
Downs Substation Expansion Project 
D. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

 

 
July 2012 D-1 Final MND/Initial Study 

D. ddd  

Responses to Comments 
Introduction 
This section presents responses to the comments received during the public review period for the draft 
Mitigated Negative Declaration (January 23, 2012 through February 21, 2012). A public meeting was 
held on Monday January 30, 2012 from 7:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. at the Carriage Inn (901 North China 
Lake Boulevard) in Ridgecrest.  Newspaper notices, including information on the Draft MND/IS, the 
project website address, the review period start and end dates, and the date and time of the public meeting, 
were published in the San Bernardino County Sun and the Bakersfield Californian on January 23, 2012, and 
in The Daily Independent on January 25, 2012 (see Appendix 3 for a copy of the notice and proofs of 
publication). One person attended the meeting and no written comments were received during that time. 

The CPUC received comments from various State and local agencies, as well as the Applicant (SCE) which 
were notified of the intent to adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration. No comments from the public 
were received. Table D-1 lists the persons and agencies that submitted comments on the Draft MND 
and supporting Initial Study. Each comment letter has been given a letter designation (A through G).  The 
individual comments are numbered; responses immediately follow the comment letter. If revisions were 
made to the MND and supporting Initial Study based on the comments, these revisions are indicated in 
the text of this Final MND and supporting Initial Study with strikeout for deletions, and in underline for 
new text.  
 

Table D-1.  Comments Received on the Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration 
Commenter Date of Comment Comment Set 
Dave Singleton, Program Analyst 
Native American Heritage Commission  

January 24, 2012 A 

Alvin J. De Salvio, Supervising Air Quality Engineer 
Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District 

February 1, 2012 B 

Gayle J. Rosander, IGR/CEQA Coordinator 
California Department of Transportation, District 9 

February 10, 2012 C 

Jeffery R. Single, PhD, Regional Manager 
California Department of Fish and Game, Central Region 

February 15, 2012 D 

Matthew Slowik, Senior Planner 
County of San Bernardino, Land Use Services Department , Planning 
Division 

February 17, 2012 E 

Milissa Marona 
Southern California Edison 

February 21, 2012 F 

Loren E. Culp, City Engineer 
City of Ridgecrest, Public Works 

March 8, 2012 (late) G 
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Comment Set A 
Native American Heritage Commission 

 

A-1 
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Comment Set A, cont. 
Native American Heritage Commission 

 

A-2 

A-1, 
cont. 

A-3 

A-4 

A-5 
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Comment Set A, cont. 
Native American Heritage Commission 

 

A-6 

A-7 
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Comment Set A, cont. 
Native American Heritage Commission  
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Comment Set A, cont. 
Native American Heritage Commission  
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Responses to Comment Set A 
Native American Heritage Commission  
A-1 The commenter notes that the NAHC Sacred Lands File (SLF) search resulted in no Native 

American cultural resources being identified within the project area.  This is consistent with 
the early consultation conducted with the NAHC in May 2010, as described in Initial Study 
Section B.3.5.1 (page B.3-107).  As discussed in the Initial Study, the NAHC responded, 
stating that no Native American cultural resources are present within a 0.5-mile radius of the 
private parcels within the Proposed Project ADI; the NAHC requested that Native American 
individuals and organizations be contacted to elicit information and/or concerns regarding 
cultural resource issues related to the Proposed Project. Correspondence was initiated by SCE 
on May 7, 2010 with the Tule River Indian Tribe, the Kawaiisu Tribe of Tejon Reservation, 
Mr. Ron Wermuth, Kitanemuk & Youlumne Tejon Indians, the Kern Valley Indian Council, 
the Tejon Indian Tribe, and the Tubatulabals of Kern Valley.  The draft MND/Initial Study 
was also sent to the Tule River Indian Tribe (Ryan Garfield, Chairperson), Kitanemuk & 
Yowlumne Tejon Indians (Delia Dominguez), Tejon Indian Tribe (Kathy Morgan, 
Chairperson),  Kawaiisu Tribe of Tejon Reservation (David Laughinghorse Robinson),  Kern 
Valley Indian Council (Julie Turner, Secretary; Robert Robinson, Historic Preservation 
Officer), and Tubatulabals of Kern Valley (Donna Begay, Tribal Chairwoman).  

A-2 The commenter recommends early consultation with Native American tribes in the project 
area to avoid unanticipated discoveries of cultural resources or burial sites.  As described in 
response to Comment A-1, early consultation was completed on the proposed Downs 
Substation Expansion Project. Furthermore, Mitigation Measure C-1 provides for 
archaeological monitoring during ground disturbing activities related to the expansion of the 
Downs Substation to address any unanticipated subsurface deposits that may be associated 
with the site, Mitigation Measure C-2 provides for treatment of previously unidentified 
cultural resources, Mitigation Measure C-3 provides for construction monitoring and 
recovery and testing if fossils are encountered during construction, and Mitigation Measure 
C-4 provides for treatment of human remains if encountered during construction. 

A-3 The NAHC requests that Native American consulting parties be provided pertinent project 
information.  Please see response to Comment A-1.   

A-4 The commenter states that if the project is under federal jurisdiction consultation shall be 
conducted in compliance with the requirements of federal NEPA and Section 106 and 4(f) of 
federal NHPA, as appropriate.  One existing wood pole, which is located on BLM land, 
would be replaced as part of the Proposed Project.  However, SCE currently possesses Right-
of-Way (ROW) Grants that cover all access roads located on BLM lands.  Therefore, the 
Project falls under the jurisdiction of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) only, 
and as the CEQA lead agency, the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) is 
responsible for compliance with applicable State and local regulations. Because there is no 
federal involvement, the Project is not considered a “federal undertaking” and regulations and 
guidelines set forth in NEPA and Section 106 of the NHPA do not apply to the Project. 

A-5 The commenter states that “historic properties of religious and cultural significance” should 
also be considered as protected.  Such properties have been considered as part of the analysis 
of cultural resources in the Initial Study, which is why the NAHC was contacted to conduct a 



Downs Substation Expansion Project 
D. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
 

 
Final MND/Initial Study D-8 July 2012 

SLF search. As described in response to Comment A-1, a search of the NAHC SLF noted 
that Native American cultural resources were not identified within the project area.   

A-6 The commenter references Public Resources Code Section 5097.98, California Government 
Code Section 27491, and Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 for provisions for 
accidentally discovered archaeological resources and human remains.  As described in Initial 
Study Section B.3.5, Mitigation Measure C-1 provides for archaeological monitoring during 
ground disturbing activities related to the expansion of the Downs Substation to address any 
unanticipated subsurface deposits that may be associated with the site, Mitigation Measure C-
2 provides for treatment of previously unidentified cultural resources, and Mitigation Measure 
C-4 provides for treatment of human remains if discovered.  Implementation of these 
mitigation measures would ensure compliance with the above referenced codes.   

A-7 The commenter recommends ongoing consultation between Native American tribes and the 
lead agency, project proponents, and contractors to be most effective.  Please see response to 
Comment A-1 regarding ongoing tribal consultation.  
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Comment Set B 
Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District 

 

B-1 
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Responses to Comment Set B 
Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District 
B-1 The commenter notes that the Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District has reviewed 

the Mitigated Negative Declaration and concurs with the determination of “Less than 
Significant” and “No Impact” for Air Quality issues, and that Mitigation Measure AQ-1 
represents feasible mitigation.  These conclusions are consistent with the MND/Initial Study; 
no changes to the document are required.  
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Comment Set C 
California Department of Transportation, District 9 

 

C-2 

C-1 

C-3 
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Comment Set C, cont. 
California Department of Transportation, District 9 

 

C-3, 
cont. 
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Comment Set C, cont. 
California Department of Transportation, District 9 
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Comment Set C, cont. 
California Department of Transportation, District 9 
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Responses to Comment Set C 
California Department of Transportation, District 9 
C-1 The commenter notes that some project maps and diagrams incorrectly depict State Route 

178 (SR-178), and that the roadway continuing north from the terminus of SR-178 is a 
county road under the jurisdiction of San Bernardino County.  The exact project maps and 
diagrams in question are not specifically noted. As such a review of all the Initial Study 
figures was conducted.  Overall route maps provided in Figures B.1-8 and B.1-9 correctly 
show the highway in gold color and the county road in grey.  In reviewing the road labels 
on other maps, Figures B.1-13 and B.1-15, and the inset maps of Figures B.3.4-2 through 
B.3.4-9 have been updated in the Final MND/Initial Study to correct labeling of the 
roadway north of the terminus of SR-178 to Trona Road and/or eliminate labeling of SR-
178 north of Trona (as originally shown on the inset maps of Figures B.3.4-2 through 
B.3.4-9).   

C-2 The commenter notes that oversized vehicle permits may be required.  This is consistent with 
the discussion of “Permits and Approvals Necessary” in Initial Study Section B.3.16.1.  SCE 
will apply for and obtain Caltrans Transportation Permits for movement of vehicles that may 
qualify as an oversized or excessive load or for transportation of oversized or excessive loads.  
The provided contact information will be provided to SCE.  No revisions to the MND/Initial 
Study are required. 

C-3 Caltrans concurs with Mitigation Measure T-1, which requires a Construction Traffic Control 
Plan, and requests that SCE consult with the District 9 permits contact provided.  It is also 
noted that a Caltrans encroachment permit will be required for traffic control within State 
right-of-way.  As stated in the Initial Study, per Mitigation Measure T-1, SCE will consult 
with Caltrans and prepare and submit for approval a Construction Traffic Control Plan.  
Contact information provided will be shared with SCE.  Encroachment permits will be 
obtained as necessary, as discussed in Initial Study Section B.3.16, Transportation/Traffic.  
No revisions to the MND/Initial Study are required. 



Downs Substation Expansion Project 
D. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
 

 
Final MND/Initial Study D-16 July 2012 

Comment Set D 
California Department of Fish and Game, Central Region 

 

D-1 

D-2 
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Comment Set D, cont. 
California Department of Fish and Game, Central Region  

 

D-2, 
cont. 

D-3 

D-4 

D-5 

D-6 
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Comment Set D, cont. 
California Department of Fish and Game, Central Region 

 

D-6, 
cont. 

D-7 

D-8 

D-9 
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Comment Set D, cont. 
California Department of Fish and Game, Central Region 

 

D-9, 
cont. 

D-10 

D-11 
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Comment Set D, cont. 
California Department of Fish and Game, Central Region 

 

D-11 

D-12 



Downs Substation Expansion Project 
D. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

 

 
July 2012 D-21 Final MND/Initial Study 

Comment Set D, cont. 
California Department of Fish and Game, Central Region 
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Comment Set D, cont. 
California Department of Fish and Game, Central Region 
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Responses to Comment Set D 
California Department of Fish and Game, Central Region 
D-1 The commenter summarizes the Proposed Project and notes that a discussion with the 

CPUC and Aspen Environmental Group occurred on February 10, 2012 to discuss concerns 
related to the Project Description and biological resources.  The Final MND/IS, specifically 
Section A (Final Mitigated Negative Declaration) and Section B (Project Description), has 
been revised in response to the various concerns expressed by the CDFG based on available 
information. In addition, Section B.3.4 (Biological Resources) has been revised in response to 
concerns brought up during the discussion on February 10, 2012 and in response to the 
additional comments provided in the CDFG comment letter dated February 15, 2012 (see 
responses below).     

D-2 The commenter summarizes many of the sensitive species that were presented in the Draft 
MND/IS for the Proposed Project. Each of the species identified by the commenter was 
evaluated in the context of the Draft MND/IS and mitigation was presented, where 
applicable, to reduce impacts to these species to a less than significant level. 

D-3 The commenter has identified that the CDFG will provide recommendations to reduce 
impacts to sensitive species in the body of the comment letter. Please see responses to 
Comments D-4 through D12, below. 

D-4 The CPUC acknowledges the responsibility of the CDFG under CEQA and will continue to 
coordinate with the CDFG to address comments or concerns identified by the CDFG. 

D-5 As discussed in response to Comment D-1, the Final MND/IS, specifically Section A (Final 
Mitigated Negative Declaration) and Section B (Project Description), have been revised to 
provide clarification regarding the Project and to eliminate any inconsistencies.  For example, 
the description of the Project provided in Section A.2 (Project Description) is clearly noted as 
being limited to the major components of the Proposed Project and has been revised to 
include a more complete listing of the major components with additional information for 
clarification; and additional language has been added to direct the reader to Section B (Project 
Description) for a complete, detailed description of the Proposed Project, including 
construction activities. 

D-6 The CPUC acknowledges the responsibility of the CDFG under CESA. As described in 
Section B.3.4 (Biological Resources) impacts to species covered by CESA have been 
disclosed and mitigation to reduce these impacts has been presented in the Draft MND/IS.  
Currently, all impacts to listed species from the implementation of the Proposed Project have 
been reduced to less than significant levels under CEQA. In compliance with State law, the 
CPUC understands that SCE may be required to complete further permitting in compliance 
with Fish and Game Code Section 2080 guidelines.  

D-7 Impacts to unlisted species identified by the commenter have been disclosed and mitigated in 
accordance with CEQA requirements. The application of mitigation measures would be 
required for any areas subject to Project disturbance or affected by the Proposed Project.  

D-8 Impacts to nesting birds have been disclosed and mitigated in accordance with CEQA and 
Fish and Game Code requirements. The application of mitigation measures for nesting birds 
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would be required for any areas subject to Project disturbance or affected by the Proposed 
Project. 

D-9 Section B.3.4 (Biological Resources) of the Initial Study acknowledges the responsibility and 
authority of the CDFG pursuant to Fish and Game Codes Section 1600 et seq. The Initial 
Study discloses that Project vehicles would cross a number of drainages in the Project area. 
Currently SCE has indicated these would not be considered as State jurisdictional water; 
however, concurrence from the CDFG has not been provided to the CPUC. Provided SCE 
does not alter the bed or banks and does not operate equipment in these areas during times 
when ponded or flowing water is present, impacts would be considered less than significant. 
However, as required by law, SCE would comply with the regulations regarding conducting 
Project activities in water bodies under the jurisdiction of the State and federal government. 
As such SCE would be required to either obtain required permits pursuant to Section 401 and 
404 of the CWA and the State Porter-Cologne Act and CDFG Code 1602 or provide written 
concurrence from the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and CDFG that these water 
bodies do not fall under the jurisdiction of the State or federal governments. 

D-10 The Draft and Final MND/IS disclose that portions of the Proposed Project cross important 
occupied habitat for the Mohave ground squirrel (MGS) and other listed species. In addition, 
the document discloses the importance of these areas for connectivity and movement for 
MGS. Mitigation Measure B-9 (Avoid habitat and conduct construction monitoring for 
Mohave ground squirrel.) requires SCE to limit all activities within occupied or potentially 
occupied habitat to existing access roads or cleared areas. In order to provide further 
clarification, the following language has been added to Mitigation Measure B-9 in the Final 
MND/IS. “If this is not possible, SCE shall avoid all potential MGS burrows by a minimum 
of 50 feet. This buffer may be adjusted with the approval of the CPUC and CDFG.”     

D-11 The Draft and Final MND/IS disclose that portions of the Proposed Project crosses habitat 
occupied by desert tortoise. In order to reduce potential impacts to desert tortoise the 
MND/IS has provided mitigation to reduce impacts to less than significant levels under 
CEQA. In addition, consistent with the recommendations identified by the CDFG, Mitigation 
Measure B-7 (Conduct presence or absence surveys for desert tortoise and implement 
avoidance measures) includes language requiring SCE to conduct focused clearance surveys 
for desert tortoise prior to ground disturbance or any Project activity in desert tortoise habitat.  

D-12 The CPUC acknowledges that the CDFG and USFWS interpret “take” differently 
according to the language presented by CESA and ESA. However, it is the responsibility of 
SCE to coordinate with the CDFG and USFWS to comply with the provisions of those 
regulations.  
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Comment Set E 
County of San Bernardino, Land Use Services Department, Planning Division 

 

E-1 
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Responses to Comment Set E 
County of San Bernardino, Land Use Services Department, Planning Division 
E-1 The commenter notes that with implementation of all mitigation measures identified in the 

MND/IS the Proposed Project will have no significant environmental impacts; and therefore, 
the commenter has no additional comments.  The conclusions summarized are consistent with 
the MND/IS.  All mitigation measures recommended in the MND/IS will be adopted as part 
of the approval process for the Project by the CPUC. 
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Comment Set F 
Southern California Edison 
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Comment Set F, cont. 
Southern California Edison 
 

F-1 

F-2 

F-3 
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Comment Set F, cont. 
Southern California Edison 
 

F-4 

F-5 

F-6 
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Comment Set F, cont. 
Southern California Edison 
 

F-7 

F-8 

F-9 

F-10 
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Comment Set F, cont. 
Southern California Edison 
 

F-11 
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Comment Set F, cont. 
Southern California Edison 
 

F-12 

F-13 

F-14 

F-15 
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Comment Set F, cont. 
Southern California Edison 
 

F-16 

F-17 

F-18 

F-19 
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Comment Set F, cont. 
Southern California Edison 

F-20 

F-21 

F-22 
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Responses to Comment Set F 
Southern California Edison 
F-1 The requested changes have been incorporated in the Final MND/IS. 

F-2 The requested changes have been incorporated in the Final MND/IS. 

F-3 The requested changes have been made to Figure B.1-11 in the Final MND/IS. 

F-4 The requested changes have been made to Figure B.1-15 in the Final MND/IS.  In addition, 
Figure B.1-13 has been updated per revisions provided by SCE on March 19, 2012. 

F-5 The requested changes have been incorporated in the Final MND/IS. 

F-6 Table B.1-1 in the Final MND/IS has been updated to reflect the increase in time related to 
survey work.  

F-7 The requested changes have been incorporated in the Final MND/IS. 

F-8 The requested changes have been incorporated in the Final MND/IS. 

F-9 The requested changes have been incorporated in the Final MND/IS. 

F-10 The requested changes have been incorporated in the Final MND/IS. 

F-11 The requested change to Mitigation Measure V-2 to clarify that dulling treatments would 
apply to the substation structural steel components has been incorporated in the Final 
MND/IS; however painting has been retained as a possible means for reducing glare.  
Painting provides another mitigation approach to achieve the necessary outcome.  If SCE is 
unable to provide structures that are appropriately dulled, non-reflective, and not light/bright 
in color, by treating them (in order to prevent visual contrast), then those structures will need 
to be painted and a painting maintenance program will need to be developed and approved. 

F-12 The purpose of Mitigation Measure V-3 is not to minimize the visibility of bulbs and 
reflectors beyond the substation but to prevent visibility of the bulbs and reflectors from 
beyond the substation boundary, by utilizing appropriate lamp shields and light orientation. 
Therefore, the requested changes to Mitigation Measure V-3 have not been incorporated into 
the Final MND/IS. 

F-13 The requested change has been incorporated in the Final MND/IS. 

F-14 The requested changes have been incorporated in the Final MND/IS. 

F-15 The requested changes have been incorporated in the Final MND/IS. 

F-16 The requested changes have been incorporated in the Final MND/IS. 

F-17 The requested changes have been incorporated in the Final MND/IS. 

F-18 The requested change has been incorporated in the Final MND/IS. 
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F-19 The requested changes have been incorporated in the Final MND/IS. 

F-20 The requested changes have been incorporated in the Final MND/IS. 

F-21 The noise levels specified have been revised in the Final MND/IS to reference those provided 
in Table B.3.12-1 to maintain consistency, as requested.  

F-22 The requested changes have been incorporated in the Final MND/IS. 
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Comment Set G 
City of Ridgecrest 

 

G-1 

G-2 

G-3 

G-4 

G-5 

G-6 

G-7 

G-8 
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Responses to Comment Set G  
City of Ridgecrest 
G-1 The commenter states that the project is located in City of Ridgecrest General Commercial 

zone and shall make application to the City for a conditional use permit with site plan 
review for conditioning and approval by staff and the Planning Commission (Ridgecrest 
Municipal Code [RMC] 20-16.3, 20-21, 20-22). As described in Section B.1.7 (General 
Plan Designation) of the Draft and Final MND/IS, the CPUC has preemptive jurisdiction 
over the construction, operation, and maintenance of public utility facilities within the State 
and, as such, discretionary approvals (e.g., use permits) from local agencies are not 
required.  While such projects are exempt from local land-use and zoning regulations and 
permitting, CPUC General Order 131-D Section 1X.B states that “Local jurisdictions acting 
pursuant to local authority are preempted from regulating electric power line projects, 
distribution lines, substations, or electric facilities constructed by public utilities subject to 
the Commission’s jurisdiction. However, in locating such projects, the public utilities shall 
consult with local agencies regarding land use matters”. SCE has considered local and State 
land use plans as part of the environmental review process and agreed to prepare and 
submit a grading and drainage plan to the City for review prior to construction. 
Furthermore, SCE would still be required to obtain necessary ministerial building and 
encroachment permits from local jurisdictions per the CPUC’s General Order 131-D, which 
requires SCE to comply with local building, design, and safety standards to the greatest 
degree feasible to minimize Project conflicts with local conditions. Table B.1-5 of the Final 
MND/IS identifies that ministerial approval would be required from the City of Ridgecrest 
for construction of the new facilities. 

G-2 The commenter states that visual impacts to surrounding land uses must be mitigated and 
that the General Commercial zone requires buffering around the perimeter of the project 
area.  As discussed in Initial Study Section B.3.1 (Aesthetics), visual impacts of the 
Proposed Project would be less than significant with implementation of mitigation 
measures.  At the Downs Substation expansion site, Mitigation Measure V-1 requires that 
SCE provide and implement a Landscaping Plan that provides for vegetative screening of 
the substation site that effectively screens the majority of structural forms within five years 
of Project construction. SCE will submit the Landscaping Plan to the city of Ridgecrest for 
review and approval and include a detailed list of plants to be used and times to maturity 
given their size and age at planting. Light and glare-related impacts would be reduced 
through implementation of Mitigation Measure V-2 (Surface Treatment Plan) and V-3 
(Downs Substation expansion area Nighttime Lighting Mitigation Plan).  As such, visual 
impacts to surrounding land uses have been mitigated to a less-than-significant level per 
CEQA requirements.  

While the Project is exempt from local land-use and zoning regulations and permitting, 
SCE has agreed to coordinate with the city of Ridgecrest regarding the buffer requirements 
of the General Commercial zone. 

G-3 The commenter states that additional street dedication on Ridgecrest Boulevard and/or 
Downs Street may be required to be in compliance with the City General Plan. As 
discussed in response to Comment G-1, the City is preempted from regulating development 
of the Project under the City’s local land use authority (e.g., General Plan). Accordingly, 
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the City may not impose requirements such as street dedication pursuant to its local land 
use regulations on the Project, as the CPUC has preemptive jurisdiction over the 
construction, operation, and maintenance of public utility facilities within the State.  

G-4 The commenter states that curb, gutter, and 5.5-foot wide sidewalks will be required along 
Ridgecrest Boulevard and Downs Street to meet City Standards (RMC 14-2.32). As 
discussed in response to Comment G-1, the City is preempted from regulating development 
of the Project under the City’s local land use authority (e.g., Municipal Codes). While SCE 
is not required to obtain discretionary land use permits from the City, SCE would obtain 
ministerial grading, building, and encroachment permits from the City, as necessary, which 
may include a permit for the proposed driveway into the substation from Ridgecrest 
Boulevard. As discussed in Initial Study Section B.1.10.2, Substation Access, “SCE would 
secure all necessary permits required by the city of Ridgecrest for construction of the 
driveway.”  

G-5 The commenter sates that match up base and AC paving will be required along Ridgecrest 
Boulevard and Downs Street to meet City Standards. As discussed in response to Comment 
G-4, while the CPUC has preemptive jurisdiction over the construction, operation, and 
maintenance of public utility facilities within the State Project, SCE would be required to 
obtain ministerial grading and building permits for development of the Project, as identified 
in Table B.1-5. Application of technical details regarding paving and other construction-
related features and techniques, including features necessary to meet generally applicable 
safety requirements, likely would be part of the ministerial permitting process. SCE will 
consult with the City regarding such matters.  

G-6 The commenter states that the site has a natural drainage course tributary to the site and 
ponding occurs on the site. The site is not located within the 100-year Flood Hazard Area, as 
designated by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), or an area anticipated 
to be inundated as a result of the magnitude storm which has a one percent chance of 
occurring each year. The FEMA-prepared Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) Number 
06029C1577E, Panel 1577 of 4125, indicates that the site is located within Flood Zone X 
(FEMA, 2008), or an area of minimal flood hazard. Per the city of Ridgecrest Public Works 
Division, drainage on the project site should be accepted and disposed of per the City of 
Ridgecrest Drainage Design Manual (1989). As discussed in the MND/IS, there is an existing 
low point in the natural drainage of the southeast corner of the Proposed Project site; this area 
will be engineered and improved with the grading of the site. As described in Section 
B.1.10.3 (Substation Drainage), drainage would be designed to maintain or reduce discharge 
of stormwater runoff from the location through the use of an engineered detention basin to be 
located at the existing topographic low point in the southeast corner of the property, and 
would be in compliance with a construction Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).  

SCE will consult with the city of Ridgecrest for all ministerial grading and building permits. 
Typically, drainage designs are included among the particulars of these permits, and likely 
would be issues on which SCE would consult with the City.  

G-7 The commenter states that the City of Ridgecrest Master Drainage Plan calls for storm 
drain improvements along the frontage of the Downs Substation, and that SCE shall enter 
into a deferred lien agreement to participate in their fair share of cost for the future 
improvements.  
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As described in response to Comment G-6, the drainage design associated with the 
Proposed Project would occur in compliance with a SWPPP, and SCE will consult with the 
city of Ridgecrest for all non-discretionary local permits. Participation in future fair share 
cost allocations is typically a condition imposed in the context of a discretionary land use 
permit (such as a conditional use permit), or a requirement implemented as a mitigation 
measure to alleviate a significant environmental impact. The MND/IS did not identify any 
potentially significant hydrology or flooding impacts as a result of the Proposed Project that 
would require mitigation in the form of improvements to storm drains near the Project site. 
Furthermore, as discussed previously, the City has no jurisdiction to require such 
improvements/lien agreements as part of any discretionary permitting process.  

G-8 The commenter states that the existing transmission poles and any pole replacement 
proposed have a negative visual impact upon the area neighborhoods and the City, and that 
undergrounding of the transmission line should be considered.  As discussed in Initial Study 
Section B.1.10.8 (115-kV Subtransmission Line Description), SCE would be making some 
modifications to the existing above-ground 115-kV subtransmission lines/poles in the 
vicinity of the Downs Substation to allow for the existing subtransmission lines to connect 
to the Downs Substation.  The modifications to the existing 115-kV subtransmission line 
include installing 2 wood stub poles, 1 light-weight steel (LWS) pole, and 1 tubular steel 
pole (TSP) along Downs Street, and removing an existing wood pole; installing 2 TSPs, 
reframing 1 wood pole, and topping and removing existing 115-kV conductor and related 
hardware from 2 wood poles along Ridgecrest Boulevard; and installing 1 LWS pole and 2 
TSPs within the expanded Downs Substation property. These modifications would be 
occurring in the immediate vicinity of the Downs Substation and expansion area.  As 
discussed in Initial Study Section B.3.1(c), the Proposed Project would result in less than 
significant impacts to the existing visual character and quality of the area. The discussion 
for KOP1 – Downs Street has been revised in the Final MND/IS to address the proposed 
pole changes and additions in the vicinity of the Downs Substation, as follows:  

“In the context of the numerous existing vertical elements (transmission and utility 
poles) at and converging on the Downs Substation site, the proposed pole changes, 
while visible from both Downs Street and Ridgecrest Boulevard, would not appear 
inconsistent or out of character with the other numerous vertical features in the 
substation landscape. The resulting visual contrast associated with structural forms, 
lines, colors, and textures would be Low-to-Moderate and the expansion facilities 
and subtransmission structures would appear Co-dominant relative to the existing 
substation and subtransmission facilities. View blockage of the background Sierra 
Nevada Mountains and sky would be Moderate. The overall visual change would be 
Moderate when the three equally weighted factors of visual contrast, project 
dominance, and view blockage are combined. In the context of the existing 
landscape’s Moderate visual sensitivity, the resulting visual impact would be less 
than significant.”   

Furthermore, an alternative should only be considered “environmentally superior” to a 
proposed project if it reduces impacts that would be caused by the proposed project.  
Without the Proposed Project, the 115-kV subtransmission lines/poles would continue to 
remain above ground along Ridgecrest Boulevard and Downs Street.  In the California 
Supreme Court’s decision, In re Bay-Delta Programmatic Environmental Impact Report 
Coordinated Proceedings (June 5, 2008) 43 Cal.4th 1143, the Supreme Court admonished 
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the Court of Appeal for “failing to sufficiently distinguish between the preexisting problems 
of the Bay-Delta, on the one hand, and adverse environmental effects of the proposed 
[Project].” The Supreme Court found that an alternative could not be determined 
“environmentally superior” just because it would more effectively address existing 
environmental problems than the proposed project.  It is explained that “those problems 
would continue to exist even if there were no [project], and thus under CEQA they are part 
of the baseline conditions rather than program-generated environmental impacts that 
determine the required range of program alternatives.” In light of this, and with the 
understanding that existing conditions include overhead 115-kV subtransmission lines/poles 
along Ridgecrest Boulevard and Downs Street in the vicinity of the Downs Substation and 
expansion site, undergrounding of the 115-kV subtransmission lines that would be re-route 
into the Downs Substation as part of the Proposed Project would not be considered as an 
alternative to the Proposed Project.  

With respect to the relocation of subtransmission poles (#8 Part (a)), placement of these poles 
would occur per the franchise agreement between the city of Ridgecrest and SCE.   
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