skies or nearby residents. 
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i. Potential negative effects on property values. Data centers can negatively affect 
nearby property values primarily through noise (generators, cooling), visual blight (large concrete 
buildings), light pollution, increased traffic, heavy water/power usage impacting resources, and 
potential emissions, making homes less desirable.  

j. Use of public funds for large infrastructure investment and the risk of stranded 
assets. The applicants have not entered into any agreements, nor are agreements required for the 
applicants to pay for all public improvements that need to be improved to serve the Data Center. 
The public and rate payers should not pay for these improvements. Further, the use of public funds 
for large infrastructure, such as power grids to support data centers, creates a significant risk of 
stranded assets if the projected data center demand does not materialize or if the facilities quickly 
become technologically obsolete. This could result in utilities and taxpayers shouldering the costs 
for unneeded capacity or outdated facilities 

k. The Data Center’s energy demand could lead to higher energy costs for residents 
and reliability issues. High energy demand from sources like data centers is a major factor in higher 
energy costs for residents and a cause of electricity grid reliability issues for consumers. The strain 
on the grid means a higher risk of system instability, including potential capacity shortages, voltage 
spikes and dips (which can damage appliances), and even forced blackouts if demand consistently 
outpaces supply. 

l. Energy demand from equipment; strain on local power grids, potential increase in 
reliance on fossil fuels. In May 2025, IID Transmission Planning Department prepared a feasibility 
study for the Data Center Project (“Feasibility Study”). (See Exhibit 8 [Feasibility Study].) The 
Feasibility Study was prepared in response to a request from IVCM for the interconnection of the 
Data Center Project to the IID System at the 230kV ‘S’ line between the ECSS and SDG&E 
Imperial Valley substation. The Feasibility Study concluded that at a 500 MW load thermal and 
voltage violations were found under the following outage: “P1: Loss of 230kV ‘S’ One between 
2320 kV Imperial Valley Substation and 230 kV IVCM Substation.” In July 2025, IID 
Transmission Planning Department prepared a system impact study for the Data Center Project 
(“System Impact Study”). (See Exhibit 9 [System Impact Study].) The System Impact Study was 
prepared in response to a request from IVCM for the interconnection of the Data Center Project to 
the IID System at the 230kV ‘S’ line between IID’s ECSS and SDG&E’s Imperial Valley 
substation. As part of this System Impact Study, the IID evaluated the interconnection of 250 MW 
of load to assess potential system impacts and infrastructure requirements. IID deemed the Data 
Center Project feasible under the System Impact Study. However, IID assumed for both the 
Feasibility Study and System Impact Study that the majority of the power required to serve the 
load demanded by the Data Center Project would be imported because IID concluded that it did 
not have the capability to reliably support a large-scale load requiring continuous 24-hour service 
with existing resources. IID did not commit to serve the requested load. The applicants also 
requested IID conduct a System Impact Study for the transmission interconnect to IID’s 92 kV ‘R’ 
Line. It is not known whether this study was conducted or a feasibility study, and if so, the results. 
This project should not be approved until IID can ensure capacity to serve the data center, that 
there will be no reliability issues associated with the service, and the ratepayers are protected from 
increased prices and stranded impacts. 
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m. Heat island effects. Data centers significantly contribute to the urban heat island 
(“UHI”) effect by releasing vast amounts of waste heat into city environments, raising local 
temperatures, worsening air quality, and increasing energy demand for cooling in nearby buildings. 
This heat, a byproduct of intense server operations, creates localized hot spots in an area that 
already experiences extreme heat. (See e.g., https://eolios.eu/data-center/urban-heat-island-
impact-study-for-data-centers/.) 

n. Data centers require massive amounts of water daily for cooling as well as generate 
significant wastewater. (See Exhibit 10 [EESI water consumption]; Exhibit 11 [Lincoln Institute].) 
IVCM asserts the data center will be supplied with reclaimed water from a municipality. But, to 
date no municipality has agreed to provide reclaimed water to the site for the data center. (See 
Exhibit 12 [El Centro Water Statement].) The Colorado River is operating under drought 
conditions, and IID is operating under a System Conservation Implementation Agreement and 
Deficit Irrigation Program that calls for further conservation. (See Exhibit 13 [IID Deficit 
Irrigation Program].) The data center’s water and wastewater requirements must be specified, with 
sources and availability identified, and off-site treatment capability confirmed. 

o. The development of 74 acres will increase water runoff from more impervious 
surfaces and lead to the potential pollution of the on-site canal. Runoff picks up pollutants such as 
sediment, oil, grease, and chemicals from paved surfaces and can carry them untreated into local 
canal harming aquatic habitats and agricultural resources. 

p. Disposal of electronic components that contain hazardous materials during 
decommissioning and maintenance raise the issue of whether there are sufficient recyclers to avoid 
disposal in landfills. 

q. Habitat disruption. Vacant (fallowed or idle) agricultural land in Imperial County 
can potentially provide valuable habitat for special-status and critical species, particularly birds. 
Imperial Valley supports over 60% of California’s burrowing owls, making it a critical refuge, but 
habitat loss is a major concern. The property is within the Burrowing Owl Species Distribution 
Model according to the County General Plan. Two of California’s three flat-tailed horned lizard 
populations are in Imperial County, living in desert flats and washes, and are designated as a 
Species of Special Concern. Peirson’s Milkvetch is an endangered plant found in the Imperial 
Valley. The Crissal Thrasher and Yellow-breasted Chat are California Species of Special Concern 
found in the Valley’s riparian areas. The Desert Pupfish uses agricultural drains and canals; there 
is a canal on the property. Detailed biological surveys are required to identify species and occupied 
habitats.  

r. Loss of agricultural land. Agriculture has been and is the single most important 
economic activity of Imperial County. The County’s General Plan calls for the primary use of any 
parcel designated “Agriculture” on the Land Use Plan to be maintained for agricultural production. 
Further, where a development permit is sought adjacent to agricultural land use, as here, the 
agricultural operations are required to be protected with an appropriate buffer zones, not merged 
out of existence.  
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s. Failure to comply with the Municipal Code and General Plan goals and policies 
that were adopted to mitigate environmental impacts. These include the following: 

 Conservation/Open Space Element: Objective 1.4: Ensure the conservation and 
management of the County's natural and cultural resources. 

 Conservation/Open Space Element: Objective 2.4: Use the CEQA and NEPA 
process to identify, conserve and restore sensitive vegetation and wildlife resources. 

 Conservation Element/Open Space: Objective 6.1: Ensure the use and protection of 
all the rivers, waterways, and groundwater sources in the County for use by future 
generations.    

 Conservation/Open Space Element: Objective 6.2: Ensure proper drainage and 
provide accommodation for storm runoff from urban and other developed areas in 
manners compatible with requirements to provide necessary agricultural drainage. 

 Conservation/Open Space Element: Objective 6.7: Prohibit the inappropriate siting 
of solid or hazardous waste facilities next to water bodies or over sources of potable 
groundwater or recharge basins. 

 Conservation/Open Space Element: Objective 7.1: Ensure that all project and 
facilities comply with current Federal, State, and local requirements for attainment 
of air quality objectives. 

 Agricultural Element: Objective 1.8: Allow conversion of agricultural land to non-
agricultural uses including renewable energy only where a clear and immediate 
need can be demonstrated, based on economic benefits, population projections and 
lack of other available land (including land within incorporated cities) for such 
nonagricultural uses. 

 Agricultural Element: Objective 3.1: The primary use of any parcel designated 
“Agriculture” on the Land Use Plan shall be agricultural production. 

 Agricultural Element: Objective 3.6: Where a development permit is sought 
adjacent to agricultural land use, protect agricultural operations by requiring 
appropriate buffer zones between agricultural land and new developments, and then 
keep these zones aesthetically pleasing and free of pests by cleaning them of all 
garbage and noxious vegetation.  Vegetation for the purpose of dust control shall be 
planted and maintained in an attractive manner.  The buffer shall occur on the parcel 
for which the development permit is sought and shall favor protection of the 
maximum amount of farmland. 

 Agricultural Element: Objective 4.1: The County must favor efforts to ensure 
adequate irrigation water for agricultural areas. 

 Circulation Element: Objective 1.2: Require a traffic analysis for any new 
development which may have a significant impact on County roads. 

 Circulation Element: Objective 1.3: Ensure safe and coordinated traffic patterns, 
contiguous growth, and promote a planned and consistent development around 
city/township areas. Require that coordination with other jurisdictions, including 
the cities and CALTRANS results in a coordinated system that is consistent in 
classification, RoW and improvement standards. This is intended to provide 
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“throughways” that allow for the flow of traffic at LOS “C” or better throughout 
the system, both in cities as well as the County. 

 Circulation Element: Objective 1.11: Improve County circulation system roadways 
in concert with land development to ensure sufficient levels of service. 

 Circulation Element: Objective 1.13: Work with adjacent jurisdictions and 
transportation agencies to identify necessary improvements to the regional roadway 
system to ensure adequate interregional and intraregional access throughout the 
County. 

 Circulation Element: Objective 2.4: Develop and improve aviation facilities. 
Reduce aviation-related hazards, including hazards to aircraft and hazards posed by 
aircraft. 

 Circulation Element: Objective 2.5: Ensure consistency of the General Plan with 
the provisions of the Airport Land Use Plan. 

 Circulation Element: Objective 3.8: Attempt to reduce motor vehicle air pollution. 
Require all major projects to perform an air quality analysis to determine the 
amount of pollution, as well as the alternative reduction options. 

 Circulation Element: Objective 5.3: The County shall cooperate with the adjacent 
communities and agencies such as Imperial to provide the maximum compatibility 
of adopted circulation elements and regional facility plans. 

 Noise Element: Objective 1.1: Adopt noise standards which protect sensitive noise 
receptors from adverse impact. 

 Noise Element: Objective 1.3: Control noise levels at the source where feasible. 
 Noise Element: Objective 1.5: Identify sensitive receptors with noise environments 

which are less than acceptable, and evaluate measures to improve the noise 
environment. 

 Noise Element: Objective 2.3: Work with project proponents to utilize site 
planning, architectural design, construction, and noise barriers to reduce noise 
impacts as projects are proposed. 

 Water Element: Objective 1.2: Cooperation between the Cities and County for the 
need to maintain, upgrade, and expand domestic water and sewage treatment 
facilities of the communities within the County, the need for the implementation of 
appropriate development fees, and the raising of service fees to off-set limited 
public financial resources. 

 Water Element: Objective 1.3: The efficient regulation of land uses that economizes 
on water consumption, enhances equivalent dwelling unit demand for domestic 
water resources, and that makes available affordable resources for continued urban 
growth and development. 

(See also No. 7 above.) 

Accordingly, the County is obligated to prepare an EIR to address the significant 
environmental effects of the “whole” Data Center Project and consider alternatives (such as a 
different and safer location) and mitigation measures to reduce these significant effects.   
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8. The County Airport Land Use Commission is Required to Review the Project for 

Consistency.  

The Data Center Project is located within an area covered by an Airport Land Use 
Compatibility Plan (“ALUCP”) , Zone C. (ICMC, § 90601.08.) The ALUCP seeks to protect the 
public from the adverse effects of airport noise, ensure people and facilities are not concentrated 
in areas susceptible to aircraft accidents, and ensure no structures or activities encroach upon or 
adversely affect the use of navigable airspace. Under the ALUCP the County Airport Land Use 
Commission is required to review building permit applications for projects having a valuation 
greater than $500,000.00 to determine whether the project is compatible, not compatible or 
compatible with restrictions with the criteria identified in the ALUCP. All projects shall be referred 
to the Commission at the earliest reasonable point in time so that the Commission’s review can be 
duly considered by the local jurisdiction prior to formalizing its action. It is believed that this Data 
Center Project has a valuation in excess of $500,000.00 and therefore, County Airport Land Use 
Commission review and consistency finding is required. This review should occur before the 
Planning Commission exercises its discretion on this lot merger application.  

According to the ALUCP for the Imperial County Airport, the uses that are acceptable in 
Zone C are agricultural uses, warehouses, truck terminals and low-intensity manufacturing. Data 
centers, BESS, water tanks and cooling towers are not land uses that were analyzed in the ALUCP. 
Power lines and electrical substations are identified as uses which could be potentially compatible 
with restrictions. Chapter 2 provides some guidance on determining compatibility. Specifically, 
the ALUCP states that land uses which may produce hazards to aircraft in flight shall not be 
permitted within any airport’s planning area including: (1) glare or distracting lights which could 
be mistaken for airport lights; (2) sources of dust, steam, or smoke that may impair pilot visibility; 
(3) sources of electrical interference with aircraft communications or navigation; and (4) any use 
which may attract large flocks of birds. Data centers implicate three of these four criteria. Data 
centers produce significant light and glare due to their 24/7 operations and the intense, constant 
illumination for operations, security and maintenance. This can lead to light pollution, skyglow 
especially in rural areas, and potential glare for workers and nearby residents. Cooling systems can 
produce significant amounts of water vapor/steam. Data centers can be significant sources of 
electrical interference known as electromagnetic interference (“EMI”) or "electrical noise" which 
is a natural byproduct of their high power consumption and the operation of numerous electronic 
devices. 

Conclusion 

The City is not opposed to responsible development of data centers in Imperial County that 
includes a robust public process. However, this particular Project violates numerous zoning and 
subdivision laws and should not be approved.  
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The Municipal Code, section 90808.03 requires the Planning Commission4 make these 
specific findings: 

A. All the lots or parcels are contiguous. 
B. Whether the lot merger conforms to State law and County Ordinance. 
C. The lot merger is between lots or parcels that were created by a parcel or tract map 

consistent with the Subdivision Map Act and County Ordinance in effect at the time 
they were created. 

D. The lots or parcels are not separated or affected by any easement, right-of-way, 
road, alley or canal (including public utility easements). 

E. The parcel as merged will not be deprived access as a result of the merger. 
F. Access to the adjoining parcels will not be restricted by the merger. 
G. The parcel as merged will not conflict with the location of any existing structures 

on the property. 
H. No new lot or lots are created through the merger. 

As explained fully in this letter, the Planning Commission cannot make these findings. The 
parcels are not contiguous and under common ownership at the time of the merger. A road separates 
the parcels, and the property has multiple zoning designations. The Data Center is not a permitted 
use and is not consistent with the General Plan. The lot merger is not exempt under CEQA as a 
minor alteration of land. 

Please include this letter, all of the attachments and the information from the referenced 
websites in the administrative record for this Project.  

Sincerely, 

 

Alene Taber 
Attorneys for City of Imperial 

 
cc: Dennis Morita, City Manager (dmorita@imperial.ca.gov) 

Katherine Turner, Esq., City Attorney (kturner@cityofimperial.org) 
Jim Minnick, Planning & Development Services Director (jimminnick@co.imperial.ca.us) 
Gerardo Quero, Planner II (Gerardoquero@co.imperial.ca.us) 
Geoffrey Holbrook, Esq., County Counsel (countycounsel@co.imperial.ca.us) 
Nathan George, Esq., Remy Moose Manley, LLP (NGeorge@rmmenvirolaw.com) 

 

 
4 The Planning Commission is required to make these findings as it is the first level of government 
to act on the lot merger application.  
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The Imperial IrrigaƟon District (IID) received a request from Imperial Valley Computer Manufacturing LLC 
(Customer) for the interconnecƟon of their Imperial Data Center Campus (Project) in the Imperial Valley. 
The facility’s proposed Point of InterconnecƟon (POI) to the IID System is at the 230kV ‘S’ line between 
IID’s El Centro switching staƟon (ECSS) and SDG&E’s Imperial Valley substaƟon. As part of this feasibility 
study, IID evaluated the interconnecƟon of different load scenarios at 150 MW, 200 MW, 250 MW, and 
500 MW to assess potenƟal system impacts and infrastructure requirements. Commercial OperaƟon 
Date (COD) is planned to be in service by January 2027. 
  
IID’s Transmission Planning Department performed a high-level feasibility study to evaluate the potenƟal 
impact of integraƟng this Project into the IID transmission system. The study included power flow 
(steady-state) analysis to idenƟfy any thermal violaƟons caused solely by the addiƟon of this load.  

Note: IID assumed that the majority of the power required to serve this load would be imported. IID 
currently does not have the capability to reliably support a large-scale load requiring conƟnuous 24-hour 
service. As such, this report does not represent a commitment by IID to serve the requested load. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

5/22/2025 IMPERIAL VALLEY COMPUTER MANUFACTURING LLC, (DATA CENTER #1) 
FEASIBILITY STUDY 

8 

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION  
The proposed Project consists of a large-scale data center campus, upwards of 500MW, that is to be 
placed in a land parcel near the 230kV ‘S’ line between IID’s El Centro switching staƟon and SDG&E’s 
Imperial Valley substaƟon, which will serve as the POI for the Project. The Project had an assumed power 
factor of 0.95. The Figures 1, 2, & 3 below indicate the single line diagram, geographical locaƟon, and 
site plan of the Project. 
 

 
FIGURE 1: PROJECT SINGLE LINE DIAGRAM  

 
FIGURE 2: PROJECT GEOGRAPHICAL LOCATION  
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FIGURE 3: PROJECT SITE PLAN  

 
 
 

IVCM DATA CENTER BREAKDOWN 
MW MVAR MVA PF 

150MW 49MVAR 158MVA 0.95 
200MW 65MVAR 210MVA 0.95 
250MW 82MVAR 263MVA 0.95 
500MW 164MVAR 526MVA 0.95 

TABLE 1: PROJECT BREAKDOWN PER LOADING SCENARIO  
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STUDY DATA ASSUMPTIONS AND METHODOLOGY  
Various base cases were developed for this assessment with the intent to cover all criƟcal operaƟng 
scenarios, and to document all potenƟal impacts that could be caused by the implementaƟon of the 
Project. No queue generaƟon was included unless the project has an executed Generator 
InterconnecƟon Agreement (GIA), a Power Purchase Agreement (PPA), or a Tolling Agreement with the 
IID and the project is in accordance with secƟon 4.0 of IID’s Planning Standards. DistribuƟon projects 
were included with either an executed Joint Power Agreement (JPA) or system impact studies were 
finalized. The base cases were developed to represent the Heavy Summer operaƟng condiƟons and the 
early Spring operaƟng condiƟons. For the early Spring assessments, an early Spring Ɵme frame of 0600-
0800 was analyzed. 
 
Table 1 below lists the WECC approved base cases that were used to model the IID system for steady-
state analysis: 
 

WECC Seed Case PSLF Base Case Name Description 
Heavy Summer Peak Scenarios 

25HS4a.sav 

27HS_IVCM_Peak_pre.sav 2027 Heavy Summer without Project (pre-case) 
27HS_IVCM_150MW_Peak.sav 2027 Heavy Summer with Project (150MW) 
27HS_IVCM_200MW_Peak.sav 2027 Heavy Summer with Project (200MW) 
27HS_IVCM_250MW_Peak.sav 2027 Heavy Summer with Project (250MW) 
27HS_IVCM_500MW_Peak.sav 2027 Heavy Summer with Project (500MW) 

Heavy Summer Solar Reduced Scenarios 

25HS4a.sav 

27HS_IVCM_Solar_Reduced_pre.sav 2027 Heavy Summer without Project (pre-case); 20% solar 
27HS_IVCM_150MW_Solar_Reduced.sav 2027 Heavy Summer with Project (150MW); 20% solar 
27HS_IVCM_200MW_Solar_Reduced.sav 2027 Heavy Summer with Project (200MW); 20% solar 
27HS_IVCM_250MW_Solar_Reduced.sav 2027 Heavy Summer with Project (250MW); 20% solar 
27HS_IVCM_500MW_Solar_Reduced.sav 2027 Heavy Summer with Project (500MW); 20% solar 

Light Spring Early Morning Solar Reduced Scenarios 

26LSP1Sa.sav 

27LSP_IVCM_Solar_Reduced_pre.sav 2027 Light Spring without Project (pre-case); 40% solar 
27LSP_IVCM_150MW_Solar_Reduced.sav 2027 Light Spring with Project (150MW); 40% solar 
27LSP_IVCM_200MW_Solar_Reduced.sav 2027 Light Spring with Project (200MW); 40% solar 
27LSP_IVCM_250MW_Solar_Reduced.sav 2027 Light Spring with Project (250MW); 40% solar 
27LSP_IVCM_500MW_Solar_Reduced.sav 2027 Light Spring with Project (500MW); 40% solar 

TABLE 2: SUMMARY OF BASE CASES ANALYZED 

 
The GE PSLF version 23.0.8.2 soŌware was used to analyze the pre and post Project study cases, with 
respect to the North American Electric Reliability CorporaƟon (NERC) revised NERC TPL-001-5.1 standard, 
reflecƟng the use of P0-P7 outage categories and the corresponding WECC system performance criteria. 
GE PSLF was also used to check for system performance criteria violaƟons in each of the post-Project 
cases when comparing to the corresponding pre-Project case. GE ProvisoHD was uƟlized to accumulate 
the power flow results in order to facilitate the comparison between pre and post Project cases. The base 
cases developed are designed to reflect the IID electrical system via loads, resources, topology and 
condiƟons expected when the project starts operaƟon. While it is impossible to study all the IID 
transmission system flows and generaƟon levels during all seasons, these pre-Project base cases 
represent extreme generaƟon and transmission flows that will potenƟally expose any transmission 
constraints at the POI. However, the IID cannot guarantee that the Project can operate at its maximum 
raƟng year-round without impacƟng the transmission system, during Ɵmes and seasons not studied. 
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Steady State ConƟngency Analysis: 
The assessment considered all of IIDs credible single and mulƟple conƟngencies, as well as the most 
severe mulƟple conƟngencies within the IID system. External conƟngencies that are known to cause the 
most severe impacts to the IID transmission system were analyzed also. The scope of the steady-state 
analysis consisted of thermal, voltage magnitude and angle difference violaƟons. The full suite of NERC 
standard TPL-001-5.1 conƟngency sets, P1-P7, was analyzed.  

 

STUDY RESULTS AND CONCLUSION  
 
The Imperial IrrigaƟon District (IID) conducted a high-level feasibility study for the proposed Project at 
various loading levels, with the POI located on the 230kV 'S' Line between IID’s El Centro substaƟon and 
SDG&E’s Imperial Valley substaƟon. The study evaluated mulƟple loading and generaƟon scenarios for 
the Project’s target year, using Heavy Summer and Light Spring cases. Below are the findings and results 
for each loading scenario: 
 
150 MW load 

 Results showed there were no thermal violaƟons in IID’s transmission system under P0-P7 
conƟngencies. Project did not cause any buses to experience voltage exceedances or 
deviaƟons. 

  
200 MW load 

 Results showed there were no thermal violaƟons in IID’s transmission system under P0-P7 
conƟngencies. Project did not cause any buses to experience voltage exceedances or 
deviaƟons. 

 
250 MW load 

 Results showed there were no thermal violaƟons in IID’s transmission system under P0-P7 
conƟngencies. Project did not cause any buses to experience voltage exceedances or 
deviaƟons. 

 
500 MW load 

 Thermal and voltage violaƟons were found under the following outage: 
- P1: Loss of 230kV ‘S’ Line between 230kV Imperial Valley SubstaƟon and 230kV IVCM 

SubstaƟon. 
 

 The outage menƟoned above shows the Project poses a significant risk of voltage collapse due 
to its heavy reliability on imported power and the limited transmission capacity of IID’s system 
to support such demand. In order to avoid this risk and for the project to be feasible, a new 
independent 230kV circuit from Imperial Valley SubstaƟon to IVCM SubstaƟon will be needed. 
 

Please note that this is based on high-level assumpƟons and does not represent the final results of the 
study, as conceptual models and designs were used to verify that the proposed maximum output at the 
point of interconnecƟon is feasible.  

 
 
 



 
 
 
 

EXHIBIT 8 







































 
 
 
 

EXHIBIT 9 











 
 
 
 

EXHIBIT 10 



































 
 
 
 

EXHIBIT 11 







 
 
 
 

EXHIBIT 12 












