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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

1.1 Purpose of this Document

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and its implementing regulations (the
“CEQA Guidelines™) require a lead agency to prepare and certify a Final Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) before it may approve a project for which a Draft EIR has been prepared. This
document and the June 2015 Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Subtransmission Line Project Draft EIR
(SCH No. 2014031073) together constitute the Final EIR for the Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV
Subtransmission Line Project (the Proposed Project) proposed by Southern California Edison
(Applicant, SCE).

On June 11, 2015, the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC, the CEQA lead agency)
released the Draft EIR on the Proposed Project for public review and comment. The Draft EIR
was available for public review at public libraries located in the vicinity of the Proposed Project
site, and online on the CPUC’s website.

The Draft EIR describes the Proposed Project and its environmental setting; analyzes potential
direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental impacts related to the construction, operation, and
maintenance of the Proposed Project; identifies impacts that could be significant; recommends
mitigation measures, which, if adopted, could avoid or minimize such impacts; and identifies
impacts that are expected to remain significant and unavoidable, even with the implementation of
recommended mitigation measures. The Draft EIR also evaluates alternatives to the Proposed
Project as required by CEQA, including two No Project Alternative scenarios.

The public review and comment period duration for the Draft EIR began June 11, 2015, and
ended July 27, 2015 and lasted for a period of 45 calendar days.

The CPUC held a public meeting on June 24, 2015, to accept comments on the Draft EIR from
agencies, organizations, and individuals. The meeting was held at 6:00 p.m. at the Palm Garden
Hotel, which is located at 495 North Ventu Park Road, Thousand Oaks, California. The CPUC
provided notification of the public review period and the public hearing to: 1) public agencies;

2) adjacent property owners and occupants; 3) listed parties on the CPUC service list, and

4) agencies, organizations, and individuals that submitted comments on the Notice of Preparation
(NOP) for the Proposed Project. The public was also notified of the release the Draft EIR through
public notices published on June 11 and 20, 2015, in the Ventura County Star Newspaper. Oral
comments were received at the June 24, 2015, public meeting and written comments were due by
July 27, 2015. Comments that were received within a few days of the end of the comment period
were accepted and are included in the Final EIR. Additional comment letters were received from
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1. Introduction

Peggy Ludington or Alan and Peggy Ludington on September 2, 9, and 24, and October 12, 16, and
18, 2015. These comments are not included in the Final EIR, but were evaluated by the Energy
Division and its consultants to determine whether the late comments identify new issues that would
change any of the EIR findings. Appendix G contains a memorandum that documents that
evaluation.

This Final EIR will be used by the CPUC, in conjunction with other information developed in the
CPUC’s formal record, to act on the Applicant’s Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Subtransmission
Line application for a Permit to Construct (PTC). Under CEQA, the CPUC will determine the
adequacy of this Final EIR and, if adequate, will certify the document as complying with CEQA.

1.2 Project Overview

The Proposed Project would include constructing the new Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV
Subtransmission Line and upgrading the existing Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy 66 kV
Subtransmission Line to address forecasted overloads on a section of the existing line and to
enhance reliability and operational flexibility. The Proposed Project is located within approximately
9 miles of existing SCE right-of-way (ROW) between SCE’s Moorpark Substation and Newbury
Substation, in the cities of Moorpark and Thousand Oaks, and in unincorporated Ventura County.
In summary, the Proposed Project would consist of the following components:

o Installation of approximately 500 feet of new underground 66 kV subtransmission line and
a new line position in the 66 kV switchrack entirely within Moorpark Substation.

° Installation of two tubular steel pole (TSP) foundations, four TSPs, the upper portion of one
TSP, and approximately 5 miles of conductor on new and existing TSPs along the new
Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Subtransmission Line route on the south and east sides of
SCE’s existing Moorpark-Ormond Beach 220 kV ROW.

. Installation of eight TSP foundations, 13 double-circuit TSPs, approximately 3 miles of
conductor on the new Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Subtransmission Line, and reconductoring
of 3 miles of the Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy 66 kV Subtransmission Line. Both of these
subtransmission lines would be collocated on the new double-circuit TSPs. In addition,

14 existing lattice steel towers (LSTs) would be removed along this 3-mile segment.

° Installation of approximately 0.5 mile of conductor for the new Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV
Subtransmission Line to be collocated with the Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy 66 kV
Subtransmission Line on previously installed lightweight steel (LWS) poles into Newbury
Substation. In addition, four TSP foundations, four TSPs, two LWS poles, and a new 66 kV
subtransmission line position would be installed, and six wood poles would be removed at
Newbury Substation. The existing subtransmission, distribution, and telecommunications
facilities would be transferred onto the new TSPs and LWS poles.

Construction activities for the Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Subtransmission Line project
commenced in 2010. However all construction activity was halted in November 2011 due to
issuance of CPUC Decision 11-11-019.1 For the purposes of this CEQA review, the Proposed

1 CPUC Resolution E-4243 affirmed the findings of a previously issued CPUC Resolution E-4225 that found the
project was exempt from PTC requirements. However, in response to the filing of an Application for a Rehearing of
Resolution E-4243, CPUC issued Decision 11-11-019 in November 2011, which ordered SCE to cease construction
activity, provide certain specified information, and file a PTC application if it wished to build the project.

Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Subtransmission Line Project 1-2 ESA/207584.15
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1. Introduction

Project includes only those portions of the Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Subtransmission Line
project that have yet to be constructed. A description of past construction activities and SCE’s
assessment of the associated environmental effects are provided in Draft EIR Chapter 2,
Background. A description of the environmental baseline, i.e., the environmental setting used to
determine the impacts associated with the Proposed Project and alternatives, is provided in the
introduction to Draft EIR Chapter 5, Environmental Analysis.

1.3 Organization of Final EIR
As required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15132, the Final EIR consists of the following elements:

(@ The Draft EIR or a revision of the draft;
(b) Comments received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in summary;
(c) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies that commented on the Draft EIR;

(d) The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review
and consultation process; and

(e)  Any other information added by the lead agency.

The Final EIR for the Proposed Project contains information in response to concerns that were
raised during the public comment period (June 11, 2015 through July 27, 2015). Responses were
prepared for each comment received during the public comment period and through the end of
July, 2015, and are presented in Chapter 3.

This Response to Comments document is separated into two volumes.

Volume 1 consists of four chapters.

. Chapter 1 is an introductory chapter that describes the purpose as well as the organization
of the Final EIR, and provides a brief description of the Proposed Project.

. Chapter 2 describes the public review process and the organization of the comment letters,
and lists the commenters (agencies, organizations, and individuals, as well as oral
commenters at the public meeting).

. Chapter 3 contains copies of all the comment letters received on the Draft EIR as well as a
copy of the transcript for the public meeting held on June 24, 2015. Individual comments
are identified within the comment letter or transcript using an alphanumeric code.
Following each comment letter are individual responses directed specifically to each
comment. This chapter also contains master responses, which provide comprehensive
discussions to respond to select sets of issues that received multiple comments. Each master
response includes cross references to the individual comments being addressed, using the
alphanumeric code within the comment letter or transcript.

. Chapter 4 contains all text changes to the Draft EIR which includes both (1) changes to
correct errors or to clarify information presented in the Draft EIR, and (2) text changes as a
result of responding to comments, as shown in Chapter 3.
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Volume 2: Appendices, provides supporting documentation for information presented in the
Response to Comments document.

A digital copy of the Draft EIR, published June 2015, and this Response to Comments document
is included on a compact disc (CD) inside the front cover of this document.

Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Subtransmission Line Project 1-4 ESA/207584.15
(A.13-10-021) Final Environmental Impact Report October 2015



CHAPTER 2

Public Review Process

This chapter describes the public review process and the organization of the comment letters, and
lists the public agencies, organizations, and individuals who provided comments on the Draft EIR.

2.1 Opportunities for Public Comment on the Draft EIR

2.1.1 Notification

On June 11, 2015, the CPUC published and distributed the Notice of Availability (NOA) of a

Draft EIR to advise interested local, regional, and state agencies, and the public, that a Draft EIR
had been prepared and published for the Proposed Project. The NOA solicited both written and oral
comments on the Draft EIR during a 45-day comment period (June 11, 2015 through July 27,
2015), and provided information on a forthcoming public comment meeting. The public review and
comment period duration for the Draft EIR began June 11, 2015, and ended July 27, 2015.
Additionally, the NOA presented the background, purpose, description, and location of the
Proposed Project, as well as the contact name to request additional information about the Draft EIR.

In addition to the NOA, the CPUC notified the public about the June 24, 2015 public meeting to
receive comments on the Draft EIR through multiple newspaper legal advertisements and the
CPUC’s website for the Proposed Project. The CPUC published legal advertisements in the Ventura
County Star Newspaper on June 11 and 20, 2015. The Ventura County Star Newspaper is a daily
newspaper of general circulation in Ventura County. Additionally, an electronic copy of the NOA
and the Draft EIR were posted on the CPUC’s website at: http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/
info/esa/moorpark_newbury/index.html. The NOA, newspaper legal advertisements, and the
public meeting sign-in sheets and speaker cards are provided in Appendices A, B, and C,
respectively. Notifications provided basic Proposed Project information, the date, time, and location
of the public meeting, and a brief explanation of the public meeting process. The public was
encouraged in the NOA, newspaper legal advertisements, and at the public meeting to submit
written comments and concerns regarding the Proposed Project and the adequacy of the Draft EIR
by mail, or email to the CPUC.

2.1.2 Public Comment Meeting

The CPUC held a public meeting on June 24, 2015, to accept comments on the Draft EIR from
agencies, organizations, and individuals. The meeting was held at 6:00 p.m. at the Palm Garden
Hotel, which is located at 495 Ventu Park Road, Thousand Oaks, California. The CPUC provided
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2. Public Review Process

notification of the public review period and the public meeting to: 1) public agencies; 2) adjacent
property owners and occupants; and 3) organizations that had demonstrated particular interest in the
Proposed Project, e.g., through requesting a notice or participating in the scoping process. Oral
comments were received at the June 24, 2015 public meeting and written comments were due by
July 27, 2015. Comments that were received within a few days after the end of the comment
period were accepted. Additional comment letters were received on September 2, 9, and 24, and
October 12, 16, and 18, 2015. These comments are not included in this Final EIR, but the Energy
Division has reviewed them and has confirmed that the late comments identify no new issues that
would change any of the EIR findings (see Appendix G).

A presentation (Appendix D) was given at the June 24, 2015 meeting that included an overview
of the CPUC’s decision-making process, including the environmental review process; the
regional context; Proposed Project background; Proposed Project objectives; Proposed Project
description; project alternatives; and role of the public comments. During and following the
presentation, public comments were recorded. All attendees were also encouraged to submit
written comments.

2.2 Comments on the Draft EIR
2.2.1 Written Comments

Numerous comment letters were received from agencies, organizations, and individuals during
and after the Draft EIR review period. A total of 12 letters were received from agencies and
organizations. A total of 57 were received from individuals. The comment letters received on the
Draft EIR through the end of July 2015 are listed below in Section 2.3. For organizational
purposes, each comment letter has been assigned an alphabet letter and a comment number.
Letters from agencies and organizations (including the Applicant) are designated with the

letter “O,” and letters from individuals are designated by the letter “l.” For example, the second
letter received from an agency or organization was from the Center for Biological Diversity, and
is identified as letter O2. Discrete comments within letters are marked sequentially with numbers,
such as 02-1, 02-2, etc. Copies of all letters received through July, 2015 are provided in
Chapter 3, Comments and Responses.

2.2.2 Public Meeting Comments

As noted above, a public meeting was held on June 24, 2015, at 6:00 p.m. in the City of Thousand
Oaks. A transcript of oral comments made by individuals who spoke at the public meeting is
provided in Section 3.4. Oral comments received at the public meeting are designated as “PM.”
Speakers were encouraged to submit follow-up written comments so that the full text and intent
of their comments could be documented and addressed. Written comments, if submitted, were
assigned separate letter designations as shown in the table below.
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2. Public Review Process

2.3 List of Commenters

Table 2-1 lists all who provided written or oral comments on the Draft EIR.

TABLE 2-1

COMMENTERS ON THE MOORPARK-NEWBURY 66 KV SUBTRANSMISSION LINE PROJECT

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Comment Letter

Commenter

Date Received

Agencies, Applicant and O

rganizations — Written Comments

o1 Ventura County Air Pollution Control District July 27, 2015
02 Center for Biological Diversity July 27, 2015
03 C_ot_m_ty of Ventura Resource Management Agency, Planning July 27, 2015
Division
04 County of Venturg Public Works Age_zncy; Transport_a@io'n July 27, 2015
Department; Traffic, Advance Planning &Permits Division
o5 County of Ventl_Jrg _Public Works Agency, Integrated Waste July 27, 2015
Management Division
06 \r\/)ggtuulzo(r:;léri]\t}ils}/c\)lgtershed Protection Agency, Planning and July 27, 2015
o7 Conejo Open Space Conservation Agency July 27, 2015
08 Board of Supervisors, County of Ventura July 28, 2015
09 Southern California Edison July 28, 2015
010 City of Thousand Oaks Community Development Department July 28, 2015
O11 Santa Rosa Valley Municipal Advisory Council July 30, 2015
012 Wildwood Ranch Homeowner Association July 30, 2015
Individuals — Written Comments
11 Kelly Hall July 9, 2015
12 Marnie and Lou Volpe July 9, 2015
13 Marnie and Lou Volpe July 9, 2015
14 Will Westerling July 9, 2015
15 Petition- Multiple Individuals July 9, 2015
16 Cheryl Crandall July 17, 2015
17 Brooks Bonvenuto July 22, 2015
18 Tom Bonvenuto July 22, 2015
19 Brendan Fitzpatrick July 22, 2015
110 Pamela Johnson July 22, 2015
111 Tammy Gunther July 24, 2015
112 Denise Elston July 31, 2015
113 Kevin Cannon July 25, 2014
114 Tammy Gunter July 25, 2014
115 Linda Cannon July 26, 2015
116 Amy Elliot July 26, 2015
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2. Public Review Process

TABLE 2-1 (Continued)
COMMENTERS ON THE MOORPARK-NEWBURY 66 KV SUBTRANSMISSION LINE PROJECT
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Comment Letter Commenter Date
Individuals — Written Comments (cont.)
117 John Elliot July 26, 2015
118 Barbara Moore July 26, 2015
119 Krista Pederson July 26, 2015
120 Patricia Becker July 27, 2015
121 Merrill Berge July 27, 2015
122 Nina Brandt July 27, 2015
123 Denise Elston July 27, 2015
124 Nicole Hauth July 27, 2015
125 Donna Johanson July 27, 2015
126 Jimmie Johnson July 27, 2015
127 Alan and Peggy Ludington July 27, 2015
128 Marie and Houchyar Zolfagheri July 30, 2015
129 Phil Pederson July 27, 2015
130 Kristine Supple July 27, 2015
131 David Tanner July 27, 2015
132 Hillary Wilkinson July 27, 2015
133 Unknown- Gill July 27, 2015
134 Kimme Black July 31, 2015
135 Cathryn Andresen July 28, 2015
136 Johanne Zell July 30, 2015
137 Ralph and Marvella Carmichael July 28, 2015
138 Nancy Harris July 28, 2015
139 Carole Hunter July 28, 2015
140 L. Vanoni July 28, 2015
141 Arline Young July 28, 2015
142 Lidia Bailey July 30, 2015
143 Barry Becker July 30, 2015
144 Barry Becker July 30, 2015
145 Barry Brown July 30, 2015
146 Suzanne Camejo July 30, 2015
147 John and Jessica Grahm July 30, 2015
148 Doug and Jennifer Price July 30, 2015
149 Robert Wyman July 30, 2015
150 CR Cronin July 30, 2015
151 Marnie and Lou Volpe July 22, 2015
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2. Public Review Process

TABLE 2-1 (Continued)

COMMENTERS ON THE MOORPARK-NEWBURY 66 KV SUBTRANSMISSION LINE PROJECT

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Comment Letter Commenter Date
Individuals — Written Comments (cont.)
152 Jan Levin July 22, 2015
153 Jerami Prendiville July 22, 2015
154 Kathleen and Kent Corzine July 22, 2015
155 David and Pamela Hage July 22, 2015
156 Vernon Dransfeldt July 24, 2015
157 Joseph and Jane Riggio July 22, 2015

Public Meeting Comments

PM-1 through PM-46

Unidentified speakers

June 24, 2015

PM-47 Jill Lederer June 24, 2015
PM-48 through PM-53 Kelly Hall June 24, 2015
PM-54 and PM-55 Loi Nguyen June 24, 2015

PM-56 through PM-64

Cathryn Andresen

June 24, 2015

PM-65 through PM-69

Molly Pei

June 24, 2015

PM-70 through PM-72

Douglas O'Brien

June 24, 2015

PM-73 through PM-76

Mark Burley

June 24, 2015

PM-77 through PM-81

Alan Ludington

June 24, 2015

PM-82 and PM-83

Penelope Burley

June 24, 2015

PM-84 through PM-92

Damon Wing

June 24, 2015

PM-93 through PM-96

Howard Choy

June 24, 2015

PM-97 through PM-105

Peggy Ludington

June 24, 2015

PM-106 through PM-110

William Brandt

June 24, 2015

PM-111 through PM-113

Herb Potter

June 24, 2015

PM-114 through PM-120

Danalynn Pritz

June 24, 2015

PM-121 through PM-123

Kim Ramseyer

June 24, 2015

PM-124

Ken Gordon

June 24, 2015

2.4 Final EIR

The Lead Agency (the CPUC), the project Applicant (SCE), and listed parties on the CPUC

service list received a hard copy of the Final EIR. Other agencies, organizations, and individuals

that submitted comments on the Draft EIR received a compact disc (CD) of the Final EIR.
Appendix E lists all recipients of the Final EIR and contains the Certificate of Service.
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CHAPTER 3

Comments and Responses

This chapter provides copies of written and oral comments received regarding the Draft EIR, and
responds to those comments. As required by CEQA, the responses to comments provided in this
chapter address significant environmental issues raised during the review period (Pub. Res. Code
§21091(d); CEQA Guidelines 8815088(a), 15132). They are intended to provide clarification and
refinement of information presented in the Draft EIR and, in some cases, to correct or update
information in the Draft EIR. In some instances, the text of the Draft EIR has been revised in
response to a comment, and the revised text is included as part of the response. Where responses
have resulted in changes to the text of the Draft EIR, these changes are shown within the

Draft EIR text using the following conventions:

1)  Text added to the wording in the Draft EIR is shown in underline,
2)  Text deleted from the wording in the Draft EIR is shown in strikeeut, and
3)  Text changes are shown in indented paragraphs.

These text changes also appear in Chapter 4, Revisions to the Draft EIR, of this document.

Responses to each of the comments received from agencies and organizations are provided in
Section 3.2, Agencies and Organizations Responses, and responses to comments received from
individuals are provided in Section 3.3, Individuals Responses. Responses to comments received
at the public meeting are in Section 3.4, Public Meeting Responses.

Some of the comments received on the Draft EIR did not address the adequacy or accuracy of the
environmental analysis or did not identify any other significant environmental issue requiring a
response; rather, these comments were directed toward the perceived merits or demerits of the
Proposed Project, provided information, or expressed an opinion without specifying why the

Draft EIR analysis was inadequate. The CPUC, as the CEQA lead agency, acknowledges the receipt
of these types of comments; however, limited responses are provided to these comments as they do
not relate to the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR or otherwise raise significant environmental
issues.

A number of written comments submitted on the Draft EIR raised the same or similar questions.
Rather than repeat responses to such comments, the CPUC is providing a comprehensive
discussion of the issues and related topics as Master Responses in Section 3.1, Master Responses.
Refer to the Master Responses for further detailed discussion and technical information as
appropriate. The Master Response topics are summarized briefly below:
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3. Comments and Responses

° Master Response 1: Alternatives;

° Master Response 2: Non-CEQA Issues;

. Master Response 3: CEQA Baseline and Piecemeal Review of the Project;

. Master Response 4: Cumulative Effects Associated with Past Construction Activities; and
. Master Response 5: SCE’s Forecasted Peak Load Growth.
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3. Comments and Responses

3.1 Master Responses

3.1.1 Master Response 1: Alternatives

Summary of Issues Addressed in Master Response 1

1A. Alternatives Screening

Comments received expressed concerns that some alternatives were inappropriately eliminated
from detailed EIR consideration. This response defines the CEQA legal standard for analysis of
alternatives and describes in detail how the alternatives were evaluated relative to the CEQA
objectives.

1B. Demand-side Management and Renewable and Distributed Energy
Generation Alternatives

Although demand-side management (Alternative 5) and renewable and distributed energy
generation (Alternative 6) were considered and rejected in the Draft EIR (Sections 4.5.5 and
4.5.6, respectively), commenters expressed support for these types of programs and projects as
alternatives to the Proposed Project. This response further discusses these types of alternatives in
context to the circumstances of the Proposed Project.

1C. Environmentally Superior Alternative

Some commenters expressed concern with the Draft EIR’s identification of the Proposed Project
as the Environmentally Superior Alternative. This response addresses these concerns.

Summary of Commenters and Comments

Commenter Comments Addressed by Master Response 1
County of Ventura Resource Management Agency, 03-10
Planning Division
Santa Rosa Valley Municipal Advisory Council 011-8
Wildwood Ranch Homeowners Association 012-8
Marnie and Lou Volpe 12-3
Lou and Marnie Volpe 13-2
Petition - Multiple Individuals I5-5, 15-6, 15-8
Cheryl Crandall 16-2
Brooks Bonvenuto 17-5, 17-6, 17-8
Tom Bonvenuto 18-5, 18-6, 18-8
Brendan Fitzpatrick 19-5, 19-6, 19-8, 19-14, 19-15
Pamela Johnson 110-5, 110-6, 110-8
Tammy Gunther 111-5, 111-6, 111-8
Denise Elston 112-5, 112-6
Kevin Cannon 113-5, 113-6, 113-8
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3. Comments and Responses

3.1 Master Responses

Commenter Comments Addressed by Master Response 1
Tammy Gunther 114-5, 114-6
Linda Cannon 115-2

Amy Elliot

116-5, 116-6, 116-8, 116-14, 116-15

John Elliot

117-5, 117-6, 117-8, 117-14, 117-15

Barbara Moore

118-5, 118-6, 118-8

Krista Pederson

119-2, 119-10, 119-11, 119-13

Patricia Becker

120-5, 120-6, 120-8

Merrill Berge

121-5, 121-6

Nina Brandt

122-5, 122-6, 122-8

Denise Elston

123-5, 123-6, 123-8

Nicole Hauth 124-5, 124-6, 124-8
Donna Johanson 125-5, 125-6
Jimmie Johnson 126-7

Alan and Peggy Ludington

127-5, 127-38, 127-39, 127-41, 127-42, 127-43, 127-44, 127-45,
127-48, 127-49, 127-55, 127-57, 127-58, 127-65, 127-68, 127-72

Marie and Houchyar Zolfagheri

128-5, 128-6

Phil Pederson

129-2, 129-10, 129-11, 129-13

Kristine Supple

130-5, 130-6, 130-8, 130-14, 130-15

David Tanner 1-31
Hillary Wilkinson 132-5, 132-6, 132-8
Gill (Unknown full name) 133-5, 133-6

Kimme Black

134-5, 134-6, 134-8

Cathryn Andresen

135-3, 135-5

Johanne Zell

136-5, 136-6, 136-8

Ralph and Marvella Carmichael

137-5, 137-6, 137-8

Nancy Harris

138-4, 138-5

Carole Hunter

139-5, 139-6, 139-8

L. Vanoni 140-5, 140-6
Arline Young 141-5, 141-6, 141-8
Lidia Bailey 142-5, 142-6, 142-8

Barry Becker

143-5, 143-6, 143-8

Barry Becker

144-5, 144-6

Barry Brown

145-5, 145-6, 145-8, 145-14, 145-15

Suzanne Camejo

146-1, 146-3

John and Jessica Grahm

147-5, 147-6, 147-8

Doug and Jennifer Price

148-4, 148-5

Robert Wyman

149-5, 149-6, 149-8

Chuck Cronin

150-3, 150-7, 150-10, 150-11, 150-17, 150-18, 150-19, 150-26,
150-26, 150-32, 150-33, 150-34, 150-35, 150-36

Lou and Marnie Volpe

151-5, 151-8
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3. Comments and Responses

3.1 Master Responses

Commenter Comments Addressed by Master Response 1
Jan Levin 152-5, 152-8, 152-14, 152-15

Jerami Prendiville 153-5, 153-8

Kent and Kathleen Corzine 154-2

David and Pamela Hage 155-5, 155-8

Joseph and Jane Riggio 157-5, 157-8

Unidentified speaker PM-32

Jill Lederer PM-47

Cathryn Andresen PM-57, PM-61

Molly Pei PM-67

Douglas O'Brien

PM-70, PM-71, PM-72

David Wing PM-85

Howard Choy PM-93, PM-94, PM-95
Peggy Ludington PM-105

William Brandt PM-106

Herb Potter PM-112

Kim Ramseyer PM-122

Response

1A. Alternatives Screening
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 (a) states:

An EIR shall describe a reasonable range of alternatives to the project, or to the location
of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but
would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project.

In order to comply with these requirements, each alternative to the Proposed Project considered in

the Draft EIR was evaluated in three ways:

. Would the alternative meet most of the basic project objectives?

. Was the alternative feasible, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social,

and technological factors?

. Would the alternative avoid or substantially lessen any significant effects of the Proposed
Project? Would the alternative itself create significant effects potentially greater than those

of the Proposed Project?

Each of these three criteria is explained in more detail below.

Project Objectives

The CEQA Guidelines require the consideration of alternatives capable of eliminating or reducing
significant environmental effects even though they may “impede to some degree the attainment of
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3. Comments and Responses

3.1 Master Responses

project objectives” (815126.6(b)). As disclosed in Draft EIR Section 4.2.2, the following are the
basic CEQA objectives for the Proposed Project (see Draft EIR pages 4-3 through 4-5):

o Add capacity to meet forecasted electrical demand while providing long-term, safe, and
reliable electrical service in the electrical needs area (ENA).

. Maintain sufficient voltage in accordance with applicable requirements during normal and
abnormal system conditions.

. Maintain system reliability within the ENA.

. Utilize existing ROW and manage existing ROW in a prudent manner in expectation of
possible future needs.

. Maintain consistency with the Garamendi Principles passed in Senate Bill (SB) 2431 (Stats.
1988, Ch. 1457) by: (1) using existing ROW by upgrading existing transmission facilities,
where technically and economically justifiable; and (2) encouraging the expansion of
existing ROW when construction of new transmission lines is required, where technically
and economically feasible.

. Maintain consistency with California Public Utility Commission (CPUC) General Order
(GO) 95.

. Design and construct the Proposed Project in conformance with SCE’s applicable
engineering, design, and construction standards for substation, transmission,
subtransmission, and distribution system projects.

As disclosed on Draft EIR page 4-4, the CPUC considers the first two objectives to be the
primary purpose for the Proposed Project. Therefore, each of the project alternatives was
evaluated to determine whether or not these primary objectives would be met. If either or both of
these project objectives would not be met, the alternative was not considered to be a viable
alternative to the Proposed Project. As long as both of these project objectives would be met by
the project alternative, regardless of whether or not the other project objectives would be met, the
project alternative would be considered a viable alternative from the standpoint of meeting most
of the basic CEQA objectives.

In order to ensure that the alternatives screening analysis incorporates the most up-to-date
forecasted data available, subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR the CPUC requested that
SCE provide power flow studies for the two No Project Alternatives, and Alternatives 1, 4, and
1 plus 4, incorporating SCE’s recent 10-year planning forecast data for the 2015 through 2024
planning period. The submitted datal was independently reviewed by the CPUC, the CPUC’s
environmental consultant (i.e., Environmental Science Associates), and the CPUC’s electrical
transmission planning consultant (i.e., Scheuerman Consulting) and was found to be sufficient
and adequate for use in the EIR (see Response 09-1). For additional discussion about SCE’s
forecasted peak load analyses used to gauge whether or not the project alternatives would meet
the two primary objectives, refer to Master Response 5, SCE’s Forecasted Peak Load Growth.

1 southern California Edison, Application of Southern California Edison Company (U 338-E) for Approval of its
Distributed Resources Plan, July 1, 2015.
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3.1 Master Responses

SCE’s power flow studies indicate that under the base case scenario, the Moorpark-Newbury-
Pharmacy subtransmission line would be overloaded by year 2023 under Alternative 1,
Reconductoring, which is sooner than the projected overload in 2026 under this alternative that
was disclosed in the Draft EIR (see Draft EIR Section 4.5.1.2, Rationale for Elimination,

page 4-12). For the N-1 scenario (i.e., loss of the Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy subtransmission
line and reconnecting the Pharmacy Substation), each of the three alternatives would result in
voltage drop violations at Newbury Substation as early as 2015, which is consistent with the
information disclosed in the Draft EIR for those alternatives.

One commenter expressed concern that the Draft EIR alternatives analysis referenced load
violations that would occur outside of the 10-year planning period in the context of discussing
whether or not the CEQA objectives would be met. Draft EIR Chapter 4, Project Alternatives, has
been updated to include the new SCE 10-year forecast data. Given the updated peak load forecast
and power flow data, references to load and/or voltage violations projected to occur outside of the
10-year planning forecast associated with the alternatives is no longer applicable, and have been
removed from the Draft EIR (see Revisions to Draft EIR Chapter 4, Alternatives, at the end of
Master Response 1).

The updated peak load forecast and power flow data further substantiate the Draft EIR’s findings
that Alternatives 1 and 4, as well as a combination of Alternatives 1 and 4, would not meet the
primary CEQA objectives. The Draft EIR also found that Alternative 5, Demand-side Management,
and Alternative 6, Renewable and Distributed Energy Generation Resources, would not pass the
alternatives screening relative to meeting most of the CEQA objectives (see Master Response 1B,
below). Therefore, these project alternatives were also not considered for full analysis in the Draft
EIR (see Draft EIR Chapter 4, Alternatives). Alternative 2, West Side of 220 kv ROW, and
Alternative 3, New 66 kV Line Collocated with the Existing Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy 66 kV
Line, passed the alternatives screening relative to meeting the CEQA objectives, but failed the
alternatives screening relative to reducing environmental impacts associated with the Proposed
Project (see below). In this manner, the EIR alternatives screening analysis satisfies the
requirements pertaining to the evaluation of alternatives as required by CEQA.

Feasibility
As described in Draft EIR Section 4.2.3, Feasibility (page 4-5), CEQA Guidelines Section 15364
defines “feasible” as:

... capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of
time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors.

Several commenters mistakenly indicated that the Draft EIR rejected Alternative 3, New 66 kV
Line Collocated with the Existing Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy 66 kV Line, and Alternative 4,
Reconnect the Camgen Generator to the Moorpark System, due to issues associated with
feasibility. Although several feasibility-related issues identified by SCE for those alternatives
were discussed in the Draft EIR, those issues were determined by the CPUC to not be based on
fact and were disclosed as either being uncertain or unknown. For Alternative 3, regarding there
being insufficient ROW north of State Route 118 to accommodate the required pole structures,
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3.1 Master Responses

the Draft EIR found feasible the option to put the subtransmission line on the south side of the
roadway. The project alternatives identified in the Draft EIR that were eliminated from full EIR
analysis in part because they were determined to not be feasible were: (1) the option to
underground the portion of the subtransmission alignment in the Santa Rosa Valley under
Alternative 2, West Side of 220 kV ROW; (2) Alternative 5, Demand-Side Management, because
demand-side management programs are not feasible on a scale that would be suitable to replace
the Proposed Project within a reasonable time period; and (3) Alternative 6, Renewable and
Distributed Generation Energy Resources, because even local renewable or distributed resources
would require upgraded or new subtransmission infrastructure (see Draft EIR Sections 4.5.2.2,
4.5.5.2, and 4.5.6.2, on pages 4-16, 4-29, and 4-31, respectively).

In this manner, the EIR alternatives screening analysis relative to feasibility satisfies the
requirements pertaining to the evaluation of alternatives as required by CEQA.

Avoiding Significant Effects of the Proposed Project

The alternatives considered in the EIR should reduce the significant unavoidable (Class I)
environmental impacts of the Proposed Project, which are:

. Air Quality: Proposed Project construction activities would generate ozone precursor
emissions (i.e., NO,) that could contribute substantially to a violation of ozone air quality
standards and would be cumulatively considerable. Significant unavoidable impacts would
result from the combined emissions associated with the components of the Proposed
Project.

. Noise: Proposed Project construction activities would generate noise levels in
unincorporated Ventura County that would exceed Ventura County construction noise
threshold criteria. Significant unavoidable impacts would result from the proposed
conductor installation and helicopter activities.

The alternatives that met most project objectives and appeared feasible to the CPUC’s analysis
team (i.e., Alternatives 2 and 3) showed no ability to avoid or lessen the significant impacts of the
Proposed Project; therefore, these project alternatives were not considered for full analysis in the
Draft EIR (see Chapter 4, Alternatives in the Draft EIR). In this manner, the EIR alternatives
screening analysis relative to the potential to reduce or eliminate the environmental impacts of the
Proposed Project satisfies the requirements pertaining to the evaluation of alternatives as required
by CEQA.

1B. Demand-side Management and Renewable and Distributed Energy
Generation Alternatives

Demand-Side Management Alternative

Some commenters stated that the Draft EIR did not include a thorough analysis of a demand
management alternative, and offered several demand-side management technology options that
could be used as alternatives to the Proposed Project. Demand-side management programs are
designed to reduce customer energy consumption. CPUC regulatory requirements dictate that
supply-side and demand-side resource options should be considered on an equal basis in a
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3.1 Master Responses

utility’s plan to acquire lowest cost resources. These programs are designed to either reduce the
overall use of energy or to shift the consumption of energy to off-peak times.

As discussed in Section 4.5.5 of the Draft EIR, an alternative evaluating demand-side
management programs (Alternative 5) was considered and rejected for two reasons. First, such
programs are voluntary and cannot be depended on to provide the capacity and/or reliability
needs of SCE in the ENA, as stated in the objectives for the Proposed Project. Second, demand-
side management programs are not feasible on a scale that would be suitable to replace the
Proposed Project within a reasonable time period. As disclosed in Draft EIR Section 4.5.5.2,
Rationale for Elimination (see Draft EIR page 4-29), and Master Response 5, below, reductions
in energy demand through energy conservation and demand management programs are and will
continue to be a part of SCE’s future operations and are incorporated into its long-term peak load
forecasts. The Draft EIR and several of the commenters listed existing conservation and demand
management programs run by SCE or the CPUC; however, the programs require voluntary
participation, and as separate and stand-alone programs, SCE and the CPUC cannot guarantee
that such voluntary programs would provide either the capacity or reliability needs in the ENA, as
stated in the Proposed Project objectives. For these reasons, this alternative was appropriately
eliminated from further consideration in the Draft EIR.

Renewable and Distributed Energy Generation Resources Alternative

Many commenters expressed support for alternatives that feature preferred resources. (Note that
several commenters used the term “preferred resources” to describe what the Draft EIR refers to
as renewable and distributed energy generation resources (see Draft EIR Alternative 6)). Several
commenters identified existing distributed or preferred resources projects and/or programs that

would reduce the peak load forecasted for the ENA, negating the need for the Proposed Project.

As disclosed in Draft EIR Section 4.5.6.2, Rationale for Elimination (Draft EIR page 4-31),
renewable resources are part of SCE’s current and future operations and are incorporated into its
long-term peak load forecasts, including the latest forecast for the 2015 through 2024 planning
period (see Master Response 5, SCE’s Forecasted Peak Load Growth). In its planning efforts for
distribution systems (including the ENA of the Moorpark-Newbury 66 KV Line Project), SCE has
incorporated the effects of photovoltaic installation, electrical vehicle charging, and energy
efficiency programs by making adjustments to the load growth projections and demand forecasts
using available information and the best practices of engineering judgment. Some other on-going
programs and emerging technologies, such as battery storage, net zero energy homes, distribution
resource plans, and electricity time-of-use technologies are in the early stages of deployment, and
have not yet been fully quantified by SCE as to what their overall effects may be. Therefore, their
current contributions to the 10-year forecasts are minor. As the other technologies mature,
integration increases, and customer electrical use patterns evolve and are sufficiently
documented, SCE expects that its planning processes will adapt in order to appropriately account
for the effects on peak demand planning. However, ultimately a distributed generation alternative
would involve deployment of generation in the form of many small projects within the ENA at a
pace more aggressive than SCE anticipates, and has accounted for in its peak load forecasting
(see Master Response 5, below).
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In addition, a renewable resource alternative would not replace the need for upgrading the
existing subtransmission infrastructure in the study area, and renewable resources would not meet
the demand, reliability, or operational flexibility needs of SCE, as stated in the CEQA objectives
for the Proposed Project. Even if distributed generation energy supply sources in the ENA were
built, subtransmission capacity and substation voltage maintenance would continue to be a
limiting factor requiring additional infrastructure. Because the potential for, and timing of,
distributed generation within the ENA is uncertain and would require additional subtransmission
infrastructure similar to the Proposed Project, this alternative was not carried forward for
analysis. See Sections 4.5.6.1 and 4.5.6.2 of the Draft EIR (pages 4-30 through 4-32) for further
information on these types of alternatives.

More than one commenter indicated that SCE’s Distributed Resources Plan (DRP) identifies
existing distribution facilities in the subject ENA that are sufficient to transport energy from
preferred resources to compensate for the projected shortfall. To clarify, SCE filed its application
for approval of its DRP with the CPUC on July 1, 2015 (SCE, 2015b).2 The filing was the first
step in a CPUC Order Instituting Rulemaking (OIR) to improve distribution-level interconnection
rules and regulations for certain classes of electric generators and electric storage resources.
Ultimately, utilities under the OIR will be required to prepare their distribution grids to enable the
two-way transport of electricity on the grid required to facilitate the integration of distributed
resources onto the grid at a high level. SCE’s DRP is not yet approved by the CPUC. If approved,
the proposed grid improvements identified in the DRP would likely be installed over a number of
years to integrate more distributed resources. However, whether or not the distributed resources
would be developed, and where and when they would come on line is still unknown, and
improvements from this plan cannot currently be relied on to overcome the projected shortfall in
the ENA that would be served by the Proposed Project.

Some commenters suggested that existing assembly bills (e.g., AB 32 and AB 327), the CPUC
Loading Order, and Governor-mandated reductions in state GHG-emissions require that priority
be given to preferred resources over generation and transmission projects. However, the
referenced assembly bills, directive, and order do not require priority for any one alternative over
the Proposed Project.

Several commenters indicate that implementation of preferred resources would be an appropriate
alternative to the Proposed Project in part because the capacity of the existing line is not
forecasted to be exceeded until year 2020 or 2021. As discussed in Response O9-1 and Master
Response 5, subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR, SCE submitted revised power flow
studies to the CPUC that are based on its new 10-year planning forecast for the 2015 through
2024 period. The revised studies indicate that without the Proposed Project a voltage violation at
Newbury Substation and a line overload of the Thousand Oaks-Newbury 66 kV line would occur
as early as 2015 under the N-1 abnormal system condition with the reconnection of Pharmacy
Substation. Therefore, the premise that line loading or voltage violations are not projected to
occur until 2020 or 2021 is false. One commenter indicated that the Draft EIR should have

2 Southern California Edison, Application of Southern California Edison Company (U 338-E) for Approval of its
Distributed Resources Plan, July 1, 2015.
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analyzed an alternative that combines Alternatives 5 and 6; however, given the reasons described
here and in the Draft EIR, combining the Alternative 5 and 6 would not result in a viable
alternative to the Proposed Project.

1C. Environmentally Superior Alternative

Some members of the public disagreed with the Draft EIR’s identification of the Environmentally
Superior Alternative. As stated in Draft EIR Section 6.3, Environmentally Superior Alternative,
No Project Alternative 1 would not result in any significant and unavoidable impacts, and would
therefore be the Environmental Superior Alternative; however, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
15126(e)(2), if the Environmentally Superior Alternative is the “no project” alternative, the EIR
must also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives (see Draft
EIR page 6-6). As discussed in Draft EIR Chapter 4, Project Alternatives, the EIR team looked
for alignment and/or system alternatives to the Proposed Project that could feasibly accomplish
most of the basic objectives of the Proposed Project and could avoid or substantially lessen one or
more of the significant effects, but did not identify any alternatives that met these criteria.
Therefore, the Draft EIR discloses the Proposed Project as the Environmentally Superior
Alternative, as there are no suitable alternatives that are not “no project” alternatives.

Revisions to Draft EIR Chapter 4, Project Alternatives

The last sentence on Draft EIR page 4-4 that continues on page 4-5 has been revised as follows:

It should be noted that these data were provided to the CPUC in response to CPUC Data
Requests 3, and 4, and 7 (SCE, 2014, and-2015a, and 2015d, respectively) under
confidential seal because they present critical infrastructure information.

The second column of the first row in Draft EIR Table 4-2 (see page 4-7) has been revised as
follows:

Fails. The Moorpark-Newbury tap of
the Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy
line would overload in 2026.*2023
and voltage violations are projected
at Newbury Substation in 2015.

The second column of the fourth row in Draft EIR Table 4-2 (see page 4-8) has been revised as
follows:

Fails. The Moorpark-Newbury tap of
the Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy
line would overload in 2026:2-2023
and voltage violations are projected
at Newbury Substation in 2015.
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The first two paragraphs of the Meeting Proposed Project Objectives discussion for Alternative 1
on Draft EIR page 4-12 has been revised as follows:

The reconductoring of the subject 66 kV subtransmission lines would increase the normal
capacity of the lines by approximately 20 MVA for a total of 125 MVA. Based on power
flow analyses conducted for the base case (normal conditions) and contingency cases, it is
anticipated that this additional 20 MV A would be sufficient to accommodate future load
growth_in the short term; however the Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy 66 kV line would
overload by year 2023 under the base case. ;-but-In addition, Alternative 1 would not address
future voltage violations at Newbury ard-Pharmacy-sSubstations. Although Alternative 1
would provide a short-term correction of the exceedance of the 5 percent voltage drop limit
for the base case, voltage violations under this alternative are projected to occur starting-n

20263as early as 2015 under emergency condltlons Anatys&melwate&a%%ﬁepeenweltage

Further-Aanalysis indicates that if the Pharmacy load were to be reenergized from the
Newbury Substation side (served from Thousand Oaks Substation), the voltage decay at
Newbury Substation in 2015 would increase to approximately 9-6 18.2 percent (SCE,
2015¢d). With the assumption that the Pharmacy Substation load would be reenergized, and
given the 9:0 18.2 percent voltage reduction noted in the 2015 model, voltage violations at
Newbury Substation can be expected to occur the first year the alternative would be
operational.

The first paragraph of the Meeting Proposed Project Objectives discussion for Alternative 4 on
Draft EIR pages 4-25 and 4-27 has been revised as follows:

Reconnecting Camgen to the Moorpark System would only provide a short-term solution to
addressing voltage violations for the base case scenario. With Camgen reconnected to the

Moorpark System SCE ant|C|pates that thee*tsﬂng—Mee#p&rk—NemmeﬁeFlhatmaey—%%v

m%a@%@%@%—#mem@wm&a@emmmrage V|olat|ons Would

occur during the first year that this alternative would be operational with the loss of the
Moorpark-Newbury line and the reconnection of the Pharmacy Substation load (SCE, 2015
€d). Accordingly, SCE would still need to have the Proposed Project operational to address
this forecasted N-1 violation on the Moorpark System. Therefore, Alternative 4 is not
considered to be a viable alternative to the Proposed Project and has been eliminated from
full consideration in this EIR.
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The second paragraph of Section 4.5.4.3, Combination of Alternatives 1 and 4 — Reconductoring
plus Camgen Reconnection, on Draft EIR pages 4-28 and 4-29 has been revised as follows:

As noted above, reconductoring a portion of the Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy line and the
Newbury-Thousand Oaks line would provide sufficient line capacity {rermal-and
emergeney)-in the short term; however the Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy 66 kV line
would overload by year 2023 under the base case. geinrgferward-—but In addition, it would
not solve long-term voltage violations at Newbury Substation. With the loss of the
Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy line and the Pharmacy Substation load, and with the
Camgen generator operating, voltage at Newbury Substation would remain within an
acceptable range, dropping only 1:9-1.2 percent. However, upon reenergizing the Pharmacy
load, the voltage at Newbury and-Pharmaey-substations would plunge, resulting in a total
decrease of 6:3-6.6 percent for year 2026-2015 compared to pre-outage conditions. Given

#-2015-This would exceed SCE’s limit of a 5 percent drop in voltage, resulting in a
voltage violation.

The following reference has been added to References — Alternatives, on Draft EIR page 4-32.
SCE, 2015d. Responses to California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) Data Request 7

for the Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Subtransmission Line Project, submitted
September 9 and 10, 2015.

3.1.2 Master Response 2: Non-CEQA Issues

Summary of Issues Addressed in Master Response 2

2A. Past CPUC Procedural Activities

Commenters questioned and requested additional information about the CPUC's reasons for
exempting the project from Permit to Construct (PTC) requirements and the legality of SCE’s
past construction activities.

2B. Proceeding for SCE’s Application for a Permit to Construct the Proposed
Project (A.13-10-021)

Commenters requested clarity about the difference between the CEQA (i.e., environmental)
review process and other CPUC review processes (e.g., those that consider social and economic
issues). Many commenters felt there is a conflict of interest, and expressed the desire for CPUC
staff involved in past CPUC procedural activities to recuse themselves from the Proceeding for
the Proposed Project.

2C. Project Need

Commenters questioned the necessity of the Proposed Project.
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2D. Electric and Magnetic Fields (EMF)

Commenters expressed concerns about effects associated with EMFs. This response discusses the
CPUC policy for evaluation of EMFs in CEQA reviews.

2E. Economic Impacts

Commenters expressed concerns about the Proposed Project’s effects on property values, SCE

rate increases, and other economic impacts.

Summary of Commenters and Comments

Commenter

Comments Addressed by Master Response 2

Center for Biological Diversity

02-3, 02-10, 02-14, O2-15, 02-16

County of Ventura Resource Management Agency, 03-3
Planning Division

Santa Rosa Valley Municipal Advisory Council 011-1, O11-4
Wildwood Ranch Homeonwner Association 012-1, O12-4
Kelly Hall 11-2, 11-5
Marnie and Lou Volpe 12-2, 12-4
Marnie and Lou Volpe 13-2

Petition- Multiple Individuals 15-3, 15-9
Cheryl Crandall 16-3

Brooks Bonvenuto 17-3, 17-4, 17-9
Tom Bonvenuto 18-3, 18-4, 18-9

Brendan Fitzpatrick

19-3, 19-9, 19-10, 19-11, 19-16, 19-17

Pamela Johnson

110-3, 110-4, 110-9

Tammy Gunther

111-3, 111-4, 111-9

Denise Elston

112-1, 112-2, 112-7, 112-8

Kevin Cannon

113-3, 113-4, 113-9

Tammy Gunther

114-7, 114-8

Linda Cannon

115-1

Amy Elliot

116-3, 116-4, 116-9, 116-10, 116-11, 116-16, 116-17

John Elliot

117-3, 117-4,117-9, 117-10, 117-11, 117-16, 117-17

Barbara Moore

118-3, 118-4, 118-9

Krista Pederson

119-3, 119-3, 119-4, 119-5, 119-9, 119-14

Patricia Becker

120-3, 120-4, 120-9

Merrill Berge

121-1, 121-2, 121-7, 121-8

Nina Brandt

122-3, 122-4, 122-9

Denise Elston

123-3, 123-4, 123-9

Nicole Hauth

124-3, 124-4, 124-9

Donna Johanson

125-1, 125-2, 125-7, 125-8

Jimmie Johnson

126-1, 126-3, 126-5

Peggy and Alan and Peggy Ludington

127-1, 127-15, 127-20, 127-26, 127-30, 127-62, 127-63, 127-
64, 127-68, 127-69, 127-70, 127-72, 127-73

Marie and Houchyar Zolfagheri

128-1, 128-2, 128-7, 128-8

Phil Pederson

129-3, 129-4, 129-5, 129-8, 129-9, 129-14

Kristine Supple

130-3, 130-7, 130-8, 130-9, 130-10, 130-11, 130-16, 130-17

David Tanner

1-31

Hillary Wilkinson

132-3, 132-4, 132-9

Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Subtransmission Line Project

(A.13-10-021) Final Environmental Impact Report

3.1-12 ESA/207584.15

October 2015



3. Comments and Responses

3.1 Master Responses

Commenter Comments Addressed by Master Response 2

Gill (Unknown full name) 133-1, 133-2, 133-7, 133-8

Kimme Black 134-3, 134-4, 134-9

Cathryn Andresen 135-4

Johanne Zell 136-3, 136-4, 136-9

Ralph and Marvella Carmichael 137-3, 137-4, 137-9

Nancy Harris 138-3, 138-6

Carole Hunter 139-3, 139-4, 139-9

L. Vanoni 140-1, 140-2, 140-7, 140-8

Arline Young 141-3, 141-4, 141-9

Lidia Bailey 142-3, 142-4, 142-9

Barry Becker 143-3, 143-4, 143-9

Barry Becker 144-1, 144-2, 144-7, 144-8

Barry Brown 145-3, 145-4, 145-9, 145-16, 145-17, 145-10, 145-11

Suzanne Camejo 146-1, 146-2, 146-5

John and Jessica Grahm 147-3, 147-4, 147-9

Doug and Jennifer Price 148-1, 148-3

Robert Wyman 149-3, 149-4, 149-9

Chuck Cronin 150-9, 150-11, 150-12, 150-13, 150-30

Marnie and Lou Volpe 151-3, 151-9

Jan Levin 152-3, 152-9, 152-10, 152-11, 152-16, 152-17

Jerami Prendiville 153-3, 153-9

David and Pamela Hage I55-3, 155-9

Joseph and Jane Riggio 157-3, 157-9

Unidentified speaker PM-1, PM-5, PM-6, PM-7, PM-8, PM-18, PM-19, PM-20,
PM-21, PM-22, PM-23, PM-24, PM-25, PM-26, PM-33,
PM-34, PM-35, PM-38, PM-39, PM-40, PM-41, PM-42,
PM-43, PM-44, PM-45, PM-46

Kelly Hall PM-53

Mark Burley PM-73, PM-76

Alan Ludington PM-77, PM-80, PM-81

Penelope Burley PM-82

Damon Wing PM-84, PM-86, PM-87, PM-91

Peggy Ludington PM-98, PM-99, PM-100, PM-101, PM-102, PM-105

William Brandt PM-109

Herb Potter PM-111

Danalynn Pritz PM-115, PM-116, PM-118, PM-119

Kim Ramseyer PM-121

Ken Gordon PM-124

Response

2A. Past CPUC Procedural Activities

Advice Letter Proceeding

Several commenters questioned and requested additional information about the CPUC's reasons
for originally exempting the project from Permit to Construct (PTC) requirements. Although
comments related to past CPUC procedural activities associated with the project are not relevant
to the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR, this response is provided for information purposes.
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Draft EIR Chapter 2, Background, provides an overview of past CPUC procedural activities, past
construction activities associated with the Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Subtransmission Line, and
the environmental effects of past construction activities as reported by SCE in its Proponent’s
Environmental Assessment (PEA). As described in Section 2.2, CPUC Procedural Activities,
SCE filed Advice Letter 2272-E in 2008, notifying the CPUC of SCE’s proposed construction of
the project. Advice Letter 2272-E explained that the project would be exempt from PTC
requirements pursuant to General Order (GO) 131-D, Section IlI, Subsection B.1.g. (Exemption g.).
In 2009, the CPUC approved SCE’s request for an exemption from requirements for filing a PTC.
As approved, Resolution E-4243 affirmed the findings of the previously issued Resolution E-4225,
found that the project qualified for Exemption g, and dismissed related protests.3

However, in April 2010, several individuals filed an Application for a Rehearing of the
Commission’s approval of Resolution E-4243. Because that Application for Rehearing did not
request a stay of construction, and because the CPUC did not issue a stay of construction,
construction of the project commenced in October 2010. In 2011, the CPUC issued Decision 11-
11-019, which granted a rehearing based on CPUC’s concern that the informal nature of the prior
proceeding may have prevented an adequate record from being developed, and because
Resolution E-4243 did not address certain material issues. SCE was required to cease all
construction activity associated with the project, and to submit a PTC application if it wished to
continue constructing the project.

Draft EIR Chapter 2 is consistent with the requirements of CPUC Decision 11-11-019, which
stipulates that “Any application for a Permit to Construct that is filed shall disclose the extent of
any construction that has occurred and contain an evaluation of the effect of that construction on
the permitting process.” However, the Draft EIR provides the effects of past project construction
for informational purposes only, and does not assign impact significance determinations (e.g., less
than significant impact, less than significant with mitigation). Many commenters expressed the
opinion that the activities that occurred under the Advice Letter Proceeding should be evaluated
for significance in this EIR, and feel that the CPUC has piecemealed its review of the project. For
discussion on those issues, refer to Master Response 3, CEQA Baseline and Piecemeal Review of
the Project.

Some comments expressed concern that there were elicit communications between former CPUC
staff members and SCE while the Rehearing Application was still pending that indicate a CPUC
bias towards SCE, and others suggested that the CPUC should not have allowed SCE to begin
construction of the project while the Application for Rehearing was being considered. These
comments are acknowledged, but pursuant to CPUC Decision 11-11-019, the Advice Letter
Proceeding has been dismissed, and is not directly relevant to this Proceeding for SCE’s
Application for a PTC for the Proposed Project (A.13-10-021), or to the adequacy or accuracy of
the Draft EIR.

3 For a summary of the reasons why the CPUC Energy Division’s Executive Officer originally found that the project
qualified for Exemption g, refer to the Findings discussion in Resolution E-4243, which is available at the CPUC’s
webpage under the Advice Letters heading at: http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/PUC/energy/Environment/
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Legality of Previous Construction Activities

A number of the commenters have expressed the opinion that the previous construction activities
were conducted illegally, and therefore, should not be excluded from the CPUC’s CEQA review.
This response discusses these suggestions as they pertain to the EIR baseline.

To CPUC’s knowledge, there was no illegal activity conducted relative to the previous
construction activities associated with the project. As disclosed in Draft EIR Chapter 2 and
summarized above, in 2008 SCE requested that the project be exempt from the CPUC’s PTC
requirements, including the CEQA review. In 2009, the CPUC approved SCE’s request for an
exemption from requirements for filing a PTC, and SCE began to construct the project in 2010.
However, in 2011, the CPUC issued Decision 11-11-019, which granted a rehearing based on
legal error of the previous approval for the project; thus, SCE was required to cease all
construction activity associated with the project, and to submit a PTC application if it wished to
continue constructing the project. The main reason the Commission granted a rehearing is
because it found that the informal methods it used in the advice letter proceeding may have
interfered with the proper development of the record (Decision 11-11-019, page 2).

Regardless of whether the CPUC’s informal methods could have interfered with the proper
development of the record for the Advice Letter Proceeding, there was no illegal conduct by SCE or
CPUC relative to the previous construction activities associated with the project. Solely for the
purpose of discussion, it wouldn’t have mattered for the current CEQA process if it had. As noted
by the court in Riverwatch v. County of San Diego, 76 Cal.App.4th 1428 (1999), preparation of an
EIR is not the appropriate forum for determining the nature of any prior illegal conduct of a project
applicant. The general rule stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a) that “environmental
impacts should be examined in light of the environment as it exists when a project is approved”
remains good law. Applying that decision here, baseline conditions reflect actual physical
conditions in the environment as of the date of the Notice of Preparation (NOP). On March 26,
2014, the date for the NOP for the Proposed Project, evidence of construction (e.g., tubular steel
poles (TSP) and light-weight steel (LWS) poles) was apparent in the environment and so properly
was considered to be part of baseline condition. While the fact of the presence of those TSPs and
LWS poles is important to a correct characterization of the baseline, the reason for their presence is
irrelevant to the CEQA process. Consistent with the court’s decision in Riverwatch, regardless of
the manner in which the CPUC originally granted SCE permission to begin construction of the
project, from a CEQA perspective it would not be appropriate for the CPUC to evaluate the
previous construction activities as if they were separate from the environmental baseline.

2B. Proceeding for SCE’s Application for a Permit to Construct the Proposed
Project (A.13-10-021)

CEQA Review and the Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) Process

Several commenters expressed the opinion that the CPUC should not be the CEQA Lead Agency
for the environmental review of the project. The CPUC is the Lead Agency for the environmental
review of the project because the Commission has discretionary approval authority over all PTC

applications for electrical infrastructure facilities. Under CPUC procedures, the Application for a
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PTC follows a bifurcated, two-track process. The process is usually prescribed in scoping memo
issued by the ALJ and assigned Commissioner. The scoping memo includes instructions to parties
on which issues will be litigated before the ALJ and which issues will be addressed through the
CEQA process carried out by the CPUC’s Energy Division.

Typically, once the final environmental document is prepared by the Energy Division, it is
provided to the ALJ who submits it into the record of the proceeding. The ALJ then considers the
environmental impacts as one component of a proposed decision determining whether to grant the
permit. The Commission ultimately votes on the proposed decision and determines whether to
certify the environmental document.

Staff Roles

Some commenters expressed the opinion that, due to the long and complicated history of this
project, CPUC Energy Division staff working on the project may have a conflict of interest that
prevents objective treatment of this project. None of these comments demonstrate an actual
conflict or cite any relevant legal authority. Staff assignments on this project are typical for
CPUC projects, and as noted above, there was no illegal activity conducted relative to the
previous construction activities associated with the project. The CPUC’s Energy Division
Managers assign projects to individual analysts; the assigned analyst usually remains with the
project until completion. This has been the case with SCE’s Moorpark-Newbury project. The
assigned analyst has remained with the project from the initial Advice Letter filing through to the
present time. The assigned analyst is not a decision maker under CPUC rules. The analyst is the
project manager for the environmental review process and ensures that the environmental
document complies with CEQA. This includes the technical analysis of all environmental impact
areas, evaluation of alternatives, and the public participation process. The ALJ considers the
environmental impacts as one component of a proposed decision determining whether to grant the
permit, and the Commission ultimately votes on the proposed decision and determines whether to
certify the environmental document.

2C. Project Need

General Order No. 131-D, Section IX.B.1.f. states: “an application for a permit to construct need
not include either a detailed analysis of purpose or necessity, a detailed estimate of the cost and
analysis... beyond that required for CEQA compliance.”

The July 2014 Scoping Report issued for the Proposed Project also noted that the EIR would not
consider comments that pertain to SCE’s determination of project need: “The CEQA process does
not require the EIR to assess project need as established by the project applicant. In addition,
CPUC General Order 131-D does not require an affirmative showing of need for projects under
200 kV and this issue is not generally litigated in PTC proceedings.” Accordingly, the EIR
studied two “No Project Alternative” scenarios that examined the environmental impacts of not
building the Proposed Project, but not the need for or economic cost of the Proposed Project. This
reasoning is supported by CPUC Decision 94-06-014, which adopted General Order No. 131-D:
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“The process we adopt for lines between 50 and 200 kV differs from the review that results
in the issuance of a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (CPCN) for lines over
200 kV. The process will result in a ‘permit to construct” and our review will focus solely
on environmental concerns, unlike the CPCN process which considers the need for and the
economic cost of a proposed facility.”

“Because the Permit to Construct (PTC) review focuses solely on environmental issues, the
Commission, on the advice of Commission staff, shall issue or deny a permit as soon as it
may legally do so following completion of the requisite CEQA review.”

“The Energy Division of the CPUC in conjunction with other parties developed a (PTC)
procedure for power lines designed to operate between 50 and 200 kV. The (PTC) review is
meant strictly for environmental review, not economic or ‘needs’ review.”

Although the CEQA process does not require the EIR to assess project need as established by
SCE, it was necessary for the CPUC to evaluate the ability of the project alternatives to meet
CEQA objectives, including those based on reliability and capacity. Refer to Master Response 1A
for information related to how the project alternatives were evaluated in relation to the CEQA
objectives.

2D. EMFs

The potential relevance and effects of EMFs are discussed in Draft EIR Chapter 3, Project
Description, and Appendix C, Field Management Plan. As described in Section 5 of the
Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Subtransmission line Project Scoping Report published in July 2014
(page 18):

The EIR will not consider electric and magnetic fields (EMF) in the context of the CEQA
analysis of potential environmental impacts because [1] there is no agreement among
scientists that EMF creates a potential health risk, and [2] there are no defined or adopted
CEQA standards for defining health risk from EMF. Presently, there are no applicable
federal, State, or local regulations related to EMF levels from power lines or related
facilities, such as substations. However, CPUC policies and procedures (as reflected in
decision D.06-01-042) require utilities to incorporate “low-cost” or “no-cost” measures for
managing EMF from power lines up to approximately 4 percent of the total project cost.

Draft EIR Section 3.9, Electric and Magnetic Field Summary (page 3-45 et seq.), describes the
CPUC’s approach to analysis of EMF, which is to consider it outside the scope of the EIR in the
absence of regulations or standards that would inform significance determinations. Appendix C to
the Draft EIR (page C-1 et seq.) includes quantitative estimates of EMFs that would be generated
by the Proposed Project and describes the measures SCE would implement, in compliance with
CPUC requirements, to reduce EMFs from the Proposed Project.

2E. Economic Impacts

According to the CEQA Guidelines (815358 [b]), impacts to be analyzed in an EIR must be
“related to physical changes” in the environment. Neither CEQA nor the CEQA Guidelines
directly requires an analysis of a project’s social or economic effects because such impacts are
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not, in and of themselves, considered significant effects on the environment. CEQA Guidelines
Section 15131(a) states:

“Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the
environment. An EIR may trace a chain of cause and effect from a proposed decision on a
project through anticipated economic or social changes resulting from the project to
physical changes caused in turn by the economic or social changes. The intermediate
economic or social changes caused in turn by economic or social changes need not be
analyzed in any detail greater than necessary to trace the chain of cause and effect. The
focus of the analysis shall be on the physical changes.”

The CEQA Guidelines also provide that physical effects on the environment related to changes in
land use, population, and growth rate induced by a project may be indirect or secondary impacts
of the project and should be analyzed in an EIR if the physical effects would be significant (see
Guidelines §15358[a][2]).

Consequently, under CEQA, economic impacts to land owners and businesses are generally only
relevant if the magnitude and severity of the losses would result in adverse physical changes
(such as irreparable damage to land conditions or elimination of agricultural productivity). Thus,
concerns about SCE rate increases are beyond the scope of CEQA analysis and such concerns are
addressed by the CPUC external to the EIR process, as part of the rate making process.

Numerous commenters expressed concern about potential adverse effects on property values from
the Proposed Project. Property value change is a purely economic concern and therefore not a
CEQA issue. Projecting the magnitude of any decrease in property values, which are affected by
multiple factors, would require extensive real estate market analysis and is beyond the scope of
environmental review under CEQA.

3.1.3 Master Response 3: CEQA Baseline and Piecemeal
Review of the Project

Summary of Issues Addressed in Master Response 3

Commenters disagreed with the EIR’s definition of the Proposed Project and its baseline, and
some expressed concerns that the project has been split into two projects in an attempt to avoid
environmental analysis.

Summary of Commenters and Comments

Commenter Comments Addressed by Master Response 3
Center for Biological Diversity 02-2, 02-3, 02-4, 02-5, 02-6, 02-7, 02-8, 02-9, 02-10,
02-12, 02-14, 02-16
County of Ventura Resource Management Agency, 03-5, 03-6, 03-10
Planning Division
Board of Supervisors, County of Ventura 08-3
Santa Rosa Valley Municipal Advisory Council 011-1, 011-2, 011-3, O11-4, O11-7
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Commenter

Comments Addressed by Master Response 3

Wildwood Ranch Homeowner Association

012-1, 012-2, 012-3, 012-7

Kelly Hall 11-4
Petition - Multiple Individuals 15-1
Cheryl Crandall 16-1
Brooks Bonvenuto 17-1
Tom Bonvenuto 18-1

Brendan Fitzpatrick

19-1, 19-10, 19-11, 19-12, 19-17

Pamela Johnson 110-1
Tammy Gunther 111-1
Denise Elston 112-1, 112-2, 112-3, 112-8
Kevin Cannon 113-1

Tammy Gunther

114-1, 114-3, 114-8

Amy Elliot 116-1, 116-10, 116-12, 116-13, 116-17
John Elliot 117-1,117-10, 117-11, 117-12, 117-17
Barbara Moore 118-1

Krista Pederson 119-5, 119-6

Patricia Becker 120-1

Merrill Berge 121-1, 121-2, 121-3, 121-8

Nina Brandt 122-1

Denise Elston 123-1

Nicole Hauth 124-1

Donna Johanson 125-1, 125-2, 125-3, 125-8

Jimmie Johnson 126-2

Peggy and Alan Ludington

127-3, 127-5, 127-8, 127-10, 127-11, 127-12, 127-13, 127-14,
127-16, 127-19, 127-20, 127-21, 127-26, 127-27, 127-69,
127-71, 127-72

Marie and Houchyar Zolfagheri

128-1, 128-2, 128-3, 128-8

Phil Pederson 129-5, 129-6

Kristine Supple 130-1, 130-10, 130-11, 130-12, 130-17
David Tanner 131-1

Hillary Wilkinson 132-1

Gill (Unknown full name) 133-1, 133-2, 133-3, 133-8
Kimme Black 134-1

Johanne Zell 136-1

Ralph and Marvella Carmichael 137-1

Nancy Harris 138-1

Carole Hunter 139-1

L. Vanoni 140-1, 140-2, 140-3, 140-8
Arline Young 141-1

Lidia Bailey 142-1

Barry Becker 143-1

Barry Becker

144-1, 1144-2, 144-3, 144-4, 144-8

Barry Brown

145-1, 145-10, 145-11, 145-12, 145-17

Suzanne Camejo 146-2
John and Jessica Grahm 147-1
Doug and Jennifer Price 148-2
Robert Wyman 149-1
Marnie and Lou Volpe 151-1
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Commenter Comments Addressed by Master Response 3

Jan Levin 152-1, 152-10, 152-11, 152-12

Jerami Prendiville 153-1

David and Pamela Hage 155-1

Joseph and Jane Riggio 157-1

Unidentified speaker PM-19

Kelly Hall PM-52

Molly Pei PM-66

Mark Burley PM-74, PM-75

Damon Wing PM-87, PM-88, PM-90, PM-91, PM-92

Herb Potter PM-113

Danalynn Pritz PM-114, PM-116, PM-119, PM-120
Response

Definition of the Proposed Project and EIR Baseline

A number of comments question the EIR’s definition of the Proposed Project, and disagree with
the inclusion of the previously constructed components of the project as part of baseline
conditions. This response discusses the definition of the Proposed Project and CEQA
requirements associated with evaluation of projects relative to the EIR baseline.

As explained in the EIR Scoping Report (see Draft EIR Appendix A) and Draft EIR Section 2.2,
Procedural Activities, through consultation with the CPUC Staff Council and consistent with
CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a), the CPUC Energy Division staff determined that SCE’s past
project-related activities and their associated environmental effects (described in Draft EIR

Chapter 2, Background) properly should be considered as part of the environmental baseline
conditions, and as such they are included in the environmental settings provided in Sections 5.1,
Aesthetics, through 5.18, Utilities and Service Systems. Because past project construction activities
are not part of the Proposed Project, they are not analyzed in Chapter 5, Environmental Analysis,
of the Draft EIR. It should be noted, however, that operation and maintenance of the facilities that
were built during past construction activities are part of the Proposed Project, and are analyzed in
Chapter 5 of the Draft EIR.

Some commenters suggest that the definition of the Proposed Project in the CPUC’s Scoping
Report is arbitrary. Contrary to these suggestions, the definition of the Proposed Project is
consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a) and relevant case law, and is supported by
substantial evidence. Some commenters suggest that the EIR project description has been
rewritten compared to the project description provided in SCE’s application and PEA for a
results-oriented, inaccurate description designed to minimize the environmental impacts. This is
also incorrect. To comply with CEQA, it was necessary for the CPUC to craft the definition of
the Proposed Project to exclude construction of the components that have already been
constructed. Those components of the project were initially approved by the CPUC through its
Advice Letter Proceeding, although that initial approval was withdrawn with issuance of
Commission Decision D.11-11-019.
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One commenter noted that courts have recognized there may be situations where it is appropriate
for a lead agency to elect a different baseline method other than the date of the NOP citing
Kenneth F. Fat v. County of Sacramento, 97 Cal.App.4th 1270, 1278 (2002). The CPUC
acknowledges that there may be situations where a lead agency could use a different baseline
scenario; however, the same decision referenced by the commenter found that the use of a
baseline that is set back in time to conditions that are not current would be difficult to define, and
would result in a hypothetical analysis. The baseline identified in the Draft EIR is consistent with
CEQA requirements.

Several commenters suggest that since SCE included the previous construction activities within
its PTC application, this is proof that SCE is seeking permission to also construct those
components of the project in addition to the components yet to be constructed, and therefore the
PTC that would be issued by CPUC should cover those construction activities. Similarly, some
commenters quote CPUC Decision 11-11-019’s reference to “the power line described in Advice
Letter 2272-E” as additional proof that the past construction activities should be included in the
PTC process. To clarify, SCE does not need a permit to conduct the previous construction
activities because those activities have already occurred and were constructed in accordance with
the CPUC’s approval. Therefore, the PTC for this proceeding would not cover those construction
activities.

Several members of the public commented that the previous construction activities combined
with the Proposed Project should have been used for the comparison of alternatives with regard to
environmental impacts. The CPUC disagrees. The previous construction activities are not subject
to approval associated with this PTC preceding; therefore, as described above they are not
considered to be part of the Proposed Project. The CPUC is not persuaded to compare the
alternatives to anything other than the Proposed Project for the purposes of determining if they
could substantially lessen any significant effects of the Proposed Project.

Piecemeal Review of the Project

Some commenters suggest that the project is a “multiple or phased project” and therefore should
be evaluated using a Program EIR while others question whether the EIR attempts to split the
project into two separate projects to evade full CEQA review. To be clear, there is only one
project: the one described in Draft EIR Chapter 3, Project Description.

As defined in the CEQA Guidelines, the term “project” has two essential elements: first, it is an
activity involving the issuance by a public agency of some form of discretionary authorization,
and second, it is a proposed activity that may cause a direct or reasonably foreseeable indirect
effect on the physical environment (Pub. Res. Code 821065; CEQA Guidelines 8§15002(d),
15378). In this instance, the Applicant has applied for a PTC, which involves discretionary
decision-making pursuant to the current Proceeding. The current Proceeding is distinct from the
prior Advice Letter Proceeding. The Draft EIR endeavors to clarify the two proceedings. As
described in Draft EIR Section 2.1, Introduction, the portion of the Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV
Subtransmission Line that has already been constructed is referred to as “the project” or “past
construction” and portions of the Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Subtransmission Line yet to be
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constructed are referred to as the “Proposed Project.” These definitions acknowledge the factual
context of the Proposed Project and consistent use of these terms throughout the document are
intended to maintain a clear distinction within the Draft EIR between the history of the prior
Advice Letter Proceeding and the current Proceeding. To emphasize, the current Proceeding is
the relevant discretionary decision-making process, the effects of which are considered in this
EIR.

The suggestion that the project is a “phased project” as discussed in CEQA Guidelines

Section 15165 is incorrect. CEQA Guidelines Section 15165 does not apply to development that
the lead agency is not currently proposing to approve. Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay
Committee v. Board of Port Commissioners, 91 Cal.App.4th 1344, 1358 n9 (2001), as modified
on denial of reh'g (Sept. 26, 2001) (“The fact that the Guideline refers to “‘projects ... to be
undertaken’ confirms that it is intended to apply only to project components that an agency is
proposing to implement. It does not extend to... development the agency is not proposing to
approve or undertake.”). The prior activities were implemented pursuant to an exemption
approved in February 2009, and are not now before the CPUC for an additional authorization.
SCE’s submittal of a PTC application, dated October 28, 2013, triggered the current analysis as
part of the Commission’s consideration of SCE’s PTC application. The CPUC had no knowledge
when it approved the exemption that work on the project would be halted per Commission
Decision 11-11-019 or that a subsequent PTC application would be filed. Therefore, any
suggestions that CPUC attempted to split the project into two to avoid full CEQA review or that
the project is a phased project, are mistaken. A few commenters indicate that the Proposed
Project should be evaluated using a Program EIR based on the definition in CEQA Guidelines
Section 15168. However, this argument is invalidated on the premise that there are not a series of
actions to be considered by the Commission. As described above, there is only one project, or
action, to be considered by the Commission.

Some comments cite CEQA Guidelines Section 15378(a) as evidence that CPUC has
piecemealed its review of the project. It is well established that “CEQA forbids ‘piecemeal’
review of the significant environmental impacts of a project.” Banning Ranch Conservancy v.
City of Newport Beach, 211 Cal.App.4th 1209, 1222 (2012). Instead, CEQA requires “that
environmental considerations do not become submerged by chopping a large project into many
little ones—each with a minimal potential impact on the environment—which cumulatively may
have disastrous consequences.” Bozung v. Local Agency Formation Commission, 13 Cal.3d 263,
283-284 (1975). Thus, for CEQA purposes, the term “project” is defined broadly as “the whole
of an action, which has a potential for resulting in either a direct physical change in the
environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment...” (CEQA
Guidelines §15378(a)). At the other end of the spectrum, power line facilities or substations to be
located in an existing franchise, roadwidening setback easement, or public utility easement; or in
a utility corridor designated, precisely mapped and officially adopted pursuant to law by federal,
state, or local agencies for which a final Negative Declaration or EIR finds no significant
unavoidable environmental impacts are exempt from CEQA. Courts “do not require prophecy” in
matters of CEQA. Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay Committee v. Board of Port Commissioners,
91 Cal.App.4th 1344, 1360 (2001), as modified on denial of reh'g (Sept. 26, 2001).

Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Subtransmission Line Project 3.1-22 ESA /207584.15
(A.13-10-021) Final Environmental Impact Report October 2015



3. Comments and Responses

3.1 Master Responses

As noted above, the CPUC did not and could not have known when it approved the exemption in
February 2009, that work on the project would be halted per Commission Decision 11-11-019 or
that a subsequent PTC application would be filed. Accordingly, it could not have segmented the
project at that time. The CPUC also did not segment the Proposed Project when the PTC was filed
on October 28, 2013, and a decision was made to proceed with an EIR. At that point, the CPUC was
compelled by CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines to analyze the potential effects of the project
relative to actual conditions in the physical environment, which already included built aspects of the
earlier decision-making process. For these reasons, no improper segmentation has occurred.

3.1.4 Master Response 4: Cumulative Effects Associated with
Past Construction Activities

Summary of Issues Addressed in Master Response 4

Commenters have indicated that the previous construction activities should be treated as a past
project for the purpose of the cumulative impact analysis.

Summary of Commenters and Comments

Commenter Comments Addressed by Master Response 4
Center for Biological Diversity 02-7, 02-10, 02-11
Santa Rosa Valley Municipal Advisory Council 011-2, 0115
Wildwood Ranch Homeowner Association 012-2, 012-5
Marnie and Lou Volpe 13-2
Petition- Multiple Individuals 15-2
Brooks Bonvenuto 17-2
Tom Bonvenuto 18-2
Brendan Fitzpatrick 19-2, 19-12
Pamela Johnson 110-2
Tammy Gunther 111-2
Denise Elston 112-3
Kevin Cannon 113-2
Tammy Gunther 114-3
Amy Elliot 116-2, 116-12
John Elliot 117-2,117-12
Barbara Moore 118-2
Krista Pederson 119-7
Patricia Becker 120-2
Merrill Berge 121-3
Nina Brandt 122-2
Denise Elston 123-2
Nicole Hauth 124-2
Donna Johanson 125-3
Alan and Peggy Ludington 127-27, 127-28, 127-32, 127-34, 127-37, 127-71
Marie and Houchyar Zolfagheri 128-3
Phil Pederson 129-7
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Commenter Comments Addressed by Master Response 4
Kristine Supple 130-2, 130-12

David Tanner 131-1

Hillary Wilkinson 132-2

Gill (Unknown full name) 133-3

Kimme Black 134-2

Johanne Zell 136-2

Ralph and Marvella Carmichael 137-2

Nancy Harris 138-2

Carole Hunter 139-2

L. Vanoni 140-3

Arline Young 141-2

Lidia Bailey 142-2

Barry Becker 143-2

Barry Becker 144-3

Barry Brown 145-2, 145-12, 145-13
John and Jessica Grahm 147-2

Doug and Jennifer Price 149-2

Marnie and Lou Volpe 151-2

Jan Levin 152-2, 152-12, 152-13
Jerami Prendiville 153-2

Kathleen and Kent Corzine 154-3

David and Pamela Hage 155-2

Joseph and Jane Riggio 157-2

Unidentified speaker PM-2, PM-3, PM-4
Kelly Hall PM-49

Danalynn Pritz PM-120

Response

Some commenters suggest that the Draft EIR should have identified the previous construction
activities associated with the project as a “past project” in terms of the cumulative impact
analysis. The CPUC agrees, and considered them as such in the Draft EIR to the extent that those
past actions have ongoing effects that could interact with those of the Proposed Project to cause
or contribute to cumulative effects. The Draft EIR contains an error in this regard related to the
description of how the past project activities are evaluated relative to cumulative impacts. To
clarify that past construction activities are considered in Chapter 6, Cumulative Effects, to the
extent that they are causing continuing impacts that could combine with those of the Proposed
Project, the following revisions have been made to the fifth paragraph in Draft EIR Section 2.2,
CPUC Procedural Activities (see page 2-2):

Therefore, past project activities are not analyzed in Chapter 5, Environmental Analysis, of

this EIR.

are-considered-to-bepart of the EIR baseline-andwil-not However

to the extent that past project activities have continuing effects that could combine with

those of the Proposed Project, these components are netidentified-er-analyzed as a “past
project” in Chapter 7, Cumulative Effects.
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For example, the effects of past projects are disclosed in the third paragraph of the cumulative
effects analysis in Draft EIR Section 7.2.1, Aesthetics (see pages 7-2 and 7-7) as follows:

The Proposed Project would contribute to cumulative adverse influences where
aboveground facilities or evidence of underground facilities (e.g., cleared ROWS) occupy
the same field of view as other built facilities or impacted landscapes that are currently in
the viewsheds of sensitive viewers in the Proposed Project area. Existing utility
infrastructure (described in the impact analysis above), including transmission lines and
substations, have compromised the existing visual setting in the Proposed Project vicinity.
The Proposed Project, along with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects,
would not create a cumulatively significant effect because it would not dominate the
landscape setting or significantly alter existing scenic quality or viewsheds. The Proposed
Project’s contribution would not be cumulatively considerable (Class I1).

As analyzed in Draft EIR Chapter 7, Cumulative Effects, the only significant and unavoidable
cumulative impact identified for the Proposed Project is associated with the short-term generation
of pollutant emissions during construction when combined with the emissions-related impacts of
other projects that would be constructed concurrently with the Proposed Project (see the first and
second paragraphs in Draft EIR Section 7.2.3, Air Quality, on page 7-8). Because past projects
would not be constructed concurrently with the Proposed Project, the incremental effects would
not combine in space and time with the effects of past projects to the extent that the combined
effects would be cumulatively considerable.

3.1.5 Master Response 5: SCE’s Forecasted Peak Load
Growth

Summary of Issues Addressed in Master Response 5

Commenters have expressed concerns related to the electrical demands for the ENA and about
SCE’s forecasted demand needs for the Proposed Project.

Summary of Commenters and Comments

Commenter Comments Addressed by Master Response 5
Santa Rosa Valley Municipal Advisory Council 011-9
Wildwood Ranch Homeowner Association 012-9
Marnie and Lou Volpe 12-4
Lou and Marnie Volpe 13-2
Numerous Comments signed petition 15-4
Cheryl Crandall 16-4
Brooks Bonvenuto 17-4
Tom Bonvenuto 18-4
Brendan Fitzpatrick 19-4, 19-15, 19-16
Pamela Johnson 110-4
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Commenter Comments Addressed by Master Response 5
Tammy Gunther 111-4

Denise Elston 112-6, 112-7

Kevin Cannon 113-4

Linda Cannon 115-1

Amy Elliot 116-4, 116-15, 116-16
John Elliot 117-15, 117-16
Barbara Moore 118-4

Krista Pederson 119-2, 119-5

Patricia Becker 120-4

Merrill Berge 121-6, 121-7

Nina Brandt 122-4

Denise Elston 123-4

Nichole Hauth 124-4

Donna Johanson 125-6, 125-7

Peggy and Alan Ludington

127-3, 127-52, 127-53, 127-54, 127-56, 127-57, 127-65, 127-69,
127-70

Marie and Houchyar Zolfagheri

128-6, 128-7

Phil Pederson

129-2, 129-5, 129-9

Kristine Supple

130-4, 130-15, 130-16

David Tanner 131-1
Hillary Wilkinson 132-4
Gill 133-6, 133-7
Kimme Black 134-4
Johanne Zell 136-4
Marvella Carmichael 137-4
Nacy Harris 138-3
Carole Hunter 139-4
L. Vanoni 140-6, 140-7
Arline Young 141-4
Lidia Bailey 142-4
Barry Becker 143-4
Barry Becker 144-6, 144-7

Barry Brown

145-4, 145-15, 145-16

John and Jessica Grahm 147-4
Doug and Jennifer Price 148-3
Robert Wyman 149-3

Chuck Cronin

150-8, 150-9, 150-11, 150-12, 150-13, 150-14, 150-15, 150-17

Marnie and Lou Volpe 151-4
Jan Levin 152-4, 152-15, 152-16
Jerami Prendiville 153-4
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Commenter Comments Addressed by Master Response 5

Kent Corzine and Kathleen Corzine 154-1

David and Pamela Hage 155-4

Joseph and Jane Riggio 157-4

Unidentified speaker PM-1, PM-2, PM-3, PM-4

Jill Lederer PM-47

Mark Burley PM-76

Alan Ludington PM-79, PM-80

Peggy Ludington PM-105

William Brandt PM-110

Ken Gordon PM-124
Response

A number of commenters have expressed concerns related to the electrical demands for the ENA
and about the forecasted demand needs for the Proposed Project. For a point of clarification, for a
project where a Permit to Construct (PTC) application approval is pending consideration by the
CPUC, an EIR need only focus on environmental review issues, and does not address project
need (see Master Response 2, Non-CEQA Issues, Item 2D, for a full discussion). However,
because electrical load forecasts were used during the screening of alternatives in the Draft EIR,
this response is provided to clarify how those electrical load forecasts were developed by SCE,
and reviewed and used by the CPUC during drafting of the EIR.

In response to questions about how SCE generates its demand forecasts, SCE’s power flow
demand forecast studies incorporate distributed generation, demand-side management, and
renewable generation in the ENA where data are available and confirmed for adequacy. Once
SCE establishes the substation forecasts, that information is input into the power flow analysis of
the 66 kV line power flow evaluation. SCE estimates its distribution substation forecast by
incorporating and considering many different types of available data and methods, including
historical temperature, historical daily peak substation demands, normalization peak demand to
account for temperature, policy initiatives (e.g., Net Zero Energy homes, Distributed Resources
Plans), rate making policy (e.g., Time-of-Use residential metering), design standards, equipment
ratings, future load transfers and utility projects, and more.*

Some commenters suggest that CPUC has relied on SCE electrical load data in the EIR with no
independent assessment of the data, and they question the electrical peak load forecasting as
described in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR analysis was based on data for the 2014 through 2023
planning period that SCE submitted to CPUC as responses to CPUC Data Request 4 (see Draft
EIR Chapter 4 reference SCE, 2015a) after it filed its application for the Proposed Project. They
also indicate that SCE’s past forecasted demand data for the ENA has been inflated compared to
actual demand, bringing into question the forecasted demand described in the Draft EIR. Given

4 Ibid.
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that CEQA Guidelines Section 15144 recognizes that EIRs involve “some degree of forecasting”
and that “while foreseeing the unforeseeable is not possible, an agency must use its best efforts to
find out and disclose what it reasonably can,” the CPUC has relied on SCE forecasted base
(normal) case and emergency case (N-1) scenario load data for its screening of the alternatives.

Subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR, SCE provided the CPUC with updated power flow
studies for the ENA that incorporate SCE’s recently approved 10-year planning forecast data for
the 2015 through 2024 planning period. > The submitted data, including the updated forecasted
peak load growth, was independently reviewed by the CPUC, the CPUC’s environmental
consultant (i.e., Environmental Science Associates), and the CPUC’s electrical transmission
planning consultant (i.e., Scheuerman Consulting) and was found to be sufficient and adequate
for use in the EIR (see Response O9-1).

Several commenters express concern that SCE’s forecasted load incorporates “high case” peak
demand data. To clarify, the forecasted data use “likely case” peak demand data, as opposed to
high case peak demand data. SCE discontinued the use of high case peak demand data after it
completed its forecast for the 2013 through 2022 planning period, which was referenced in SCE’s
PEA, but not the Draft EIR, which incorporated the forecast data for the 2014 through 2022
period. The use of likely case instead of high case analysis results in lower peak demand
forecasts. Commenters also expressed concern that SCE’s power flow analyses are conducted
using normal, not emergency conductor ratings. However, SCE evaluates the adequacy of the
subtransmission system under normal and emergency conditions to determine if planning criteria
violations occur under either set of conditions.

5 Southern California Edison, Responses to California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) Data Request 7 for the
Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Subtransmission Line Project, submitted September 9 and 10, 2015.
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3.2 Agencies and Organizations Responses

This section includes responses to all substantive comments received from agencies and
organizations. Individual comments have been delineated and are followed by responses to
each comment.
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Comment Letter O1

VENTURA COUNTY
AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT
Memorandum

TO: Laura Hocking, Planning DATE: July 25, 2015
FROM: Alicia Stratton

SUBJECT: Request for Review of Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Moorpark-
Newbury 66 kV Subtransmission Line Project/A.13-10-021, California Public
Utilities Commission (Reference No. 14-006-1)

Air Pollution Control District staff has reviewed the subject Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR), which is a proposal to construct the remaining portions of the Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV
subtransmission line project that have yet to be constructed. The purpose of the project is to
ensure availability of safe and reliable electric service to meet customer demand in the Electrical
Needs Area. The objectives of the project are to add capacity to meet forecasted electrical
demand while providing long-term safe and reliable service in the electrical needs area, as well as
to maintain sufficient voltage in accordance with applicable requirements during normal and
abnormal system conditions. The majority of the project was constructed prior to November
2011, at which time the CPUC issued an order to SCE to halt all construction activity. SCE has
since determined that the project is still needed and now proposes to complete the project.

The proposed project involves installation of 500 ft. of new underground 66 kV subtransmission
line and a new line position in the 66 kilovolt switch rack entirely within the Moorpark
substation; installation of tubular steel pole foundations and five miles of conductor on new and
existing poles along the new Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV subtransmission line route on the south
and east sides of SCE’s existing Moorpark-Ormond Beach 220 kV ROW, install eight tubular
steel foundations, 13 double circuit foundations and three miles of conductor on the new line and
reconductor three miles of the Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy line. Both of these lines would be
collocated on the new double-circuit pole foundations. Fourteen existing lattice steel towers
would be removed along this three-mile segment;, and install one half mile of conductor for the
new Moorpark-Newbury line to be collocated with the Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy line on
previously installed lightweight steel poles. In addition, four foundations, four poles, two light
weight steel poles and a new line position would be installed, and six wood poles would be
removed.

Section 5.3 of the DEIR addresses air quality issues. We concur with this discussion that air
quality impacts will likely result from the project, however these will be temporary emissions.
Table 5.4-3, Proposed Project Peak Day Construction Exhaust Emission Estimates (Page 5.3-13)
indicates that ROC emissions would be 42 Ibs/day and NOx emissions would be 345 lbs/day.
These emissions exceed APCD 25 Ibs/day thresholds of significance; however, as described in
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Comment Letter O1

the Ventura County Air Quality Assessment Guidelines, air emissions from short-term,
construction-related projects are not counted toward Ventura County APCD’s thresholds of
significance. Mitigation of temporary emissions is required, however, and is addressed in the
DEIR’s Section 5.3.3, Applicant Proposed Measures (Page 5.3-9). This section presents
mitigation measures (based on Ventura County APCD Model Fugitive Dust Mitigation Plan) to
minimize impacts on air quality from the project. Implementation of these measures will reduce
fugitive dust and ozone precursor emissions from the project. Fugitive dust measures are
discussed and presented in Mitigation Measure 5.3-2 on Pageb.3-15.

Operational, long-term emissions subject to the 25 Ibs/day threshold of significance are presented
in Table 5.3-4, Proposed Project Peak Day Operation and Maintenance Exhaust Emission
Estimates (Page 5.3-17). These emissions are below the 25 Ib./day threshold (ROC 8.5 Ibs/day
and NOx 1.15 Ibs/day) and therefore do not need mitigation. Our response to the notice of
preparation included a request for the DEIR to evaluate the potential for Valley Fever because of
the recent fires and potential Valley Fever disturbance on the project site. This matter is
discussed on Page 5.3-19 and implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.3-2 will ensure that
fugitive dust that could contain coccidioides immitis spores would be controlled to the maximum
extent feasible.

No further air quality mitigation is necessary. If you have any questions, please call me at (805)
645-1426.
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3. Comments and Responses

3.2 Agencies and Organizations Responses

3.2.1 Letter O1 - Responses to Comments from Ventura

01-1

01-2

01-3

01-4

County Air Pollution Control District

To clarify, four tubular steel pole (TSP) foundations, four TSPs, two lightweight
steel (LWS) poles, and the new 66 kV subtransmission line position would be
installed at Newbury Substation, and the six wood poles would be removed from
Newbury Substation (see Draft EIR Section 3.4, page 3-7).

[EEY

Agreement with the Draft EIR’s analysis and conclusions regarding Impacts 5.3-
and 5.3-2 and associated mitigation measures relative to short-term construction
emissions is acknowledged.

Agreement with the Draft EIR’s analysis and conclusions regarding Impact 5.3-3
relative to long-term operation emissions is acknowledged.

Agreement with the Draft EIR’s analysis of the potential for Valley Fever and the
recommendation of Mitigation Measure 5.3-2 as appropriate to ensure that fugitive
dust that could contain coccidioides immitis spores would be controlled to the
maximum extent feasible are acknowledged.

Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Subtransmission Line Project 3.2-4 ESA /207584.15
(A.13-10-021) Final Environmental Impact Report October 2015
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CENTER for BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY

protecting and restoring natural ecosystems and imperiled species through
science, education, policy, and environmental law

July 27, 2015

Mr. Michael Rosauer
Moorpark-Newbury Project

c/o Environmental Science Associates
1425 N. McDowell Blvd, Ste 200
Petaluma, CA 94954

Phone: (707) 795-0926
Moorpark-Newbury(@esassoc.com

RE: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Southern California Edison's
(SCE) Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Subtransmission Line Project

SUBMITTED JUNE 27, 2014 BY EMAIL TO Moorpark-Newbury@esassoc.com

Dear Mr. Rosauer,

Please accept the following comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIR) for
Southern California Edison's (SCE) Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Subtransmission Line Project
on behalf of the Center for Biological Diversity (the “Center”).

The Center for Biological Diversity is a nonprofit, public interest environmental organization
dedicated to the protection of endangered species and wild places through science, policy, and
environmental law. The Center represents the interest of its 50,186 members and over 900,000
online activists throughout the country and 31,862 members and 111,877 California online
activists.

The Center is concerned about the impact this project will have on the area’s biodiverse lands
and numerous species status species including species protected under the Endangered Species
Act including the Southern steelhead southern California Distinct Population Segment
(Oncorhynchus mykiss Irideus), Lyon’s pentachaeta (Pentachaeta lyonii), Least Bell's vireo
(Vireo bellii pusillus), Western yellow-billed Cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus Occidentalis),
Southwestern willow Flycatcher (Empidonax traillii Extimus), Coastal California gnatcatcher
(Polioptila californica Californica), Conejo dudleya (Dudleya abramsii spp. Parva), Verity’s
dudleya (Dudleya verity), and a wide variety of other protected wildlife species.
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Comment Letter O2

A. The DEIR is Procedurally Flawed And Must Be Redrafted And Recirculated For
Public Comment

As drafted, the DEIR is fatally procedurally flawed and will not stand up to a legal challenge on
the grounds that it fails to analyze the actual project at issue. The DEIR needs to be redrafted
and recirculated for public comment to include analysis of the actual project, not just an arbitrary
part of the project.

02-2

There is no question that there is one, and only one, project at issue — the construction and
operation of a transmission line. The fact that SCE chose to proceed with construction even
though no CEQA review had been conducted does not exempt the illegally constructed part of
the project from review and does not now permit the lead agency, the California Public Utilities
Commission (the “Commission”), to analyze only a portion of the project.

Project Description T

“An accurate, stable and finite project description is the sine qua non of an informative and
legally sufficient EIR.” (County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles (1977) 71 Cal.App.3d 185, 193). 02-3
The project description here is inaccurate and legally insufficient as it fails to actually describe
the project for which SCE has applied for a permit, instead impermissibly attempting to split the
project into two separate projects — the alleged “project” whereby SCE illegally completed
construction on a transmission line without having conducted any CEQA review and the alleged
“proposed project” to complete the earlier, illegal construction.

In an attempt to address a series of major missteps whereby the Commission gave the green light
to a transmission line construction project without conducting any CEQA review even though
there were no applicable CEQA exemptions, the Commission ordered in D.11-11-019 that full
review was needed. The Commission was clear that, “SCE is directed to apply for a permit to 02-4
construct pursuant to G.O. 131-D if it wishes to build the power line described in Advice Letter
2272-E.” (D.11-11-019 at p. 21.) Of course, the power line described in the Advice Letter is the
Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Subtransmission Line in its entirety. The Commission did not,
therefore, order that SCE apply for a permit to construct part of a transmission line, but for the
entire line. 1

SCE did, in fact, apply for approval of the Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Subransmission Line
Project, not just a portion of its construction. The application reads, “Southern California Edison
Company (SCE) respectfully submits this application (Application) for a permit to construct
(PTC) authorizing SCE to construct the proposed project known as the Moorpark-Newbury 66
kV Subransmission Line Project (Project).” (Application at p. 1.) This is followed with a
description of the project components that includes all project aspects, not just the work yet to be
completed.

02-5

Moorpark-Newbury Line Comments 2
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Comment Letter O2

The law is clear that “the term ‘project’ refers to the activity that is being approved and which
may be subject to several discretionary approvals by governmental agencies. The term ‘project
does not mean each separate governmental approval.” (Cal. Admin. Code, tit. 14, §15378, subd.
(c).) The project that SCE is seeking approval for is the transmission line in its entirety (if it is
not, then SCE has violated the Commission’s order in D.11-11-019.) Yet, in the NOP, through
the scoping process, and now in the DEIR, the project description has been rewritten so that it
does not reflect the project as applied for, but instead offers a results-oriented, inaccurate
description of the project designed to minimize the environmental impacts. 1

02-6

The NOP wrongly states: “Southern California Edison (SCE), in its CPUC application (A.13-10-
021), filed on October 28, 2013, seeks a permit to construct (PTC) the remaining portions of the
Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Subtransmission Line Project (Project) that have yet to be
constructed.” SCE does not seek permit to construct the remaining portions, but the line as a
whole. This mistake is repeated in the DEIR. The DEIR drafter are very clear that “For the
purpose of this CEQA review, the Proposed Project includes only those portions of the
Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Subtransmission Line project that have yet to be constructed.” (
DEIR atp. 1-2.)

02-7

This inaccurate project description is legally insufficient as it results in an impermissible
piecemealing of a project into smaller parts and then calls for the largest of those parts to not
undergo CEQA review.

Attempt to Piecemeal

In this DEIR, the Commission has made a blatantly illegal attempt to piecemeal one project into
two projects — past illegal construction (the “project”) and future construction to complete the
past illegal construction (the “proposed project”.)

CEQA applies to the “whole an action” and the courts have come down hard on attempts to split
up projects for the purpose of evading full CEQA review. The Guidelines are unambiguous on
this point: “’Project’ means the whole of an action, which has a potential for resulting in either a
direct physical change in the environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change
in the environment.” (Cal. Admin. Code, tit. 14, §15378.)

02-8

Long ago, the California Supreme Court declared that CEQA mandates that “environmental
consideration do not become submerged by chopping a large project into many little ones — each
with minimal potential impact on the environmental — which cumulatively may have disastrous
consequences.” (Bozung v. Local Agency Formation Com. (1975) 13 Cal. 3d 263, 283-284.) In 02-9
Bozung, the Court relied upon the language of CEQA Guidelines section 15069, “Where
individual projects are, or a phased project is, to be undertaken and where the total undertaking
comprises a project with significant environmental effect, the lead agency must prepare a single
EIR for the ultimate project.” (Cal. Admin. Code, tit. 14, § 15069.)

Moorpark-Newbury Line Comments 3
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The principles laid out on Bozung have been relied upon in a long line of cases such as the City

of Antioch v. City Council (1986) 187 Cal. App. 3d 1325, 1334:
In [County of Inyo] the county approved a general plan amendment and zoning on the
basis of a negative declaration. As described by the court in City of Carmel-by-the-Sea,
“The rationale behind the decision was similar to that advanced by the agency in Bozung
and rejected by the Supreme Court, namely that preparing an EIR would be premature at
the zoning stage since the tentative map for the project, a shopping center, was not before
the agency. In County of Inyo, when the tentative map was in fact before the Board it
was again recommended that no EIR was needed since the proposed use now conformed
to the existing zoning. The court of appeal, citing Bozung, found that this approach--
division of the project into two parts with 'mutually exclusive' environmental documents-
-was 'inconsistent with the mandate of CEQA' and constituted an abuse of discretion.

(Ibid. citing City of Carmel-by-the-Sea v. Board of Supervisors (1986) 183 Cal.App.3d 229;
Citizens Assn. for Sensible Development of Bishop Area v. County of Inyo (1985) 172
Cal.App.3d 151; Bozung v. Local Agency Formation Com. (1975) 13 Cal.3d 263.)

In this DEIR, the Commission suggests an outcome much worse than those addressed in the case
law — the Commission posits that, not only should the project be split into two project the
defining line should be the cessation of illegal activity and the past illegal construction should
not undergo any CEQA review. Even worse, the past illegal construction will not even be
analyzed as a cumulative impact! The DEIR states that the “past project activities . . . are not
identified or analyzed as a “past project” in Chapter 7, Cumulative Effects.” (DEIR at p. 2-2)

Even if the Commission were correct that it may piecemeal one project into two, there are no
grounds upon which the disregarded project could be ignored in the cumulative impacts analysis.
“The Guidelines explain that a discussion of cumulative effects should encompass ‘past, present,
and reasonably anticipated future projects.’” (Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of
University of California (1998) 47 Cal. 3d 376, 394 quoting State CEQA Guidelines, Cal. Code
Regs., tit. 14, § 15130, subd. (b)(1)(A).)

With this DEIR, the Commission attempts that expressly prohibited by Supreme Court —
“chopping a large project into many little ones.” There is one project here and one project that
needs to be analyzed. The only remedy for the fatal attempt to piecemeal environmental review
is for the Commission to redraft the DEIR and circulate the new draft for comment.

Baseline Argument Fails

In the DEIR the Commission quotes CEQA Guidelines section 15125(a), as support for its
argument that “Therefore, past project activities are not analyzed in Chapter 5, Environmental
Analysis, of this EIR, and because the components of the project completed during the past
construction activities are considered to be part of the EIR baseline and will not have continuing
effects that could combine with those of the Proposed Project, these components are no

Moorpark-Newbury Line Comments 4
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Comment Letter O2

identified or analyzed as a “past project” in Chapter 7, Cumulative Effects.”. .. “The effects of
past project construction are provided for informational purposes only, and are not assigned
impact significance determinations (DEIR at p. 2-2)

First, this analysis ignores the plain language of the statute. Section 15125,subdivision (a) reads
as follows, “An EIR must include a description of the physical environmental conditions in the
vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is published, or if no
notice of preparation is published, at the time environmental analysis is commenced, from both a
local and regional perspective.”

Here, environmental analysis was commenced with the filing of the Advice Letter. The
Commission engaged in environmental analysis when it determined that a CEQA exemption was
applicable. Based upon the Commission’s incorrect analysis, the Commission did not file an
NOP. The fact that the Commission was wrong and later, after acknowledging the mistake it
made, filed a notice of preparation does not run the clock forward to the notice of the NOP for
the purposes of establishing baseline.

Second, in attempting to twist section 15125 into a justification for failing to analyze the impacts
of most of the project, the DEIR drafters are clearly making a misguided attempt to rely upon
caselaw on shifting baseline such as Riverwatch v. County of San Diego (1999) 76 Cal. App. 4th
1428. These cases establish that there may be some circumstances upon which agencies are
unable to roll the clock back to an earlier time for purposes of establishing baseline.

All such cases are distinguishable. These cases do not deal with construction that was illegal
because previous CEQA review for the exact same project was not completed. These cases do
not deal with a lead agency that is also the enforcement agency for the type of illegal activity that
occurred. These cases do not deal with two halves of the exact same construction project. One
would have to suspend disbelief to accept the premise that one project includes laying the
foundation for installing poles while another project would include the installation of such poles.

CEQA Does Not Require A Stay

In the DEIR, the Commission strangely extends itself to provide a justification for SCE’s past
illegal activities. The Commission writes: “Because that Application for Rehearing did not
request a stay of construction, and because the CPUC did not issue a stay of construction, SCE
informed the CPUC Energy Division that it planned to start construction of the project in the fall
0f 2010. Construction of the project commenced in October 2010, with a planned operational
date of June 2012. However, in November 2011, the Commission granted the Application for a
Rehearing and all construction activity was halted due to the issuance of CPUC Decision 11-11-
019. This decision ordered SCE to cease construction activity, provide certain specified
information, and file a PTC Application if it wished to complete the project.” (DEIR at p. 2-1)

Moorpark-Newbury Line Comments 5
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This apologist excuse for SCE’s illegal activities reveals only that the Commission failed its duty
to enforce California laws in that the Commission knew that the SCE planned to construct
without the benefit of any CEQA review, yet took no action to prevent such construction from
taking place. While this does not reflect well on the Commission’s commitment to
environmental protection, it is ultimately irrelevant to the task at hand.

02-15
Whether or not a stay was granted is immaterial to the fact that SCE illegally constructed the
majority of this project prior to the completion of CEQA review. CEQA does not call for such a (cont.)
stay — construction prior to the completion of CEQA review where CEQA review is needed, is
illegal and no stay is needed to police such behavior. SCE constructed at it owns risk, years after
being alerted to the error of its ways by numerous parties to the PUC process. The
Commission’s attempt to now rely on the Commission’s past failure to uphold CEQA as an
excuse for the Commission’s attempt here to again fail to comply with CEQA is distressing.

B. The DEIR is Substantively Flawed T

When a project description is wrong, there can be no valid analysis of impacts, alternative, or
mitigation as required by CEQA. As described in detail above, the project here is the
construction and operation of the transmission lines, not the remaining construction. Therefore,
all analysis in the DEIR is legally insufficient as it fails to substantively address the actual
project and its actual impacts. There are also additional substantive issues with the DEIR, some
of which are described below.

02-16

1. Alternatives

The DEIR failed to include a sensible alternative that would avoid impacts to Lyon’s pentachaeta
critical habitat, as well as other rare, threatened and endangered species identified as occurring 02-17
within or adjacent to proposed and construction . An alignment that continued to parallel the
Thousand Oaks/County boundary southwards to Highway 101 and then turned east along
Highway 101 alignment to the already-built area of Thousand Oaks, and turning north to connect
through the most feasible alignment to the Newbury substation would avoid most of the impacts
to the sensitive biological resources reported in the DEIR, and should have been analyzed as an
environmentally preferred alternative

2. Biological Resources T

Based on the number of rare plants, animals (twenty-five listed as either being present on or
having high or moderate potential to occur on the proposed and constructed project site) (DEIR 02-18
at Table 5.4-2) and five sensitive plant alliances (DEIR at Table 5.4-2) found within and adjacent
to the proposed and construction project and that would be negatively impacted by it, a less
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damaging alternative is feasible and should be selected. Our concerns about the project’s

impacts include the following issues:
02-18

.. cont.
Natural Communities ( )

The DEIR recognizes that numerous rare natural communities occur on or nearby the proposed
and constructed project alignment including coast prickly pear scrub, needlegrass grassland and
California sycamore woodland alliances (DEIR at p. 5.4-2). However there is no avoidance, 02-19
minimization or mitigation analyses in the impact and mitigation section for these rare

communities. We request that in the redrafted DEIR that the avoidance and minimization
actions as well as remaining impacts and mitigations (if needed) be clearly identified. -

In addition there are numerous alliances that fit the description of “coastal sage scrub”. Many of
the mitigation measures reference “coastal sage scrub” (Bi05.4-3 and by reference Bio AMP
Biol) however, the measures fail to clearly identify the alliances that fall within the definition of
“coastal sage scrub.” While the DEIR features a section on “sage scrub” (at p. 5.4-5), it is
unclear if “sage scrub” is the same as “coastal sage scrub” as defined by this DEIR (or
elsewhere). The redrafted DEIR needs to address this important clarifying issue, so that habitat
for the suite of rare species that rely on “coastal sage scrub” for survival will be appropriately
avoided, minimized and if necessary, mitigated.

02-20

Rare Plants T
We are in full agreement that additional rare plant surveys need to be performed, not as 0221
mitigation, but as full disclosure of the impacts from the project. These surveys should have

been performed prior to the DEIR being issued, so that the decisionmakers and the public have
the full picture of impacts associated with the proposed and constructed project. 1

Impacts to the federally and State endangered Lyon’s pentachaeta and its critical habitat are
woefully inadequate. As stated in the DEIR, Lyon’s pentachaeta is an annual plant (at p. 5.4-37)
that spends most of its life as a seed, and germinates and completes its lifecycle only when
appropriate climactic conditions occur. Therefore it often exhibits large blooming events on
certain years, when the conditions are “right” while most years only a few plants (if any) will be
present. While the DEIR includes some useful avoidance measures (stockpiling topsoil and
respreading), in general it fails to provide an adequate avoidance or impact analysis to not only
the plant, but the federally designated critical habitat that the proposed project will impact.
When projects impact federally designated critical habitat it is necessary to mitigate the
temporary and permanent impact through acquisition of habitat. The DEIR fails to require this
standard mitigation. Of course, avoidance of direct and indirect impacts to critical habitat is, in
all cases, preferred.

02-22

Despite the fact that the federally threatened Conejo buckwheat is present, the DEIR does not
analyze direct or indirect impacts to the twenty-five plants that are documented to occur within 02-23
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Comment Letter O2

the project alignment and instead relies on APM BIO-2 for avoidance. However absent an
impact analysis, it is impossible to evaluate the efficacy of APM BIO-2.

Rare Animals
Southern Steelhead

While Table 5.4-2 notes that the Southern steelhead - southern California Distinct Population
Segment (DPS) is present on the proposed and constructed project, the DEIR fails to discuss the
direct and indirect impacts. While it does note that “spawning habitat in Conejo Creek is
considered marginal and juvenile holding habitat is sustained only by manmade flows” (DEIR at
p. 5.4-20), the fact remains that all habitat is crucial to this critically endangered species. No
further analysis is provided on the downstream effects of the construction and maintenance
activities on this rare species.

Reptiles

Similar to the Southern steelhead, the DEIR fails to discuss the indirect impacts to the western
pond turtle, a riparian dependent species, from the proposed and constructed project including
downstream impacts from construction and maintenance activities.

The DEIR identifies “greater potential to encounter silvery legless lizard and/or coast horned
lizard in the more abundant sage scrub, chaparral, and grassland vegetation communities
traversed by the Proposed Project” (at p. 5.4-39). Indeed the DEIR states “that Silvery legless
lizards reside sub-surface below humid coverings of leaf litter” but fails to identify that they
often are found under human-made cover material including flattened cardboard and plywood.
Indeed surveys for this species typically including placing such “cover material” in the landscape
in order to easily detect presence of the silvery legless lizard in the habitatl. No analysis of the
attraction to the construction site from such types of construction materials being present on the
landscape is provided.

The DEIR treats relocation of reptiles as a given successful practice when in fact, relocation of
reptiles out their home ranges is documented to be highly unsuccessful2. While intentions of
relocation are appreciated, absent effectiveness monitoring, the DEIR proposes a feel-good
measure that may have little benefit to the affected species.

Avian Species

The DEIR incorrectly analyses impacts to avian species based on the presence only of nesting on
the proposed project site. Impacts to foraging and roosting habitat is equally important to

1 http://mczbase.mcz.harvard.edu/specimen_images/publications/Breviora 536.pdf
2 http://www.seaturtle.org/PDF/DoddCK 1991 Herpetologica.pdf
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02-28

successful reproduction as nesting habitat. The DEIR is mute on any discussion of the impacts (cont.)

to foraging or roosting habitat.

The DEIR fails to explain how it determined that the white-tailed kite nesting habitat was 02-29
determined to be “low” (DEIR at Table 5.4-2). It appears from the descriptions of the vegetation
communities impacted by the project that nesting and foraging habitat in the riparian areas is

present.

Raptors

A large body of data exists on electrocution impacts to large raptors from powerlines. While we
appreciate that “Existing poles and power lines that would be replaced” under the Proposed
project (DEIR at 5.4-41) and that “Proposed Project will comply with APLIC “avian-safe”
standards, as provided in APM BIO-1” (DEIR at 5.4-41), because of the declines in southern
California3 of golden eagles, application of APLIC standards is insufficient. Golden eagles are
protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle Act, and associated with this act are “take permits”
for eagles. Indeed Pacific Gas and Electric is moving forward with a “take permit” under the act
for their whole transmission system in California4. We believe that this project (at a minimum)
needs to apply for a take permit as well.

02-30

In addition to eagles, APLIC standards are not really designed for the iconic California condor,
whose size alone dwarfs all other raptors. With the adjacency of the Condor Sanctuary to the
proposed project, the wide-ranging of the California condor, their innate curiosity, the DEIR
needs to provide many additional mitigation measures for the California condor, including
addressing microtrash, improving the APLIC standards for “safe” powerpoles as it relates to
California condors and the analysis for the need of a non-lethal take permit under the federal
Endangered Species Act. -

02-31

Songbirds

The impact to songbirds, and in particular the resident and declining California gnatcatcher is
concerning and is not fully analyzed in the DEIR. Power poles provide roosting (and nesting)
for voracious predators (example: crows and ravens) of songbirds and the DEIR is mute on the
impact of the creation of this artificial habitat to subsidize predators of the vulnerable sensitive
species over the long-term. Impacts to federally and state listed species, including the California
gnatcatcher requires consultation with the federal and state wildlife agencies. The DEIR does
not indicate that this consultation is occurring. -

02-32

3 http://aguilarealmexico.com/home_biblioteca/Conservacion/Conservaci%C2%A2n.%201-
Golden%20Eagles%20in%20the%20US%20and%20Canada.pdf
4 http://www.fws.gov/news/ShowNews.cfm?ID=104FB0C0-9FF2-B687-D6F7B8AD314B9ADB
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Comment Letter O2

3. Other DEIR Deficiencies
Compliance with Local Land Use Policies

The Thousand Oaks Area Plan Policy requires that “The City of Thousand Oaks, the Conejo
Open Space Conservation Agency (COSCA),... shall be consulted during the initial 30-day
project review period for discretionary development proposals when proposals which may
adversely affect the biological resources under their purview are submitted” (DEIR at p. 5.4-30).
It is unclear if this consultation happened.

Tree Removal

While the DEIR does not propose the removal or any native trees (at 5.4-43) it is unclear if
trimming or otherwise disturbing native trees (especially ongoing trimming in the riparian areas)
will need to occur. More information on the operational impacts of this line is required.

Fire

The DEIR does not include a section on fire hazards to the biological resources from powerline
operations. It is well documented that power lines cause fires5. The DEIR needs to include a
full analysis of the potential for devastating wildfire to occur, particularly in the open space, and
the impact that would not only to the plants and animals, but to the adjacent communities and
businesses.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. Please add us to the distribution list for all
documents or notices associated with this project.

Sincerely,

MW S0 D

Ileene Anderson April Rose Sommer
Biologist/Public Lands Desert Director Staff Attorney

8033 Sunset Blvd., #447 1212 Broadway St. #8300

Los Angeles, CA 90046 Oakland, CA 94612
ianderson@biologicaldiversity.org asommer(@biologicaldiversity.org
(323) 654-5943 (510) 844-7115

5 http://www.latimes.com/local/lanow/la-me-In-power-lines-caused-powerhouse-fire-feds-say-20140623-story.html
; http://www.nytimes.com/2008/09/04/us/04fires.html?_r=0 ; http://www.cbs8.com/story/29275134/hawk-hits-
power-lines-causing-brush-fire
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Comment Letter O2

From: Claire Myers on behalf of Moorpark-Newbury

To: Hunter Connell

Subject: FW: DEIR Comments

Date: Tuesday, July 28, 2015 7:05:25 AM

Attachments: CBD.EIR.Comments.Moorpark-Newbury.Line.7.27.2015.pdf
Claire

From: April Rose Sommer [mailto:asommer@biologicaldiversity.org]
Sent: Monday, July 27, 2015 6:04 PM

To: Moorpark-Newbury

Subject: DEIR Comments

Please find attached the Center for Biological Diversity’s comments on the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement for Southern California Edison's (SCE) Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV
Subtransmission Line Project

Thank you,

April Rose Sommer, Staff Attorney
Center for Biological Diversity

1212 Broadway St. #800

Oakland, CA 94612

p (510) 844-7115  f (415) 436-9683

mailto:asommer@biologicaldiversity.org

3.2-15


mailto:/O=ESA/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=CLAIRE EARLY136
mailto:/O=ESA/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=MOORPARK-NEWBURY152
mailto:HConnell@esassoc.com
mailto:asommer@biologicaldiversity.org

3. Comments and Responses

3.2 Agencies and Organizations Responses

3.2.2 Letter O2 - Responses to Comments from Center for

02-1

02-2

02-3

02-4

Biological Diversity

This general statement of concern relative to biological resources is acknowledged.
Specific, appropriately detailed responses to specific concerns are provided in
Responses 02-19 through O2-35.

This general statement of procedural concern is acknowledged. Specific,
appropriately detailed responses to each specific issue raised are provided in
Responses 02-3 through 02-16. Regarding the suggestion that improper
segmentation has occurred, see Master Response 3, CEQA Baseline and Piecemeal
Review of the Project.

Regarding the suggestion that improper segmentation has occurred, see Master
Response 3, CEQA Baseline and Piecemeal Review of the Project. Regarding the
suggestion that prior construction activities associated with the project were
conducted illegally, refer to Master Response 2A, Past CPUC Procedural Activities.
These discussions are presented in Final EIR Sections 3.1.3 and 3.1.2, respectively.

The commenter’s disagreement with lead agency staff’s understanding of the lead
agency’s direction and associated implementation of that direction is
acknowledged. However, as noted in Master Response 3, CEQA Baseline and
Piecemeal Review of the Project, CPUC staff is compelled by CEQA and the
CEQA Guidelines to analyze the potential effects of the project relative to the
physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the
time environmental analysis is commenced (CEQA Guidelines §15125(a);
Communities for a Better Environment v. South Coast Air Quality Management
District, 48 Cal.4th 310 (2010)). In this case, actual physical conditions include
built aspects of the earlier decision-making process. The commenter’s opinion is
not supported by CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, relevant case law, facts, reasonable
assumptions predicated upon facts, or expert opinion supported by facts, and the
CPUC is not persuaded to change course.

Further, to clarify the explanation provided in Draft EIR Section 2.2, CPUC
Procedural Activities, General Order (GO) 131-D, Section I1I, Subsection B.1.g.
(Exemption g) was determined to be applicable to the project prior to the CPUC
issuing Decision D.11-11-019.

For a point of clarification, when the Commission directed SCE to apply for a PTC
if it wished to build the power line described in Advice Letter 2272-E, it was not
akin to ordering a CEQA review on the past construction activities associated with
the project. In fact, it did not order a CEQA review to be conducted at all.
Decision 11-11-019 explicitly states the following:
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02-5

02-6

02-7

02-8

02-9

02-10

02-11

02-12

02-13

3.2 Agencies and Organizations Responses

“... we are not now deciding that this power line is required to undergo
CEQA review. If the material SCE formally submits, when it applies for a
PTC, shows that the Moorpark-Newbury Line is exempt from CEQA, then
the PTC will be granted without further review.” (page 20)

Based on review of SCE’s PTC application, the CPUC determined that the
Proposed Project was not exempt from CEQA, and began the EIR review process.

SCE’s description of the proposal is separate from the CPUC’s obligation to
correctly characterize the analytical baseline for purposes of CEQA. Also refer to
Master Response 3, CEQA Baseline and Piecemeal Review of the Project.

Refer to Master Response 3, CEQA Baseline and Piecemeal Review of the Project.

Refer to Response O2-5; Master Response 3, CEQA Baseline and Piecemeal
Review of the Project, and Master Response 4, Cumulative Effects Associated with
Past Construction Activities.

The concerns about segmentation expressed in this comment are addressed in
Master Response 3, CEQA Baseline and Piecemeal Review of the Project.

Refer to Response O2-5 and Master Response 3, CEQA Baseline and Piecemeal
Review of the Project.

Refer to Master Response 3, CEQA Baseline and Piecemeal Review of the Project,
and Master Response 2A, Past CPUC Procedural Activities, and Master Response 4,
Cumulative Effects Associated with Past Construction Activities.

Refer to Master Response 4, Cumulative Effects Associated with Past Construction
Activities.

Refer to Master Response 3, CEQA Baseline and Piecemeal Review of the Project.

The commenter indicates that the CPUC commenced environmental analysis when
SCE filed an advice letter for the project, and therefore the CEQA baseline for
preparation of the EIR should be based on that date. The CPUC disagrees. The
Advice Letter filing was a request by SCE to be exempt from CPUC General Order
131-D Permit to Construct (PTC) requirements, including the associated CEQA
(environmental) review. The Advice Letter filing was an administrative process that
did not involve CPUC engagement in environmental analysis. The CPUC began its
CEQA analysis of the Proposed Project in October 2013, when SCE filed its PTC
application. Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a), the CPUC
determined that the date the Notice of Preparation (NOP) was released (i.e., March
2014) is the appropriate date to represent the EIR baseline. Setting the EIR baseline
back to a point well before the CPUC began its CEQA review for the project would
not be consistent with the letter or intent of CEQA Guidelines 15125(a).
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3. Comments and Responses

3.2 Agencies and Organizations Responses

02-14

02-15

02-16

02-17

02-18

Refer to Master Response 3, CEQA Baseline and Piecemeal Review of the Project,
and Master Response 2A, Past CPUC Procedural Activities.

The commenter’s opinion regarding previous CPUC approvals is acknowledged.
Refer to Master Response 2A, Past CPUC Procedural Activities.

This general comment about the project description and related issues is
acknowledged. Specific, appropriately detailed responses to each of the specific
issues raised by the commenter are provided in Responses O2-3 through O2-15,
Master Response 2A, Past CPUC Procedural Activities, and Master Response 3,
CEQA Baseline and Piecemeal Review of the Project, and Responses O2-17
through O2-35.

The commenter suggests that the Draft EIR should have analyzed an alternative
that would avoid impacts to Lyon’s pentachaeta critical habitat, as well as other
rare, threatened and endangered species identified as occurring within or adjacent
to the proposed work. As discussed in Draft EIR Chapter 4, Project Alternatives,
the CEQA Guidelines provide the following guidance for discussing project
alternatives:

o An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather,
it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that
will foster informed decision-making and public participation (CEQA
Guidelines §15126.6(a)).

) An EIR is not required to consider alternatives that are infeasible (815126.6(a)).

o The discussion shall focus on alternatives to the project or its location that
are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of
the project, even if these alternatives would impede to some degree the
attainment of the project objectives, or would be more costly (815126.6(b)).

As discussed in Draft EIR Section 5.4, Biological Resources, all impacts to Lyon’s
pentachaeta critical habitat, as well as that of other rare, threatened, and endangered
species, from construction, operation, and maintenance of the Proposed Project
would be less than significant or mitigated to a less-than-significant level (see Draft
EIR page 5.4-36 et. seq.). Therefore, development of project alternatives did not
focus on locations that would avoid or substantially lessen impacts to these
habitats, as impacts associated with the Proposed Project were not found to be
significant.

This comment enumerates the number of rare species and California Department of
Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) sensitive natural communities that are described in the
Draft EIR Biological Resources setting section, Table 5.4-2. The comment
generally states that because these rare or sensitive resources could be impacted, a
less damaging alternative should be selected. We note that the mention of potential
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02-19

02-20

02-21

3.2 Agencies and Organizations Responses

sensitive biological resources in the local project area does not signify a potential
impact to these species or natural communities. The comment does not address the
adequacy or accuracy of the EIR analysis, and is acknowledged.

The commenter notes that sensitive plant communities are recognized in the Draft
EIR Biological Resources setting section, Table 5.4-2. However, contrary to the
suggestion in the comment, the Draft EIR does include avoidance, minimization,
and mitigation measures in the analysis of potential impacts to these communities.
The analysis of potential impacts and mitigation for impacts to sensitive plant
communities is provided on Draft EIR page 5.4-41 in Section 5.4.4, Impacts and
Mitigation Measures. Impact 5.4-5 describes construction—related impacts to native
grassland and sage scrub vegetation communities. Two Applicant Proposed
Measures (APMs) (B10-1 and WET-1 presented in Draft EIR Section 5.4.3,
Applicant Proposed Measures) would be applied to reduce potential impacts.
Mitigation Measure 5.4-5 (Draft EIR page 5.4-42) would be implemented to ensure
restoration of temporarily disturbed areas following construction, and Mitigation
Measure 5.4-1b, would reduce potentially significant impacts related to the
inadvertent introduction or spread of invasive weeds upon sensitive natural
communities.

The commenter expresses some confusion as to what natural communities
constitute “sage scrub.” As used in the Draft EIR, the term “sage scrub” is
synonymous with the term “coastal sage scrub.” As stated on Draft EIR page 5.4-5,
“Sage scrub along the Proposed Project alignment includes the purple sage scrub
alliance, purple sage - black sage scrub, black sage scrub alliance, California
sagebrush - California buckwheat scrub alliance, and coast prickly pear scrub
alliance.” Because the Draft EIR is clear on this point, no revisions have been made
in response to this comment.

The comment states that botanical surveys should have been performed prior to
publication of the Draft EIR to allow disclosure and analysis of potential impacts.
With the completion of 2015 rare plant surveys, focused botanical surveys are
complete and no further botanical surveys are needed. Survey results have been
incorporated in the Final EIR analysis. Surveys in 2015 further characterized the
population of Lyon’s pentachaeta described in the vicinity of pole locations 50
through 54 that was described in the Draft EIR. The Bonterra (2010a)! botanical
survey report described the population as approximately 4,000 individuals, of
which only one flowering individual was located within the survey area (within
50 feet of a tower location). The Environmental Intelligence, LLC (2015) botanical
survey? considered a relatively larger survey area and identified an estimated

1 BonTerra, 2010a. Results of Focused Plant Surveys for the Moorpark-Newbury 66-kilovolt Project, Ventura
County, California, Prepared for Southern California Edison, July 21, 2010.
Environmental Intelligence, LLC, 2015. Botanical Survey Report for Moorpark-Newberry 66kV
Subtransmission Line Project Located in Ventura County, California. Prepared for Southern California Edison,
August 21, 2015.
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3.2 Agencies and Organizations Responses

02-22

02-23

02-24

10,600 individuals plants. The analysis of potential impacts to Lyon’s pentachaeta
provided in the Draft EIR, which considered full avoidance of the single plant that
was detected within 50 feet of proposed activities, remains valid and no revisions
are made to the Draft EIR in response to this comment.

The comment states that the Draft EIR does not provide an adequate impact
analysis or avoidance strategy for Lyon’s pentachaeta and critical habitat for this
species. As described in Response O-21, comprehensive botanical surveys have
characterized the size and location of the Lyon’s populations in the vicinity of the
Proposed Project. Efforts were made to minimize Proposed Project impacts to
Lyon’s pentachaeta and designated critical habitat for this species. For example, the
Proposed Project includes the maintenance of existing roads within critical habitat;
not the creation of new roads. Based on botanical surveys by Environmental
Intelligence, LLC (2015), Lyon’s pentachaeta is not present in spur road
rehabilitation areas between poles 44 and 47 and road rehabilitation is not proposed
in other areas that support this species. Additionally, this species was not identified
in the cleared pullback area near pole 52. To ensure that Lyon’s pentachaeta are
absent from work areas, APM BI0O-2 (Special Status Plants) provides focused
surveys for Lyon’s pentachaeta within suitable habitat prior to construction.
Pursuant to the APM, all areas supporting Lyon’s pentachaeta would be flagged
and avoided during construction, with a full-time biological monitor during
activities near plant populations. Hence, direct impacts to Lyon’s pentachaeta
would be fully avoided and indirect impacts would be reduced to less than
significant. No revisions are made to the Draft EIR in response to this comment.

Brush clearing and road maintenance on existing access roads is proposed within
designated critical habitat; however, these actions are not expected to damage or
degrade critical habitat. In general, the USFWS and CDFW consider the need for
compensatory mitigation on a case-by-case basis. Compensatory mitigation is not
obligatory within designated critical habitat, as the commenter suggests, and is not
anticipated for the Proposed Project. No revisions are made to the Draft EIR in
response to this comment.

Conejo buckwheat is a CRPR Rank 1B.2 species that is not federally listed as
threatened. Botanical surveys in 2015 identified an isolated population of seven
Conejo buckwheat plants on a rocky outcrop west of the existing access road near
pole 27 and a second population of approximately 20 individuals upslope from an
existing access road near pole 29 (Environmental Intelligence, LLC, 2015,

page 16). These populations occur in locations where no activities are proposed. As
a result, they are not subject to direct or indirect impacts. Hence, no revisions are
made to the Draft EIR in response to this comment.

The commenter is concerned that the spanning of Southern steelhead habitat by
power lines may cause direct and indirect impacts to this species related to
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downstream effects of construction and maintenance activities. In response to this
comment, the following discussion of potential impacts to southern steelhead has
been added to Draft EIR page 5.4-36 under the heading entitled Construction:

Construction

Southern steelhead. Southern steelhead are documented from Arroyo Simi
and Conejo Creek, both of which would be crossed by Segment 2 of the
proposed subtransmission line. The Proposed Project would have a limited
footprint with no direct impacts to either Arroyo Simi or Conejo Creek. As
previously described, pole locations near these creeks are in upland areas and
the staging and activities related to stringing electrical lines would also be
located in upland areas. SCE would comply with a General Permit for Storm
Water Discharges Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance
Activities, which would incorporate Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program
(SWPPP) and other common construction Best Management Practices (BMPs)
including erosion control/soil stabilization, sediment control, wind erosion
control, tracking control, stormwater management, and waste management and
materials pollution controls. With direct impacts to Arroyo Simi and Conejo
Creek avoided through Proposed Project design, and potential indirect impacts
avoided through implementation of SWPPP measures and construction BMPs,
no aspects of the Proposed Project would directly or indirectly impact Arroyo
Simi or Conejo Creek. Thus, no potential impacts are anticipated to Southern
steelhead or their habitat during construction or maintenance (No Impact).

02-25  Asdescribed in Response 02-24, no aspects of the Proposed Project would
indirectly impact aquatic habitat that supports western pond turtle. Potential direct
impacts to western pond turtle are fully discussed in the Draft EIR (Impact 5.5-2,
Construction activities could result in adverse impacts to special-status reptiles;
page 5.4-38).

02-26  The commenter states the Draft EIR did not analyze the potential for direct impacts
to silvery legless lizards that may be attracted to construction materials on active
project sites. The silvery legless lizard lives mostly underground, burrowing and
foraging in loose sandy soil and leaf litter during the day. This species may be
attracted to cover materials such as plywood coverboards or cardboard placed in
areas that provide suitable loose burrowing substrate. However, as they are a
subterranean species that requires loose, friable materials for burrowing, habitat for
this this lizard is not expected at compacted work areas where such habitat is not
available. Hence, the likelihood of encountering silvery legless lizards following
initial site clearing is considered unlikely. As provided by Draft EIR Mitigation
Measure 5.4-2 (page 5.4-39), preconstruction surveys would be performed within
24 hours of initial ground disturbance in areas that provide potentially suitable
habitat for silvery legless lizard to identify and relocate this species. Additionally,
APM BIO-1 provides Worker Environmental Awareness Training to instruct
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02-27

02-28

02-29

workers of potential hazards to sensitive biological resources during construction.
With the implementation of APM BIO-1 and Mitigation Measure 5.4-2, this
potential impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.

The commenter states that the relocation of reptiles outside of their home range
may be ineffective. As stated in Mitigation Measure 5.4-2 (page 5.4-39), any
special-status reptiles identified during surveys would be relocated by a qualified
biologist. Suitable relocation areas would be identified and confirmed in advance
with CDFW prior to preconstruction surveys. Unless otherwise directed by CDFW,
which is the trustee state agency for fish and wildlife resources statewide, animals
would be transferred to nearby suitable habitat within the home range of any
identified individual. Therefore, reptile relocation would avoid and/or minimize
direct impacts to individual animals to a less-than-significant level.

The commenter advises that the Draft EIR analysis should have considered impacts
to avian foraging or roosting habitat. As presented in the Biological Resources
Regulatory Setting discussion, the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (Draft EIR page 5.4-
25) and Fish and Game Code section 3503 (Draft EIR page 5.4-27) regulate the
removal or disruption of active bird nests and active nesting, but not unoccupied
foraging habitat or roosting areas. Consistent with federal and state guidance, the
significance criteria thresholds used in the Draft EIR interpret potential impacts to
avian species relative to potential loss of eggs, young, or active nests, or any
activities resulting in nest abandonment. Impacts to avian foraging or roosting
habitat were only considered in the Draft EIR for federal or state-listed species that
are protected by other laws or statues (e.g., the federal and California Endangered
Species Acts). Hence, the loss of potential foraging and roosting habitat was
enumerated for the coastal California gnatcatcher in Mitigation Measure 5.4-3 (see
Draft EIR page 5.4-39).

The commenter asks for further information related to the Draft EIR’s determination
(Table 5.4-2, page 5.4-13) that white-tailed kite have a “low” likelihood of nesting in
the project area. This determination was based on the dominance of low-growing
chaparral vegetation in Segments 2, 3, and 4, and lack of white-tailed kite
observations during biological surveys. Even given their “low” potential to occur in
the area, if nesting Kites are present in the Proposed Project area at the time of
construction, the implementation of APM BIO-4 (see Draft EIR pages 5.4-34, et
seq.) would avoid potential significant impacts to individual birds and their nests.
The measure includes preconstruction surveys for avian species within 500 feet of
the Proposed Project and ongoing avian surveys during construction during the
typical nesting bird season (February 1 to August 31; as early as January 1 for
raptors). Non-work buffer areas would be established if nests are identified during
surveys. Active nest sites and applicable buffers would remain in place until nesting
activity would be concluded. Implementation of the APM would ensure the potential
impact to white-tailed Kites would be less than significant.
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02-30

02-31

02-32

3.2 Agencies and Organizations Responses

The commenter states that APLIC guidelines for protecting raptors on power lines
are not sufficient to protect golden eagles. As identified in the Project Description
(Draft EIR page 3-14), all poles have been designed to be consistent with the
Suggested Practices for Raptor Protection on Power Lines: the State of the Art in
2006 (APLIC, 2006). These design features could include one or more of the
following: conductor and insulator covers, increased conductor spacing,
suspending phase conductors, insulated jumper wires, horizontal jumper supports,
and perch deterrents on crossarms. The voluntary APLIC guidelines represent the
state-of-the-art in safe pole construction.

CEQA does not charge lead agencies or project proponents with recovery of a
species or reversal of population decline, but asks if the project would “have a
substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any
species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species,” and then
requires suitable measures to avoid or reduce potential significant effects of the
project. Here, as analyzed in Draft EIR Section 5.4.4, the Proposed Project would
result in a less-than-significant impact with no required mitigation because the
Proposed Project incorporates the APLIC “avian-safe” standards by design as APM
BI0O-1. Furthermore, the Proposed Project area provides limited foraging and nesting
habitat for golden eagles. Adherence to the guidelines would minimize potential
impacts to raptors, including golden eagle. Additionally, SCE has an Avian
Protection Program in place to protect birds from electrocution hazards. The project
area provides limited suitable foraging and nesting habitat for golden eagles, and
no potential impacts were identified to this species. Additionally, the commenter
did not identify any specific hazards to golden eagle related to the proposed project
or deficiencies in the Draft EIR analysis related to the analysis of potential impacts
or mitigation for this species. Hence, the comment is acknowledged.

The comment expresses that the “adjacent” California condor sanctuary and curiosity
of this species necessitates the inclusion of mitigation measures to protect condors.
The Draft EIR accurately indicated that there was no likelihood of encountering
condors on the site. As stated in the Draft EIR Table 5.4-2 (page 5.4-12), the Sespe
Condor Sanctuary is 20 miles north of the Proposed Project site. Nesting habitat is
not present in the project area and foraging habitat is limited as well. Given these
considerations and the detail that condors have not been reported from the project
area, the inclusion of additional protection measures for this species beyond these
already provided (e.g., adherence to APLIC guidelines) are not warranted.
Additionally, note that federal and state resource agencies would not require or issue
a take permit for Condors for the Proposed Project.

The commenter suggests that the creation of roosting habitat for crows and ravens
within coastal California gnatcatcher habitat would increase predation on this

species, and that this situation requires consultation with federal and state resource
agencies. The commenter is correct that California gnatcatcher nesting populations
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02-33

02-34

02-35

are present in portions of the Proposed Project area. The distribution of this species
in the Project area was characterized through focused surveys and presented on
Draft EIR page 5.4-21 and Figure 5.4-4, California Coastal Gnatcatcher (CAGN)
Suitable Habitat in the Proposed Project Vicinity. Potential Project impacts to
California gnatcatcher were fully analyzed in the Draft EIR (see Impact 5.4-3 on
pages 5.4-39, et seq.), and did not include the potential for increased predation on
this species for two reasons. The California gnatcatcher is a small species that is an
obligate to coastal sage scrub habitat. Importantly, ravens and crows generally do
not forage within scrub habitat and there are no reported cases of these species
predating California gnatcatcher nests. Also, within California gnatcatcher habitat,
which is limited to Segments 3 and 4 in the project area, the alignment would occur
within an existing 66 kV subtransmission line alignment. Within this area, the
project would replace existing lattice steel towers with new tubular steel poles,
thereby reducing the amount of available roosting habitat for crows and ravens. As
a result, the Proposed Project would not increase predation risk to coastal
California gnatcatcher.

Consistent with CEQA requirements, all pertinent agencies and organizations were
contacted during the NOP scoping period. Project scoping included coordination
with the City of Thousand Oaks Community Development Department (John
Prescott) and the City of Thousand Oaks Conejo Open Space Conservation Agency
(Shelly Mason).

The commenter requests information related to the trimming and disturbance of trees,
including during operations. As the commenter acknowledges, the Proposed Project
does not include the removal of any native trees (see Draft EIR page 5.4-43); and no
trimming is expected in riparian areas. It is anticipated that SCE would continue
routine vegetation trimming so that existing roads remain passable by maintenance
vehicles. As stated in the Ventura County Tree Protection Ordinance, permit
exemptions are allowed for tree pruning and trimming by public utilities for
purposes of protecting the public and maintaining adequate clearance from public
utility conduits and facilities. In addition, the ordinance provides for ministerial
permits for tree removal or alteration when a tree interferes with public utility
facilities (Draft EIR page 5.4-31). Such trimming is described in the Draft EIR (see
Impact 5.4-7: Tree removal and pruning; page 5.4-43) and the associated impact is
considered to be less than significant.

Impacts pertaining to hazards, including wildfires, are addressed in Draft EIR
Chapter 5.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. As discussed under Impact 5.9-8
(titled Impact 5.9-7 in the Draft EIR, see pages 5.9-20 et seq.), the risk of ignitions
and the risk of damage from a Proposed Project-related ignition are low, and SCE
would be required to implement state vegetation and tree clearing requirements,
including CPUC General Order 95, PRC Section 4293. Also, SCE would inspect
all components of the proposed subtransmission line at least annually for corrosion,
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equipment misalignment, loose fittings, and other common mechanical problems.
Consequently, operation and maintenance of the Proposed Project would not result
in a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires. Operational
impacts would be less than significant. The same activities and measures that
would effectively manage risk of fire relative to people and structures similarly
would protect wildlife and vegetation.
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RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AGENCY .
Planning Division

Kimberly L. Prillhart

county of ventura

July 27, 2015

Mr. Michael Rosauer
Moorpark-Newbury Project

c/o Environmental Science Associates
1425 N. McDowell Blvd, Suite 200
Petaluma, CA 94954

Email: moorpark-newbury@eassoc.com
Subject: Comments on the DEIR for the Moorpark-Newbury Project
Dear Mr. Rosauer:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the subject document. Attached
are the comments that we have received resulting from intra-county review of the subject
document. Additional comments may have been sent directly to you by other County
agencies.

Your proposed responses to these comments should be sent directly to the commenter,
with a copy to Laura Hocking, Ventura County Planning Division, L#1740, 800 S. Victoria | ©03-1
Avenue, Ventura, CA 93009.

If you have any questions regarding any of the comments, please contact the appropriate
respondent. Overall questions may be directed to Laura Hocking at (805) 654-2443.

Sincerely,
O p
T Maier, ager

anning Programs Section

Attachments

County RMA Reference Number 14-006-1

800 South Victoria Avenue, L# 1740, Ventura, CA 93009 (805) 654-2481 Fax (805) 654-2509
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Memorandum

County of Ventura * Resource Management Agency * Planning Division
800 S. Victoria Avenue, Ventura, CA 93009-1740 + (805) 654-2478 « ventura.org/rma/planning

DATE: July 27, 2015
TO: Laura Hocking, Ventura County Planning Division
FROM: Rosemary Rowan, Planning Manager, Ventura County Planning Division

SUBJECT: Notice of Availability a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) (SCSH
No. 2014031073) for the Southern California Edison’s Moorpark-Newbury
66kV Subtransmission Line Project (A.13-10-021) (RMA 14-006-1)

We thank the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) for the opportunity to review
and comment on the CPUC Notice of Availability (NOA) for Southern California Edison’s
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Moorpark-Newbury Subtransmission
Line Project (RMA 14-006-1). This letter provides comments from the Ventura County
Planning Division for consideration by the consultant (Environmental Science
Associates), Southern California Edison, and the California Public Utilities Commission
(CPUC). The following comments are intended to apply to the entire project but are
focused on areas within the unincorporated areas of Ventura County.

The Moorpark-Newbury 66 kilovolt (kV) Subtransmission Line Project (A.13-10-021) is an
electricity transmission line that extends between Moorpark and Thousand Oaks. Various
segments of the proposed project are located in the City of Moorpark, the City of
Thousand Oaks, and the unincorporated area of Ventura County. Within the
unincorporated areas, the alignment traverses the Santa Rosa Valley. According to the
project description, the unconstructed portion of the transmission would be located along
an existing Southern Californian Edison right-of-way for the Moorpark-Ormund Beach 220
kV Lines. Approximately 8 miles of new conductor lines, and an upgrade to reconductor
2 miles of lines, generally describe the proposed project. The height of steel poles
installed would range between 18 feet and 135 feet in height, which would not exceed the
height of adjacent, existing poles on the Moorpark-Ormund Beach 220 kV Line.

Construction of the Moorpark-Newbury 66 kilovolt (kV) Subtransmission Line Project was
initiated in 2011. However, for the purpose of compliance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the environmental impacts under review within the
DEIR are based on a project description that is limited to future construction and excludes
past construction. As such, the project description excludes more than half of the poles
and the majority of grading and excavation required for foundations and roads. The
CPUC, acting as lead agency, originally exempted construction of the Moorpark-Newbury
66 kV Subtransmission Line from CEQA review. However, on appeal, the CPUC reversed
its CEQA determination and requested the preparation of a DEIR for the remaining
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portions of the project. As a result, most of the construction necessary for the electricity
transmission line is complete, and the first phase of development was constructed without
benefit of an evaluation for environmental impacts pursuant to CEQA.

The DEIR available for public review does not include an evaluation of the potentially
significant impacts associated with the built portion of the Subtransmission Line, which is
treated as a baseline condition within the DEIR, and the discussion of potential project
impacts is limited to those associated with its completion. According to Table 2-1 in the
DEIR, past construction included the following:

e Rehabilitation of 21 miles of access road;
e Removal of existing poles at 41 locations; and

¢ Installation of 54 steel poles (1 pole in Segment 1, 21 poles in Segment 2, 5 poles
in Segment 3, and 27 poles in Segment 4).

When compared to past construction, the remainder of the project is relatively minor, as
it does not include substantial road improvements and is limited to the removal of 20
existing transmission poles and the installation of 35 steel poles. References in this letter
to the “proposed project” correlate to the project description in the DEIR, and references
to the “Moorpark-Newbury 66 kilovolt (kV) Subtransmission Line” refer to the entire project
at build-out, including proposed and past construction.

Summary Conclusion:

Due to the original CEQA exemption processed by CPUC for the Moorpark-Newbury 66
kilovolt (kV) Subtransmission Line, the current DEIR only addresses a relatively small
portion of the Moorpark-Newbury 66 kilovolt (kV) Subtransmission Line. The exclusion of
areas of past construction and land disturbance from the DEIR project description make
it impossible to fully understand the project, assess its potentially significant impacts,
identify reasonable mitigation measures, and evaluate project alternatives. The current
environmental review process thus lacks meaningful public review and comment on
substantial phases of the Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Subtransmission Line.

Specific DEIR Section Comments:

Comments from the Planning Division regarding specific sections of the DEIR are
provided below and are based solely on an evaluation of “the proposed project’, as
defined by CPUC within the DEIR.

e Background, Section 2.4.11, Land Use Planning: Please remove the statement
within the DEIR that lists past construction activities as being consistent with the
Ventura County Zoning Ordinance (NCZO). That statement appears to be based on
the fact that electrical transmission lines are a permitted use within the NCZO and
because the construction occurred within existing rights-of-way (ROWSs). However,
the particular use, called “Transmission Lines, Above Ground”, is listed as a
conditional use within the NCZO. A conditional use is only allowed with authorization
by the Planning Division of a Conditional Use Permit (CUP). During a normal
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permitting process, the Planning Division would review the project for consistency with
various NCZO regulations and for compliance with other County policies, such as
grading and fire regulations. Because the CPUC did not process a CUP through the
Planning Division, it would not be accurate to state that the project is in compliance | o3.7

with either NCZO or other County regulations. Construction activities associated with | (cont.)
the Moorpark-Newbury 66kV Subtransmission Line should be consistent with Ventura
County regulations that do not conflict with regulations adopted by the CPUC, and
such compliance would normally occur through coordination with the Planning Division
or other County agencies. i

Additionally, information should be presented in Section 2.4.11 regarding SCE utility +
rights-of-way. Section 2.3.5 describes land disturbance which includes the
rehabilitation of existing access and spur roads, establishing construction work areas,
installing new drainage structures to prevent road damage, repairing and stabilizing
slopes to prevent failures including installation of a retaining wall, and the rehabilitation | ©3-8
of 21 miles of access/spur roads. Please clarify that these activities were conducted
on SCE utility easements that existed prior to the initiation of construction. We
recommend that you use a table format to list all ROW easements SCE had obtained
prior to initiation of construction of the Moorpark-Newbury 66kV Line, and the types of
construction activities which occurred within each ROW.

e Project Description, Sections 3.6.1 through 3.6.6, Construction for Access
Roads, Staging Areas, etc.: Any grading located within unincorporated areas should
be conducted pursuant to standards of the Ventura County Grading Ordinance, as a
prior determination found that the County’s grading regulations do not conflict with | 03-9
regulations adopted by the CPUC and thus can be enforced against a public utility
when grading for access roads located on the property over which is held easements
for electric transmission lines.! Please note that certain types of grading require a
County-issued discretionary grading permit.

e Chapter 4, Project Alternatives: The DEIR includes no alternatives which could
avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects and accomplish
project objectives. California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Sec. 15126.6 (c),
which addresses the selection of a range of reasonable alternatives, states that “(t)he
range of potential alternatives to the proposed project shall include those that could
feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and could avoid or
substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects”. However, none of the |03-10
alternatives selected would avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant
effect determinations, which are related to air quality and noise, and also meet most
of the project objectives. Moreover, if the alternatives analysis was revised to include
past construction activities, Alternative 2 may result in lower noise, air, and visual
impacts because the transmission lines would be sited further away from existing
communities.

173 Cal.App.4th 1042, 87 Cal.Rptr. 2d 313

3.2-29


hlc
Line

hlc
Line

hlc
Line

hlc
Line


Comment Letter O3

e Chapter 5, Environmental Analysis: All segments of the proposed project located
within unincorporated Ventura County should be evaluated for environmental impacts
using the County’s Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (ISAGs), insofar as the
analysis methods do not conflict with environmental impact criteria adopted by the | 03-11
Public Utilities Commission. While the DEIR does include a consistency analysis of
the project with the Ventura County General Plan Goals Policies and Programs, the
ISAG’s provide a more comprehensive approach to the evaluation of applicable
General Plan policies and also establish thresholds for the environmental impact
analysis. 1l

e Section 5.1.2, Significance Criteria, Visual Simulations: The visual simulations in T
Figures 5.1-5 through 5.1-9 should be revised to include the 36” diameter, orange,
white or yellow-colored FAA notification marker balls. Section 3.5.1.2 states that, in
accordance with FAA Advisory Circular AC 70/746-1K, markers would be spaced
along the transmission wire at intervals of approximately 200 feet or a fraction thereof. | 45_15
Per FAA guidance, the marker balls would be displayed on the highest wire, yet the
visual simulations of proposed transmission lines lack these marker balls. Section 3.4,
Overview of the Proposed Project, describes 8 miles of transmission line (5 miles of
line in Segment 2, 2 miles of line in Segment 3, and 1 mile of line in Segment 4). If the
marker balls are deployed at approximately 200-foot intervals along that line, at least
211 marker balls would be included in the project.

The proposed project would be visible from eligible Scenic Highways U.S. 101 and
SR 118, and other public viewpoints, and an evaluation of visual impacts from those
locations would therefore include the marker balls. Additionally, the “visual contrast”
of the environmental setting should be considered “moderate” or “strong” because the
contrast produced by brightly colored elements will attract attention and potentially
dominate the character of the landscape. The analysis for Impact 5.1-1, which states
that the new TSPs would have a weak visual contrast, should be revised as needed
due to the inclusion of the marker balls in the viewshed analysis.

03-13

e Ventura County Tree Protection Guidelines: Tree pruning and removal in T
unincorporated areas of Ventura County (Section 3.6.7 Vegetation Clearance) should
be completed pursuant to the County’s tree protection regulations?, and the DEIR
should describe mitigation measures for removal of trees which are protected by the
NCZO. We recommend that a list be included in the DEIR that shows the number of
protected trees which will be removed based on a survey completed and documented
within the DEIR.

03-14

Based on the analysis provided in the DEIR, one eucalyptus tree (Eucalyptus sp.), 12
carrotwood trees (Cupaniopsis anacardioides), and 3 pine trees (Pinus sp.) would be
removed within Segment 2 within the County unincorporated area as a result of the
proposed project. The DEIR states that ministerial tree permits will be sought from the
County for any impacted protected trees. Please note that the “Ministerial Tree
Permits and Standards” in the Ventura County Non-Coastal Zoning Ordinance

03-15

2 Please see NCZO Section 8107-25—Tree Protection Regulations.
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(VCNCZO) state that a ministerial tree permit should be obtained for tree removal if a
“tree interferes with public utility facilities as certified by the tree maintenance
supervisor for the utility, in consultation and concurrence with a qualified tree
consultant”®. The DEIR also states that Southern California Edison (SCE) has
committed to hiring a certified arborist to conduct a tree survey for the purposes of
identifying protected trees and acquiring applicable permits. However, please also
note that if tree surveys determine that any trees proposed for removal are
designated as Heritage Trees or Historical Trees (as defined in the NCZO), a
Discretionary Tree Permit should be sought from the Planning Division. Finally,
although the act of pruning and trimming of trees for activities conducted by Public
Utilities or their contractors is exempt from a ministerial tree permit under certain
circumstances defined in the NCZO#, the certified arborist that SCE retains to
oversee tree trimming and removal activities should review the County’s NCZO
requirements and ensure that requirements for trimming and pruning are met.

Project Description, Section 3.8 Applicant Proposed Measures, APM BIO-1
General: The clearance surveys that identify animal and plant species should include
all areas impacted by the project, including areas which require brush clearance, and
should not be limited to areas directly impacted by construction activities. For instance,
Section 3.6.7 states that brush clearance will occur approximately 2-5 feet from the
edge of the access road or access spurs, but Mitigation Measure 5.4-1a states that
only areas of future ground disturbance will be surveyed for rare plants. Surveys for
rare plants should be conducted as part of the DEIR process, and appropriate
mitigation measures provided within the DEIR in accordance with County guidelines
(see below).

Biology Resources - Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines: For
potential impacts within the unincorporated County, the analysis should be prepared
by a qualified biologist and located in the “Initial Study Biological Assessment”. We
recommend that potential impacts be evaluated in accordance with Ventura County’s
adopted California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) environmental thresholds of
significance,® which are set forth in the Ventura County Initial Study Assessment
Guidelines (ISAGs). Additional information is also available on the Planning Division
website® regarding the analysis of impacts to biological resources.

The County’s ISAGs designate plant species with a California Rare Plant Rank
(CRPR) of 1, 2, or 4 as a “Special Status Species”. The ISAGs also state that the
following types of impacts to plant and animal species or their habitats are considered
potentially significant:

3 Ventura County Non-Coastal Zoning Ordinance, Sec. 8107- 25.6 b. Ministerial Tree Permits and
Standards

4VCNCZO Sec. 8107-25.5 b. Minimum Requirements for Tree Alteration, Felling or Removal Without a
Tree Permit

5 See Chapter 4 pf the Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (April 26, 2011), available on-
line at: http://www.ventura.org/rma/planning/ceqal/isag.html

6 See the Biological resources page on the Planning Division’s website at:
http://www.ventura.org/rma/planning/conservation/bio-resource-review.htmil
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‘“Impacts that would eliminate or threaten to eliminate one or more element
occurrences of a special-status species not otherwise listed under the federal
Endangered Species Act or California Endangered Species Act, or as a Candidate
Species or California Fully Protected Species”; or

“Impacts that would restrict the reproductive capacity of a special-status species.”

The DEIR states that the Catalina mariposa lily (Calochortus catalinae), a CRPR List
4 species (plants of limited distribution in California), occurs along the dirt access
roads in Segments 2 and 3 within the unincorporated areas of the County. The
Proponent’s Environmental Assessment (PEA), prepared by the CPUC, includes a
conclusion that “a few flowering individuals were observed within 50 feet of various
tower locations” and that “the observation of a List 4 species is noted during focused
surveys but not quantified or mapped in the survey results™”.

03-19
(cont.)

The Final EIR should address the Catalina mariposa lily as a special status species
and provide analysis to determine if the significance thresholds set forth in the ISAGs
are triggered by the proposed project. Thus, the Final EIR’s analysis should
demonstrate whether or not the proposed project would cause a potentially significant
impact to Catalina mariposa lily by threatening to eliminate an element occurrence or
restricting its reproductive capacity. Adapting existing mitigation measures, such as
Mitigation Measure 5.4-1a and Applicant Proposed Measure BIO-2, to include
Catalina mariposa lily could result in avoidance of potential impacts to this species.

e Biology Impacts- Impacts to Special Status Plants: Based on the DEIR and PEA, ]
it does not appear that surveys have been conducted for non-listed special status
plants and that botanical surveys conducted in 2007, 2008, and 2010 were focused
surveys for Lyon’s pentachaeta (Pentachaeta lyonii) and Conejo dudleya (Dudleya
parva). Mitigation Measure 5.4-1a includes surveys for these non-listed special status
plant species and specifies that the avoidance measures included in Applicant
Proposed Measure BIO-2 for Lyon’s Pentachaeta and Conejo dudleya would be
implemented for any special status plants observed. However, this mitigation measure
does not address the direct loss of special status plants as a result of the proposed
project, nor does it address what mitigation would be necessary to offset these losses.
It is premature to conclude that impacts to special status plants would be less than
significant if the quantity and specific locations of all special status plants have not
been determined. Special status plant surveys should be conducted in conformance
with survey protocols set forth by CDFW in order to accurately characterize impacts
and define adequate mitigation within the Final EIR. In addition the Final EIR should
include mitigation measures that offset the potential removal of non-listed special
status plants, specifically those with a CRPR ranking of 1, 2, or 4 1

03-20

e Biology Impacts - Ventura County Locally Important Species and Communities:
The Ventura County General Plan identifies Locally Important Species (Locally
Important Plants and Locally Important Animals) as Significant Biological Resources

03-21

7 CPUC, 2013. Proponents Environmental Assessment. Section 4.4.2.4.2 “Special Status Plant Species”,
Pg. 4-127,8
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and as Special Status Species®. The Final EIR should analyze the potential
occurrence of these species within the proposed project area. It should also evaluate
the same potentially significant impacts referenced above for all Locally Important
Species. For a complete listing of Locally Important Species, please see the following
link:

http://www.ventura.org/rma/planning/conservation/locally-important-species.html.

Impacts to Locally Important Communities (e.g., oak woodlands and California black
walnut woodland) should be analyzed in the Final EIR and should include evaluation
of direct and indirect (i.e., dust) impacts to Locally Important Communities.

Biology Impacts - Special Status Mammals: The DEIR states that suitable habitat
for the San Diego desert woodrat (Neotoma lepida intermedia) a species designated
by CDFW as a California Species of Special Concern (CSC) and the American Badger
(Taxidea taxus) (CSC) are present within the areas surveyed for the proposed project.
In addition, the DEIR states the San Diego desert woodrat was found to be present
during surveys.

Please identify appropriate mitigation measures for mammals. Mitigation measures
are included to conduct pre-construction surveys in order to prevent impacts to wildlife
such as birds and reptiles, but no specific measures are included for mammals. The
DEIR includes an Applicant Proposed Measure (BIO-1 “General”) that consists of
“clearance surveys no more than 30 days prior to the start of construction to identify
potential plant and animal species that could be present during construction activities”.
However, this measure does not provide actions that would be taken if these species
are found in the construction area, nor does it provide any procedures to relocate
special status wildlife or prevent them from re-entering the project area. The Final EIR
should provide specific mitigation measures for special status mammals, including
surveys for woodrat middens, specific relocation procedures, and the application of
barriers such as silt fencing to prevent individuals from re-entering the construction
area as needed.

If you have questions regarding the information set forth in this memorandum, please
contact Whitney Wilkinson at 805-654-2462 or whitney.wilkinson@yventura.org regarding
biology comments or Aaron Engstrom at 805-654-2936 or aaron.engstrom@ventura.org
regarding non-biology comments.

RMA—Chris Stephens, Director, Resource Management Agency
Kim L. Prillhart, Planning Director

8 Ventura County General Plan Goal 1.5.1
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3.2.3 Letter O3 — Responses to Comments from County of

03-1

03-2

03-3

03-4

03-5

03-6

03-7

Ventura Resource Management Agency, Planning
Division

Ms. Hocking has been added to the Final EIR mailing list, and will be provided a
copy of this Final EIR, which includes the responses to the Planning Division’s
comments.

To clarify, as disclosed in Draft EIR Table 3-1 (see page 3-14), the height of the
steel poles proposed to be installed would range between 60 feet (i.e., not 18 feet)
to 135 feet.

The comment presents a summary of the past procedural activities that have been
associated with the project. As a point of clarification, construction of the project
commenced in 2010, not in 2011. For additional information about past CPUC

procedural activities, see Master Response 2, Non-CEQA Issues in Section 3.1.2.

To clarify, the construction activities cited by the commenter are described in Draft
EIR Section 2.3, Past Construction Activities, not just in Table 2-1.

The commenter’s definition of terms for purposes of the letter is acknowledged, as
is the fact that the commenter’s characterization of the Proposed Project differs
from the CPUC’s. See Master Response 3, CEQA Baseline and Piecemeal Review
of the Project.

The Proposed Project is clearly described in Draft EIR Chapter 3, Project
Description. Analysis of potential impacts of the Proposed Project is provided on a
resource-by-resource basis throughout Chapter 5, Environmental Analysis. To
clarify the context in which the Proposed Project was proposed, refer to Master
Response 3, CEQA Baseline and Piecemeal Review of the Project. Also, note that
disagreement with Draft EIR’s methodology or conclusions does not establish that
the analysis is deficient. (Marin Municipal Water District v. KG Land California
Corporation (1991) 235 Cal.App.3d 1652, 1663.)

In response to this comment, the second and third sentences of the second
paragraph on Draft EIR page 2-26 has been modified as follows:

Electric transmission lines are recognized as exempt from the zoning
ordinance in the City of Thousand Oaks, are a permitted use in the City of
Moorpark, and are a conditionally permitted use requiring a Planning
Director approval in Open Space, Agricultural, and Residential zones in

Ventura County. Fherefore,pastconstruction-activities-were-consistent-with
| iated nolicies.

Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Subtransmission Line Project 3.2-34 ESA /207584.15
(A.13-10-021) Final Environmental Impact Report October 2015



3. Comments and Responses

03-8

03-9

03-10

03-11

3.2 Agencies and Organizations Responses

The commenter notes that land disturbance associated with prior construction
activities associated with the project occurred within SCE utility easements that
existed prior to the initiation of construction. The commenter recommends that the
EIR be revised to include a table that lists all ROW easements SCE had obtained
prior to initiation of construction; however, this information is not required to be
disclosed in the EIR and no facts, data, or other evidence is offered that suggests
the EIR is inaccurate or inadequate without it. See, e.g., CEQA Guidelines
Section 15204(a) (“CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or
perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by
commentors...” so long as the report, when looked at as a whole, reflects a good
faith effort at full disclosure). As discussed in Draft EIR Chapter 1, page 1-2, “For
the purposes of this CEQA review, the Proposed Project includes only those
portions of the Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Subtransmission Line project that have
yet to be constructed.”

The commenter further requests that the EIR describe the types of construction
activities that occurred within each ROW. Chapter 2, Background, Section 2.3
(pages 2-2, et seq.), describes past construction activities by geographic segment.

In response to this comment, the following has been added to the Section 5.7,
Geology and Soils, regulatory setting discussion after the Ventura County General
Plan discussion on Draft EIR page 5.7-17:

Ventura County Grading Ordinance

All grading, drainage improvement, and site development within
unincorporated Ventura County shall be conducted in a manner consistent
with the requirements of the Grading Ordinance for the County of Ventura,
Article 3, non-Development Standards, regardless of whether or not a permit
is required by the article. Unless otherwise recommended or approved in a
Geotechnical Report or Grading Plan, cuts and fills shall be designed,
constructed, and maintained during construction in compliance with this
ordinance.

For discussion of the alternatives identified in the Draft EIR, including explanation as
to why all of the potential project alternatives were eliminated from detailed
consideration in the EIR, refer to Master Response 1, Alternatives. Regarding why
past construction activities are not considered part of the Proposed Project (and so
also not considered as a potential project alternative), see Master Response 3, CEQA
Baseline and Piecemeal Review of the Project.

As discussed in the Draft EIR (see, e.g., Section 5.11, Land Use and Planning) and
CPUC General Order No. 131-D, the CPUC has exclusive jurisdiction over
Proposed Project siting and design. Because approval of the Proposed Project
would result in the issuance of Permit to Construct (PTC), the Proposed Project
would be regulated by this General Order, and would be exempt from local land

Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Subtransmission Line Project 3.2-35 ESA /207584.15
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use and zoning regulations and discretionary permitting. Therefore, the Proposed
Project is not subject to local requirements such as the Ventura County Initial
Study Assessment Guidelines. Furthermore, the CPUC is the lead agency of this
CEQA review and adheres to the criteria identified in CEQA Guidelines Appendix
G for guidance related to impact significance thresholds. The comment does not
include facts, data, or other evidence that suggests that the EIR’s reliance on CEQA
Guidelines Appendix G results in an inaccurate or inadequate analysis of potential
environmental effects.

The commenter correctly notes that “marker ball spacing would be in accordance
with FAA Advisory Circular AC 70/7460-1K, and markers would be spaced
equally along the wire at intervals of approximately 200 feet or a fraction thereof”
(see Draft EIR page 3-16). However, the commenter incorrectly assumes that
marker balls would be installed along the entire length of the proposed
subtransmission line. As stated in Draft EIR Chapter 3, Project Description
(pages 3-7, 3-8, and 3-14), the Proposed Project would include installation of
marker balls on the conductor between poles 25 and 26, and poles 27 and 28
(Segment 2); between poles 32 and 33, and poles 39 and 40 (Segment 3); and
between poles 40 and 41; or as otherwise recommended by the FAA. Of the visual
simulations of the Proposed Project Area provided in Draft EIR Section 5.1,
Aesthetics, two include views of potential marker-ball locations:

) Figure 5.1-7, Visual Simulation C: Santa Rosa Road looking southwest
toward poles 24 through 28. Marker balls would be installed along
approximately 1,800 feet of conductor starting at the middle of the mountain
side and going to the top of the mountain. Viewers on Santa Rosa Road
would be approximately 0.4 mile to 0.8 mile from the marker ball locations.

o Figure 5.1-9, Visual Simulation E: COSCA-Managed Open Space looking
north toward poles 40 through 44. Marker balls would be installed to the
west and to the south of the northern-most pole in this viewshed. Viewers in
the COSCA-managed open space area would be approximately 0.4 mile from
the marker ball locations.

Based on these simulations and the explanation of numbers and locations of these
features, the proposed addition of marker balls to the existing landscape was
considered in the evaluation of aesthetic impacts analyzed in Section 5.1,
Aesthetics. Nonetheless, in response to this comment Draft EIR Section 5.1 has
been revised for clarity as follows:

The second full paragraph on Draft EIR page 5.1-33:

Figure 5.1-7 presents an existing view and visual simulation of the Proposed
Project as seen from Santa Rosa Road at Hill Canyon Road, looking southwest.
The viewer would be approximately 0.5 mile away from the Proposed Project,
placing the Proposed Project in the foreground/middleground. In this
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viewshed, the existing portal-type tower transmission line transitions to a
lattice-tower type transmission line as it climbs in elevation. Low growing
crops and an existing wood-pole electrical line are in the foreground, on the
south side of the road. The Proposed Project would result in the installation of
TSPs and conductor parallel to the east side of the existing portal-type/lattice
tower type transmission line. The TSPs would have a simpler, more
streamlined profile than the portal-type and lattice-type towers, and would not
be immediately apparent due to distance and as details become indiscernible.
Not shown in Figure 5.1-7, marker balls would be installed on the conductor
between poles 25 and 26, and poles 27 and 28, at intervals of approximately
200 feet or a fraction thereof. The proposed subtransmission line would result
in an incremental visual effect change to the viewshed, as the new TSPs, and
conductor, and marker balls would be nearly imperceptible, with little to no
visual contrast. They would be fully subordinate to other features in the
landscape, and would not block or substantially alter the intrinsic character or
composition of the existing view. Overall visual change would be low. In
conjunction with the moderate visual sensitivity of Santa Rosa Road, impacts
would be adverse but not significant.

Draft EIR Page 5.1-35, first paragraph:

As shown in Photos 10 and 11 on Figure 5.1-4, electricity-related
infrastructure is prominent in existing views, including LSTs and LWS poles,
conductor, and access roads. Figure 5.1-9 presents an existing view and
visual simulation of the Proposed Project as seen from a trail located within
the Conejo Canyons Open Space area, approximately 1,000 feet north of
North Wendy Drive. The Proposed Project would be in the foreground as
viewed from this location. In these photos the Proposed Project travels north
(away from the viewpoint) for approximately 0.4 mile. The Proposed Project
would result in the installation of conductor on existing LWS poles in the
ROW. As shown in the visual simulation, this change would not be
immediately perceptible to the common viewer. The visual contrast would be
none, as the element contrast is not visible. The proposed conductor would
not alter the intrinsic character or composition of the existing view. Not
shown on Figure 5.1-9, the Proposed Project would result in the installation
of marker balls on the conductor between poles 39 and 40, and poles 40 and
41, at intervals of approximately 200 feet. The addition of these marker balls
would create a weak visual contrast, as they would be visible but not attract
attention or dominate the characteristic landscape, given the distance
between the marker balls and viewers. Moreover, the marker balls would not
block or impair views of the scenic landscape. Despite the high visual
sensitivity of the Conejo Canyons Open Space area, the overall visual change
would be low and the associated impacts would be adverse but not
significant.
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03-13

03-14

03-15

03-16

03-17

03-18

This comment has been addressed in Response 03-12, above.

No protected trees would be removed under the Proposed Project. See Response
02-35.

The commenter restates the Draft EIR assessment that 16 trees would be removed
under the Proposed Project and summarizes County code related to tree removal,
trimming, and pruning. No inaccuracies or deficiencies in the Draft EIR are
identified in the comment.

As discussed in Response O3-14, no Heritage Trees or Historical Trees would be
removed due to the Proposed Project. Also see Response 02-34, which explains
why routine vegetation pruning and trimming on existing roads is consistent with
County exemptions. No inaccuracies or deficiencies in the Draft EIR are identified
in the comment, which is acknowledged.

The commenter states that the biological clearance surveys should include all areas
that will be affected by the project, including areas that require brush clearance and
should not be limited to areas that are directly affected by construction. Such
surveys are required for all portions of the Proposed Project area where sensitive
plant and wildlife species, or sensitive resources may be encountered. For example,
APM BI10-4 (see Draft EIR page 5.4-34) requires surveys to avoid potential
significant impacts to protected common and special-status birds and their nests.

The commenter mentions that rare plant surveys should be conducted as part of the
Draft EIR process, and appropriate mitigation measures provided within the Draft
EIR in accordance with County guidelines. Rare plant surveys were completed in
2015 for all areas that would be impacted by the Proposed Project (Environmental
Intelligence, LLC, 2015). As discussed in Response 3-11, the CPUC has exclusive
jurisdiction over Proposed Project siting and design, and the Proposed Project is
not subject to local requirements such as the Ventura County Initial Study
Assessment Guidelines. Botanical survey findings summarized in the 2015 report
were performed consistent with state (CDFW) guidelines. The comment does not
include facts, data, or other evidence that suggests that the EIR’s reliance on CEQA
Guidelines Appendix G results in an inaccurate or inadequate analysis of potential
environmental effects.

The comment states that the biological analysis should be prepared by qualified
biologist and summarized in the format of the Ventura County Initial Study
Biological Assessment (ISBA) report, consistent with County Initial Study
Assessment Guidelines. Each of the biological resource studies that support the
Draft EIR analysis are available as part of the formal record for the Draft EIR and
provide the same level of environmental analysis that would be provided in an
ISBA. This comment identifies no inaccuracies or deficiencies relating to the
analysis of biological resource. See Response O3-11, which explains why the
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03-19

03-20

03-21

03-22

3.2 Agencies and Organizations Responses

technical report formatting standards of the County Planning Division do not apply
to the CPUC’s CEQA review of the Proposed Project.

The comment provides links to the County of Ventura’s Initial Study Assessment
Guidelines (ISAG), including a link to the 2014 Locally Important Plant List. The
comment states that the County’s ISAG designates plant species with a California
Rare Plant Rank (CRPR) of 1, 2, or 4 as a “Special Status Species.” As discussed in
response to Comment O3-11, the CPUC has exclusive jurisdiction over Proposed
Project siting and design, and the Proposed Project is not subject to local
requirements such as the Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines.
Botanical survey findings summarized in the 2015 report were performed
consistent with state (CDFW) guidelines. The comment does not include facts,
data, or other evidence that suggests that the EIR’s reliance on CEQA Guidelines
Appendix G results in an inaccurate or inadequate analysis of potential
environmental effects.

As discussed in response to Comment O2-22, direct impacts to Lyon’s pentachaeta
will be fully avoided and indirect impacts would be reduced to less than significant.
Botanical surveys in 2010 and 2015 also characterized the distribution of Conejo
dudleya (Bonterra, 2010a3; Environmental Intelligence, LLC, 2015%). Surveys
found that no Conejo dudleya occur in areas that would be subject to direct effects
of the Proposed Project. In addition, APM BIO-2 (Special Status Plants) would
provide focused surveys for Lyon’s pentachaeta within suitable habitat prior to
construction to ensure that plants are not present at the time of construction. Under
the APM, all areas supporting Conejo dudleya would be flagged and avoided
during construction, with a full-time biological monitor during activities near plant
populations. Hence, direct impacts to Conejo dudleya would be fully avoided, and
indirect impacts would be reduced to less than significant. No revisions were made
to the Draft EIR in response to this comment.

As discussed in response to Comments 03-11 and O3-19, the CPUC has exclusive
jurisdiction over siting and design of the Proposed Project, and the Proposed
Project is not subject to local requirements such as the Ventura County Initial
Study Assessment Guidelines or Ventura County General Plan. The comment does
not include facts, data, or other evidence that suggests that the EIR’s reliance on
CEQA Guidelines Appendix G results in an inaccurate or inadequate analysis of
potential environmental effects.

The commenter suggests that the project may cause direct and indirect impacts to
San Diego desert woodrat and American badger, species for which potential habitat

3 BonTerra, 2010a. Results of Focused Plant Surveys for the Moorpark-Newbury 66-kilovolt Project, Ventura
County, California, Prepared for Southern California Edison, July 21, 2010.

4 Environmental Intelligence, LLC, 2015. Botanical Survey Report for Moorpark-Newberry 66kV
Subtransmission Line Project Located in Ventura County, California. Prepared for Southern California Edison,
August 21, 2015.
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was identified in and near the project area. Habitat disturbance would not occur
near the single identified woodrat nest near Pole 5, and badger dens were not
reported in the project area. As identified in SCE’s Proponent’s Environmental
Assessment (PEA; see page 4-132), woodrat middens were not observed during
focused surveys of the project area in 2010 and 2011.

No direct impacts would be anticipated to these species; however, construction
activities may result in limited indirect impacts such as noise and human presence,
temporary dust, and periodic vibrations. Impacts to these species are considered to
be less than significant and additional mitigation is not warranted. In response to
the comment, the following discussion of potential impacts to San Diego desert
woodrat and American badger have been added to Draft EIR page 5.4-41 after the
discussion for Impact 5.4-4:

Impact 5.4-4a: Construction activities could result in adverse impacts to
San Diego desert woodrat and American badger. Less than significant

(Class 111)

Potential habitat for San Diego desert woodrat and American badger was
identified in and near the Proposed Project area (SCE, 2013a; page 4-132)."
No direct impacts are anticipated to these species; however, construction
activities may result in limited indirect impacts such as noise and human
presence, temporary dust, and periodic vibrations. Impacts to these species
are considered to be less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.

Separately, the comment notes that Applicant Proposed Measure (APM) BIO-1
“General” does not provide specific actions that would be taken if special-status
wildlife were identified in the project area, or provide measures to prevent wildlife
from re-entering the Proposed Project sites. As identified in Draft EIR Mitigation
Measure 5.4-2 (page 5.4-39), if special status reptiles are identified during surveys
of the immediate construction area footprint, individuals shall be relocated from
work areas by an individual who is authorized by CDFW to undertake species
relocation. A suitable relocation area shall be identified and confirmed in advance
with CDFW prior to preconstruction surveys. The implementation of APM BIO-4
(see Draft EIR page 5.4-34) would avoid potential impacts to protected common
and special-status birds and their nests. The need to relocate special-status
mammals is not anticipated; hence, relocation measures were not identified for San
Diego desert woodrat and American badger.

Southern California Edison (SCE), 2013a. Proponent’s Environmental Assessment Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV
Subtransmission Line Project. Submitted to the Public Utilities Commission of the State of California,
October 28, 2013.
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PUBLIC WORKS AGENCY
TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT
Traffic, Advance Planning & Permits Division

MEMORANDUM

DATE: June 30, 2015

TO RMA — Planning Division
Attention: Laura Hocking

FROM: Transportation Department bor Rom 22—

SUBJECT: REVIEW OF DOCUMENT 14-006-1 (13-510) Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR)
Project. Southern California Edison (SCE) Moorpark-Newbury 66 kv
Subtransmission Line Project (Project)
Lead Agency: California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC)
Construction and electrical improvements along nine (9) miles of the
proposed Moorpark-Newbury 66 kv Subtransmission Line from Moorpark
Substation in City of Moorpark south to Newbury Substation in City of
Thousand Oaks (SCE).

Pursuant to your request, the Public Works Agency Transportation Department (PWATD)
has reviewed the 1,276-page DEIR (Schedule No. 2014031073) for the Southern California
Edison (SCE) Moorpark-Newbury 66 kv Subtransmission Line Project (Project).

The proposed 10-month project includes the construction of electrical improvements along
a 9-mile subtransmission line/route from the Moorpark Station in the City of Moorpark near
Los Angeles Avenue (State Route 118) and Tierra Rejada Road south to the Newbury
Station in the City of Thousand Oaks about 1.6 miles east of the jurisdictional boundary of
Thousand Oaks at US 101. According to the document, the proposed project will be built
entirely within existing right-of-way (R/W), easements, public R/W, and on existing SCE
“fee-owned” property. The project is needed to ensure safe and reliable electric service to
meet customer demand in the Electrical Needs Area which includes eastern Ventura
County and western Los Angeles County. The basic objectives of the project are to
increase electrical capacity, maintain sufficient voltage, maintain system reliability,
utilize/manage existing R/W in a prudent manner for upgrading existing transmission lines
or constructing new transmission lines, maintain consistency with CPUC GO 95, and
design/construct the project in conformance with acceptable standards for electrical
construction.

We offer the following comments for the DEIR dated June 2015

1. We provided comments for the Notice of Application for the Permit to Constructin a
letter dated November 13, 2013 (attached).

2. We acknowledge the Traffic and Circulation impacts and mitigation measures in
Table ES-3 shown on Page ES-31 of the DEIR.

1
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3. The proposed route also crosses State Route 118 (Los Angeles Avenue). We
concur with the comment by Caltrans in a letter dated April 21, 2014, with regard to
peak and off-peak hours. The traffic generated by the project should avoid the peak
hours Monday through Friday. The morning peak period for Santa Rosa Road is
from 6:30 a.m. to 9 a.m. The afternoon/evening peak period is from 4 p.m. to 6:30
p.m.

04-2

4. When the construction duration is greater than six months, it is PWATD policy to
ask the Project Proponent to pay a Traffic Impact Mitigation Fee (TIMF), including 04-3
any reciprocal fee, as a mitigation measure to reduce the traffic impacts to less than
significant levels.

The cumulative impacts of the development of this project, when considered with
the cumulative impact of all other approved (or anticipated) development projects in
the County, will be potentially significant. To address the cumulative adverse
impacts of traffic on the County Regional Road Network, the appropriate Traffic
Impact Mitigation Fee (TIMF) should be paid to the County. Based on the
information provided in the DEIR, the fee due to the County would be:

County TIMFs

MP TD #4 38% x 148 ADT x $19.78 / ADT =$1,112.43

TO TD #6 62% x 148 ADT x$ 6.99/ADT =% 641.40
$1,753.83

Notes

a. According to the DEIR on Page 5.17-9, the project would generate a maximum of 180 daily
vehicle trips. The normalized trip generation over one year is 148 daily vehicle trips (148 = 180
trips / day x (10 months x 30 days / month / 365 days)).

b. The route crosses two traffic districts, therefore 38% of the trips will be in the Moorpark Traffic
District #4 (38% = 3.3 miles / 8.7 miles) and 62% of the trips will be in the Thousand Oaks
Traffic District #6 (62% = 5.4 miles / 8.7 miles). The percentages were determined from
measurements taken from Figure ES-1. The boundary of the two traffic districts is at Presilla
Road.

¢. SCE should contact City of Moorpark and City of Thousand Oaks with regard to the payment
of the TIMF, if required.

d. The above-estimated fee may be subject to adjustment at the time of deposit, due to
provisions in the TIMF Ordinance allowing the fee to be adjusted for inflation based on the
Engineering News Record Construction Cost Index. The estimate above is based only on
information provided in the DEIR. 4

5. Please provide the PWATD with a copy of the FEIR when it becomes available for
our review and comment. 04-4

Our review is limited to the impacts this project may have on the County’s Regional Road
Network.

T:APianning\Land Development\Non_County\14-006-1 (13-510 SCE).doc
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November 13, 2013
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California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC)
505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco, California 94102

SUBJECT: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON (SCE)

Comment Letter O4

PUBLIC WORKS AGENCY
JEFF PRATT
Agency Director

Watershed Protection District

Tully K. Clifford, Director

Transportation Department
David L. Fleisch, Director

Engineering Services Department

Herbert L. Schwind, Director

Water & Sanitation Department
R. Reddy Pakala, Director

Central Services Department

MOORPARK-NEWBURY 66 KILOVOLT (KV)
SUBTRANSMISSION PROJECT

To Whom It May Concern:

The County of Ventura — PWA Transportation Department received the Notice of
Application for a Permit to Construct the 9-mile Moorpark-Newbury 66 Kilovolt (kV)
Subtransmission Project, located between SCE's Newbury Substation in the City of
Thousand Oaks to the Moorpark Substation in the City of Moorpark. According to the
Notice dated October 28, 2013, the project commenced in the fall of 2010, but was later
suspended in November 2011. Sixty percent (60%) of the project has been completed.
The project is planned to commence again in late 2015 and become operational in mid-
to late 2016.

We offer the following comments

1)

2)

3)

*N
800 S. Victoria Avenue, Ventura, CA 93009 « (805) 654-2018 ¢ FAX (805) 654-3952 ehitp://www.ventura.org/pwa LT

The Notice does not specify whether the work will be conducted in existing utility
right-of-way; however, any work or traffic impacts within the right-of-way of a County
road would require an Encroachment Permit (EP) from the County of Ventura
Transportation Department (TD). Of particular interest to the County are the potential
traffic impacts to Santa Rosa Road west of Gerry Road and Hitch Boulevard south of
State Route 118 (Los Angeles Avenue).

A Traffic Control Plan (TCP) is required from the TD for any road closure, partial
road closure, or detours on County roads. The TCP shall be submitted to the TD for
review and approval. The plan must be approved a minimum of seven calendar days
prior to the actual closure or detour.

Since this project may impact State Route 118 (Los Angeles Avenue), Caltrans
should also review this project. An EP is required from Caltrans for any work or
traffic impacts within the right-of-way of a state highway. Traffic impacts to County
roads and the state highway shall be coordinated with Caltrans and the TD.

4) SCE should be made aware that County policy precludes any trenching work on

Hall of Administration L # 1600
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Janice E. Turner, Director
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CPUC
November 13, 2013
Page 2

5)

6)

County-maintained roads rehabilitated within the last five years unless a full width
overlay is provided after trenching is completed. This policy does not appear to apply
to Santa Rosa Road or Hitch Boulevard; however, if any other County roads are
impacted by this project, then this policy may apply. SCE should contact the
Encroachment Permits Division at (805) 654-2055 for more information.

Proper precautions shall be taken to protect County-maintained roads during
construction. Any road or road facility damaged during construction shall be replaced
in accordance with current applicable construction standards.

Please provide the TD with a copy of the subsequent environmental document when
it becomes available for our review and comment.

Our review is limited to the impacts this project may have on the County’s Regional
Road Network. If you have any questions, please contact the Encroachment Permits
Division at (805) 654-2055.

V;ry tru I;;/ou rs:r_ﬁu ’"”/7
S ) e =
Ben Emami /

Engineering Manager |l
Transportation Department

eC:

Anitha Balan, Engineering Manager — Permits Division
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3.2.4 Letter O4 — Responses to Comments from County of

04-1

04-2

04-3

04-4

04-5

Ventura Public Works Agency; Transportation
Department; Traffic, Advance Planning and Permits
Division

To clarify, the Electrical Needs Area (ENA) does not include Western Los Angeles
County. The ENA is shown in Draft EIR Figure 3-2 (page 3-5), and includes a
portion of the City of Thousand Oaks and some locations in unincorporated
Ventura County. The commenter may be referring to the Moorpark 66 kV
Subtransmission System (the Moorpark System), which serves customers in the
communities of western Simi Valley, Moorpark, Thousand Oaks, Newbury Park,

Westlake Village, Agoura, Agoura Hills, Oak Park, Hidden Hills, Topanga
Canyon, Calabasas, and Malibu.

Comment acknowledged. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 5.17, Transportation
and Traffic (see page 5.17-10), Proposed Project generated truck trips would be
spread over the course of the work day, and construction workers would commute
to and from the worksite primarily before or after peak traffic hours.

As identified in Draft EIR Cumulative Effects Analysis Section 7.2.17,
Transportation and Traffic (see page 7-17 and 17-18), pursuant to implementation
of Applicant Proposed Measure (APM) TRA-1, and in conjunction with
implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.17-7, the Proposed Project’s contribution
to any transportation and traffic-related cumulative impacts during construction
would not be cumulatively considerable and the associated cumulative impact
would be less than significant. Therefore, from a CEQA perspective,
implementation of additional mitigation such as payment of an Impact Mitigation
Fee is not required.

The commenter has been added to the Final EIR mailing list, and will be provided
a copy of this Final EIR.

This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the
accuracy or adequacy of the Draft EIR. The commenter is referred to Draft EIR
Section 5.17, Transportation and Traffic, for discussion on traffic related issues
that would be associated with the Proposed Project.
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County of Ventura
Public Works Agency
Integrated Waste Management Division

MEMORANDUM
Date: June 26, 2015
To: Michael Rosauer, Rincon Consultants
From: Derrick Wilson, Staff Services Manager

Integrated Waste Management Division

Subject: Non-County Project: RMA Ref. # 14-006-1
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Moorpark-Newbury
66kV Subtransmission Line Project

Lead Agcy: California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC)
Contact: Michael Rosauer, 805/889-7441

Thank you for providing the Integrated Waste Management Division (IWMD) with an
opportunity to provide comments on the DEIR prepared for the Moorpark-Newbury
66kV Subtransmission Line Project.

The IWMD requests the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC), as Lead Agency, to
comply, to the extent feasible, with the general requirements of Ventura County Ordinance
#4445 (solid waste handling, disposal, waste reduction, and waste diversion) and
Ordinance #4421 (requirements for the diversion of construction and demolition debris
from landfills by recycling, reuse, and salvage) to assist the County in its efforts to meet the
requirements of Assembly Bill 939 (AB 939). AB 939 mandates all cities and counties in
California to divert a minimum of 50% of their jurisdiction’s solid waste from landfill
disposal. Ordinances 4445 and 4421 may be reviewed in their entirety at these websites:
www.vcpublicworks.org/ord4445 and www.vcpublicworks.org/ord4421.

Pursuant to IWMD review and responsibilities, the following contract specifications shall
apply to this project:

Recyclable Contruction Materials
Contract specifications for this project shall include a requirement that recyclable
construction materials (e.g., metal, concrete, asphalt, wood) generated during the
construction phase of the project be recycled at a permitted recycling facility. For a
comprehensive list of permitted recyclers, County-franchised haulers, and solid
waste & recycling facilities in Ventura County, see: www.vcpublicworks.org/C&D.

Soil - Recycling & Reuse
Contract specifications for this project shall include a requirement that soil that is
not reused on-site during the construction phase of the project be transported to
a permitted facility for recycling or reuse. lllegal disposal and landfilling of soil is
prohibited. For a comprehensive list of local facilities permitted to recycle soil,
see: www.vcpublicworks.org/greenwaste.

3.2-46
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Green Materials - Recycling & Reuse
The Contract Specifications for this project shall include a requirement that wood
waste and vegetation removed during the construction phase of this project be
diverted from the landfill. This can be accomplished by on-site chipping and
land-application at various project sites, or by transporting the materials to a
permitted greenwaste facility in Ventura County. A complete list of permitted
greenwaste facilities is located at: www.vcpublicworks.org/greenwaste.

05-3
(cont.)

Report Quantifying Materials Diverted from Landfill Disposal by -
On-Site Reuse or Off-site Recycling
The contract specifications for this project shall include a requirement that all
contractors and sub-contractors working on this project submit a Summary Table
to the IWMD at the conclusion of their work on this project. The Summary Table
must include the contractor’'s name, address, and phone number, the project’s
name, the types of recyclable materials generated during the project (e.g., metal,
concrete, asphalt, wood, soil, greenwaste) and the approximate weight of recyclable
materials that were:

¢ Reused on-site, or

e Transported to permitted facilities in Ventura County for recycling and/or

reuse.

054

Please include the name, address, and phone number of the facilities where
recyclable materials were transported for recycling or reuse in the

Summary Table. Receipts and/or documentation are required for each entry in
the Summary Table to verify recycling and/or reuse occurred, and that recyclable
greenwaste, wood, soil, and metal generated by this project was not landfilled.

Should you have any questions regarding this memo, please contact Pandee 1
Leachman at 805/658-4315 or via email at pandee.leachman@ventura.org.
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3. Comments and Responses

3.2 Agencies and Organizations Responses

3.2.5 Letter O5 — Responses to Comments from County of
Ventura Public Works Agency, Integrated Waste
Management Division

05-1 The commenter is referred to Draft EIR Section 5.18, Utilities and Service Systems,
for discussion of the Proposed Project relative to compliance with federal, state,
and local statutes and regulations for solid waste. Waste generated as part of the
Proposed Project would occur during the construction phase. As discussed on Draft
EIR pages 5.18-10 and 5.18-11, SCE would reduce construction material and
treated wood pole waste consistent with Ventura County recycling and reduction
policies.

05-2 The contract specifications described in the comment are consistent with the waste
disposal techniques described in Chapter 2, Project Description, and Section 5.18,
Utilities and Service Systems, under significance criteria f) and g). Solid waste from
the Proposed Project, including excavated materials, would be delivered to one of
the following locations: Toland Road Landfill, Simi Valley Landfill and Recycling
Center, Bradley Landfill and Recycle, or Antelope Valley Landfill (see Draft EIR
page 3-31). In addition, SCE would reduce construction material and treated wood
pole waste consistent with Ventura County recycling and reduction policies.

05-3 The contract specifications described in the comment are consistent with the waste
disposal techniques described in Chapter 2, Project Description, and Section 5.18,
Utilities and Service Systems, under criteria f) and g): “Soil and vegetative material
excavated for the Proposed Project would either be used as fill, backfill, made
available for use by the landowner, reused, or disposed of off-site in accordance
with applicable requirements. Soils and vegetative matter unsuitable for backfill
use would be disposed of at appropriate disposal sites” (Draft EIR page 5.18-10).
SCE would not illegally dispose of construction-related excess soil.

05-4 As discussed in Draft EIR in Chapter 2, Project Description, and Section 5.18,
Utilities and Service Systems, SCE would comply with Ventura County recycling
and reduction policies, including Ordinance 4421, pertaining to recycling and
diversion of construction and demolition debris. Additional language from
Ordinance 4421 has been added to Draft EIR page 5.18-5, as follows, to highlight
requirements of this ordinance:

Ventura County Construction and Demolition Debris Ordinance

Ventura County Ordinance 4421 establishes regulations for the recycling and
diversion of construction and demolition (C&D) waste within Ventura
County. This ordinance requires permit applicants working C&D projects
within unincorporated areas of the county to practice waste prevention; reuse,
recycle, or salvage; and, least preferred, landfilling solid wastes (VCPWA,
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3.2 Agencies and Organizations Responses

2014). Section 4781-8 in this ordinance outlines the following requirements
for a C&D Debris Recycling Report to show compliance with this section:

(a) __ Final Report. Prior to Completion of a Covered Project pursuant to
Sec. 4781-2(k), the Permit Applicant shall submit a C&D Debris
Recycling Report, under penalty of perjury, to a C&D Debris
Recycling Compliance Official in a form approved by the County of
Ventura. The report shall include the following information:

(1) The dates on which Grading, Building, Paving, Demolition and/or
Construction actually commenced and were completed; (2) The
actual weight of C&D Debris, listed by each material type;

(3) The actual weight of C&D Debris that was diverted, listed by
each material type; (4) A specification of the method used to
determine the weights (the CIWMB-approved solid waste weight
conversion tables are strongly recommended) and a certification
that the method used was the most accurate, commercially
reasonable method available; and (5) Original receipts from all
vendors and permitted Recycling Facilities, which collected or
received C&D Debris, indicating actual weights and volumes, by
individual material type, received by each.

Reference to Ordinance 4421 has also been added to last paragraph of the criterion
g) discussion on Draft EIR page 5.18-11, as follows, to acknowledge that SCE
would implement the requirements of this ordinance:

Nevertheless, as stated in Section 5.18.1, Regulatory Setting, Ventura County
has a C&D ordinance that establishes diversion requirements for construction
and demolition occurring within unincorporated areas. SCE would reduce
construction material and treated wood pole waste through the processes
described above in Impact 5.18-2 consistent with Ventura County recycling
and reduction policies, including Ordinance Number 4421. Thus, the
Proposed Project would not result in impacts related to conflict with statutes
or regulations related to solid waste and recycling (No Impact).
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Comment Letter O6

VENTURA COUNTY WATERSHED PROTECTION AGENCY
PLANNING AND REGULATORY DIVISION
800 South Victoria Avenue, Ventura, California 93009
Zia Hosseinipour — Manager, Advance Planning (805) 654-2454

VEN T a cOUNT

MEMORANDUM
DATE: July 21, 2015

TO: Laura Hocking, RMA Planner ) i
FROM: Zia Hosseinipour, Manager klgﬂk 4 a(//

SUBJECT: RMA 14-006, Moorpark-Newbufy 66 kV Subtransmission Line
Project Draft Environmental Impact Report(DEIR) Cities of
Moorpark & Thousand Oaks & Unincorporated Ventura County
Arroyo.Simi, Conejo Creek, Gabbert Canyon, Hill Canyon, North
Branch Hill Canyon; Conejo Creek Watershed; Zone 3

Pursuant to your request, this office has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR) for the construction of the Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV
Subtransmission Line Project in the City of Moorpark, City of Thousand Oaks, and
the Unincorporated Ventura County.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed project is located in the Conejo Creek Watershed. According to
the NOP which was prepared by the State of California Public Utilities
Commission (CPUC) dated March 25, 2014, Page 1, the majority of the project
has already been constructed prior to November 2011 when the CPUC issued
Decision 11-11-019 which ordered Southern California Edison (SCE) to cease all
construction activity, provide certain specified information, and to file a permit to
construct (PTC) Application in order to complete the project. The Applicant is
requesting a PTC for the remaining portions of the Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV
Subtransmission Line Project that have yet to be constructed.

VENTURA COUNTY WATERSHED PROTECTION DISTRICT CO NTS:

On April 17, 2014 the Ventura County Watershed Protection District (District)
provided technical comments on the Project's Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The District is unable to determine from the
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) if its submitted comments have been
addressed and requests that the California Public Utilities Commission provide a
written response that addresses each of the District's April 17, 2014 comments as

follows:

06-1

1. Based on Figure 1 of the NOP, the proposed project is likely to cross and
potentially impact a number of Ventura County Watershed Protection District

3.2-50
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(i)

(iii)

5.

Comment Letter O6

July 21, 2015
RMA 14-006, Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Subtransmission Line
Page 2 of 2

(District) jurisdictional red line channels including Arroyo Simi, Gabbert Canyon,
Conejo Creek, Hill Canyon, and North Branch Hill Canyon. Please dentify and
label on all maps, figures and exhibits of the environmental document all District
jurisdictional red line channels that are located in areas of proposed work.

Please include in the environmental document that the method of crossing District
jurisdictional red line channels is normally by methods similar to horizontal
directional drilling. This should be anticipated on the project plans. The District
should be consulted regarding such details as pit setback from channel crossings,
depth below invert for crossings, and geotechnical considerations. The
determination of the method of crossing may be subject to change upon review of
the final design plans.

Please identify and discuss in the environmental document if there are any new
the proposed project.

Please include in the Background Setting and other applicable sections of the
environmental document the following Ventura County Watershed Protection

Ordinance WP-2 standards:

In accordance with Ventura County Watershed Protection District Ordinance
W-2 effective October 10, 2013, no person shall impair, divert, impede or alter
the characteristics of the flow of water running in any jurisdictional red line
channel, or establish any new drainage connection to a District jurisdictionai
channel without first obtaining a written permit from the District. Where
applicable, Watercourse or Encroachment Permit applications must be
submitted to the District for any proposed work.

Any activity in, on, over, under or across any District jurisdictional red line
channel, including the channel bed and banks of Arroyo Simi, Gabbert
Canyon, Conejo Creek, Hill Canyon, and North Branch Hill Canyon will require
permits from the Ventura County Watershed Protection District.

k is the Ventura County Watershed Protection District's standard for mitigating
any increase in impervious area that the peak flow after development shall

not exceed the peak flow under existing conditions for any frequency of event. |

The District requests that all subsequent documentation pertaining to this project
be returned to the District for subsequent review and comments.

End of Text
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3. Comments and Responses

3.2 Agencies and Organizations Responses

3.2.6 Letter O6 — Responses to Comments from Ventura

06-1

06-2

06-3

06-4

06-5

County Watershed Protection Agency, Planning and
Regulatory Division

The commenter requests that the Draft EIR identify and label on all maps, figures,
and exhibits of the environmental document all Ventura County Watershed
Protection District (VCWPD) jurisdictional red line channels that are located in
areas of the proposed work.

All VCWPD “red line” channels in the Proposed Project vicinity are shown in
Figure 5.10-1. As described in Draft EIR Section 5.10, Hydrology and Water
Quality (page 5.10-2), the surface channels described and depicted on Figure 5.10-1
are those under the jurisdiction of the VCWPD (i.e., “red line” streams). One of the
sources for Figure 5.10-1 is VCWPD (2012), which is the “redline” stream GIS
data (see References at the end of Draft EIR Section 5.10, Hydrology and Water
Quality). VCWPD jurisdictional channels are addressed in further detail on Draft
EIR page 5.10-16.

The commenter requests that the method of crossing VCWPD jurisdictional
channels (e.g., horizontal directional drilling) be disclosed in the environmental
document. Contrary to what the commenter seems to infer, there would be no
underground crossings of VCWPD jurisdictional channels as part of the Proposed
Project. All such crossings would simply be overhead power lines and would not
impact the channels at these locations. This is discussed in the Draft EIR

Section 5.10, Hydrology and Water Quality (see page 5.10-16).

The commenter asks that the Draft EIR identify any new drainage connections to
VCWPD jurisdictional red line channels. It is unclear what the commenter means
by “connection,” nevertheless there are no channels that would be associated with
the Proposed Project that would connect, or tie-in, directly with any VCWPD red
line channel. All potential impacts related to surface drainage patterns are discussed
and analyzed in the Draft EIR Section 5.10, Hydrology and Water Quality

(pages 5.10-19 to 5.10-25)

The commenter asks that particular Ventura County Watershed Protection
Ordinance WP-2 standards be included in the Draft EIR. The standards cited by the
commenter are summarized in the Draft EIR Section 5.10, Hydrology and Water
Quality on page 5.10-16.

The commenter asks that particular Ventura County Watershed Protection
Ordinance WP-2 standards be included in the Draft EIR, and states that any activity
in, on, over, under, or across any VCWPD jurisdictional red line channel would
require permits from the VCWPD. The following sentence has been added to the
third paragraph of the Ventura County Watershed Protection District discussion on
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3.2 Agencies and Organizations Responses

Draft EIR page 5.10-16 to clarify that SCE would consult with VCWPD regarding
permit applicability to the Proposed Project:

Segments of the Proposed Project would cross a few delineated watercourses
(see Figure 5.10-1 FEMA Flood Zones and Surface Hydrology in the Proposed
Project Vicinity); however, only the subtransmission conductor would actually
cross or span the watercourses, and these are unlikely to be considered
“structures” in the context of this ordinance. However, SCE would consult
with, and as necessary obtain required permits from, the VCWPD for all
construction activities that would be conducted over or across a VCWPD red
line channel.

06-6 The commenter asks that particular Ventura County Watershed Protection
Ordinance WP-2 standards be included in the Draft EIR and summarizes
VCWPD’s standard for mitigating any increase in impervious area. The Proposed
Project would add a negligible amount of impervious surface from the installation
of tubular steel pole (TSP) foundations (as discussed in Draft EIR Section 5.10
Hydrology and Water Quality on page 5.10-11). Once the Proposed Project would
be constructed, the peak flow in the area should not exceed the peak flow under
existing conditions.

06-7 The CPUC will provide the VCWPD with a copy of the Final EIR for the Proposed
Project when it is released to the public.
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Comment Letter O7

From: Shelly Mason [mailto:SMason@toaks.org]
Sent: Monday, July 27, 2015 3:07 PM

To: Moorpark-Newbury

Subject: Moorpark-Newbury Project Question

Hi Michael,

Can you tell me the height of the lattice steel towers and wood poles to be removed in Segments 3 and 4 :[ 07-1
of the Moorpark-Newbury project? Also, on Figure 1: Proposed Project Area (map included with the

public notice) | don't see any wood poles proposed for removal, is that because they were already 07-2
removed in the first phase or were they never planned for removal?

Thank you,
Shelly

Shelly Mason
COSCA Manager

Conejo Open Space Conservation Agency
(805) 449-2339
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3. Comments and Responses
3.2 Agencies and Organizations Responses

3.2.7 Letter O7 — Responses to Comments from Conejo
Open Space Conservation Agency

07-1 The range of heights of the existing towers and wood poles in Segments 3 and 4 is
between 52 and 102 feet above the ground surface.

07-2 The commenter refers an overview figure enclosed in the Notice of Availability
and indicates that the wood poles to be removed are not shown on the figure. For
an illustration of the locations for the wood poles proposed to be removed from
Newbury Substation, Refer to Draft EIR Figure 3-7 on page 3-12.
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BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
COUNTY OF VENTURA

GOVERNMENT CENTER, HALL OF ADMINISTRATION
800 SOUTH VICTORIA AVENUE, VENTURA, CALIFORNIA 93009

Comment Letter O8

MEMBERS OF THE BOARD
KATHY 1. LONG

Chair

STEVE BENNETT

LINDA PARKS

PETER C. FOY
JOHN C. ZARAGOZA

KATHY I. LONG

SUPERVISOR, THIRD DISTRICT
(805) 654-2276

FAX: (805) 654-2226

E-mail: Kathy.Long@ventura.org

July 21, 2015

Mr. Michael Rosauer
Moorpark-Newbury Project

¢/o Environmental Science Associates
1425 N. McDowell Bivd, Ste 200
Petaluma, CA 94954

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Report, Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Sub transmission
Line Project (A.13-10-021) SCH No. 2014031073

Dear Mr. Rosauer,

The County of Ventura continues to request that alternatives to the proposed Moorpark-Newbury
66kV Sub transmission Line Project be considered. On October 28, 2008 the Ventura County
Board of Supervisors asked for the California Public Utilittes Commission (CPUC) to consider
alternative locations for the lines, undergrounding, or co-location on existing polls. On June 23,
2009, the County informed the CPUC that our Board unanimously approved a request for a
hearing because we were unable to resolve our differences with Southern California Edison
(SCE).

As described in the 2008 letter, our Board asked that an alternative location be selected that didn’t
place new high voltage lines closer to existing homes in Santa Rosa Valley than the 220kV towers
that already abut homes there. We also expressed concerns about impacts associated with the
project including impacts to view sheds, agricultural lands, the habitat of endangered species,
and cumulative impacts. Additionally, we expressed concern that there was a lack of California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review.

We appreciate that the CPUC has since agreed with the appellants and determined that CEQA
review is warranted. However, we are concerned that the Draft Environmental impact Report
(DEIR) does not consider impacts and mitigation measures that we asked be considered.

Specifically, the DEIR does not address mitigation to impacts caused by SCE construction on the
Moorpark-Newbury Project that occurred in the Santa Rosa Valley while the exemption was under
appeal, and before the DEIR was prepared. Because the DEIR fails to consider the partially built
project’'s impacts, DEIR mitigation measures are insufficient, as are analyses of cumulative
impacts. The unusual provision in the DEIR of two “No Project” alternatives — one before and one
after the impacts were caused to the Santa Rosa Valley — piecemeal the project into different
segments.
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Comment Letter O8
DEIR

Board of Supervisors
July 21, 2015
Page 2 of 2

Finally, the DEIR Alternative Analysis does not consider a number of less expensive and more
environmentally friendly alternatives, including reducing energy consumption, conservation, and
clean and sustainable energy sources.

08-4

Thank you for this opportunity to comment, and we appreciate your consideration of our concerns
that are shared by residents and the Santa Rosa Valley Municipal Advisory Council.

J.

ajhy . Logig, Chair
isoff, Third District

Sincerely,
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3.2 Agencies and Organizations Responses

3.2.8 Letter O8 — Responses to Comments from Board of

08-1

08-2

08-3

08-4

Supervisors, County of Ventura

The commenter requests that alternatives to the Proposed Project be considered and
presents a summary of the Board of Supervisors involvement in the CPUC’s
Advice Letter Proceeding for the project. The comment includes no direct criticism
of the Draft EIR. The commenter is directed to Draft EIR Chapter 4, Project
Alternatives, for discussion of alternatives to the Proposed Project that were
considered within the Draft EIR.

The comment summarizes concerns identified by the Board of Supervisors in its
2008 letter to the CPUC associated with the Advice Letter Proceeding. The
comment includes no direct criticism of the Draft EIR; therefore, a response is not
necessary.

The Draft EIR analysis does not identify mitigation to reduce the effects of SCE’s
past construction activities because the past construction activities have already
occurred and are not considered to be part of the Proposed Project subject to this
CPUC approval. For discussion related to splitting or piecemealing of the project,
refer to Master Response 3, CEQA Baseline and Piecemeal Review of the Project.
These discussions are presented in Final EIR Section 3.1.3.

The commenter also indicates that the Draft EIR’s No Project Alternatives result in
piecemealing the project into two different segments. The CPUC is not aware of
how the No Project Alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIR equates to piecemealing
of the project.

Refer to Section 4.5.5, Alternative 5 — Demand-Side Management, for the Draft
EIR’s consideration of reducing energy consumption and energy conservation as an
alternative to the Proposed Project; and refer to Section 4.5.6, Alternative 6 —
Renewable and Distributed Energy Generation Resources, for the Draft EIR’s
consideration of clean and sustainable energy sources as an alternative to the
Proposed Project.
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Comment Letter O9

09-2
(cont.)
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Comment Letter O9

MOORPARK-NEWBURY DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

SCE COMMENTS

Section | Page DEIR Language SCE Recommendations
ES.1 ES-1 The third paragraph under the heading Introduction states: SCE would like to clarify that the proposed upgrade of sections of the existing T
“In its application, SCE requested authorization to construct the new Moorp ark-Newbury-Pharmacy 66. kv Subtransrpission Line does not in and of
Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Subtransmission Line and upgrade the itself address the need for the proj cct but rather 8 madg necessary t.o
existing Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy 66 kV Subtransmission Line to accommodate the safe constrpchon of the new line, whlcl? will achieve the
address forecasted overloads on a section of the existing line and to purpose and need for the project. Please revise as follows:
enhance reliability and operational flexibility.” “In its application, SCE requested authorization to construct the new Moorpark} 09-3
Newbury 66 kV Subtransmission Line and upgrade the existing Moorpark-
Newbury-Pharmacy 66 kV Subtransmission Line to collectively address
forecasted overloads on a section of the existing line and to enhance reliability
and operational flexibility.”
ES1.2 ES-5 ;ftgtee(si'lscusswn regarding Segment 4 under the heading Proposed Project Please clarify that the Moorpark- Newbury-Pharmacy 66 kV Subtransmission
' Line is an existing line as recommended below.
“Segment 4: Installation of approximately 1 mile of conductor for the “Segment 4: Installation of approximately 1 mile of conductor for the new
new Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Subtransmission Line to be collocated Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Subtransmission Line; to be collocated with the
with the Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy 66 kV Subtransmission Line on | existing Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy 66 kV Subtransmission Line on 09-4

previously installed lightweight steel (LWS) poles into Newbury
Substation. In addition, four TSP foundations, four TSPs, two LWS
poles, and a new 66 kV subtransmission line position would be installed,
and six wood poles would be removed at Newbury Substation. The
existing subtransmission, distribution, and telecommunications facilities
would be transferred onto the new TSPs and LWS poles.”

previously installed lightweight steel (LWS) poles into Newbury Substation. In
addition, four TSP foundations, four TSPs, two LWS poles, and a new 66 kV
subtransmission line position would be installed, and six wood poles would be
removed at Newbury Substation. The existing subtransmission, distribution,
and telecommunications facilities would be transferred onto the new TSPs and
LWS poles.”

Southern California Edison
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Comment Letter O9

MOORPARK-NEWBURY DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

SCE COMMENTS
Section | Page DEIR Language SCE Recommendations
1.2 1-1 . . . ) SCE would like to clarify that the proposed upgrade of sections of the existing T
The first sentence under the heading Project Overview states: Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy 66 kV Subtransmission Line does not in and of
“The Proposed Project would include constructing the new Moorpark- itself address the need for the proj cct but rather S madg necessary t.o
. . . o accommodate the safe construction of the new line, which will achieve the
Newbury 66 kV Subtransmission Line and upgrading the existing nd need for the project. Please revi follows:
Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy 66 kV Subtransmission Line to address purpose and need for the project. Tlease revise as 10ows
forecasted overloads on a section of the existing line and to enhance “The Proposed Project would include constructing the new Moorpark-Newbury| [09-5
reliability and operational flexibility.” 66 kV Subtransmission Line and upgrading the existing Moorpark-Newbury-
Pharmacy 66 kV Subtransmission Line to collectively address forecasted
overloads on a section of the existing line and to enhance reliability and
operational flexibility.”
. . ) Please note that FAA determinations are recommendations, not requirements.
342 3-7 The fifth bullet under the discussion of Segment 2 states as follows: Accordingly, SCE will implement FAA recommendations into the design to thel
“Installation of marker balls on the conductor between poles 25 and 26, | €xtent reasonable and feasible:
and between poles 27 and 28, or as otherwise recommended by the ) 09-6
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA).” “Installation of marker balls on the conductor between poles 25 and 26, and -
between poles 27 and 28, or as otherwise recommended by the Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA)-, to the extent reasonable and feasible.”
af [ he di . ¢ foll ) Please note that FAA determinations are recommendations, not requirements. T
34.3 3-8 The fifth bullet under the discussion of Segment 3 states as follows: Accordingly, SCE will implement FAA recommendations into the design to the]
“Installation of marker balls on the conductor between poles 23 and 33, | extent reasonable and feasible:
and poles 39 and 40, or otherwise recommended by FAA.” “Installation of marker balls on the conductor between poles 23 and 33, and 09-7
poles 39 and 40, or otherwise recommended by FAA-, to the extent reasonable
and feasible.”
4
. . . . . . Footnote should be added for the asterisk on the Segment 4 figures, Typical
Fggl;re 3-13 There is an asterisk on the drawing with no explanation. Pole Design Figure 3-8 as recommended below:
09-8

“* These dimensions may vary depending on the space available on each

particular pole, as well as the height of the pole and field conditions.” -

Southern California Edison
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Comment Letter O9

MOORPARK-NEWBURY DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

SCE COMMENTS

Section | Page DEIR Language SCE Recommendations
. . ' Please note that FAA determinations are recommendations, not requirements. T
344 3-14 The seventh bullet under the discussion of Segment 4 states as follows: Accordingly, SCE will implement FAA recommendations into the design to the
“Installation of marker balls on conductor between poles 40 and 41, or extent reasonable and feasible: 09-9
otherwise recommended by FAA.” “Installation of marker balls on conductor between poles 40 and 41, or
otherwise recommended by FAA-, to the extent reasonable and feasible.”
3.5.1.2 3-17 Under the heading Below-Ground Conductor, the first sentence of the Please r.10te that SCE may be using a.h.lmi.num underground cable in th.e future.
second paragraph states: Acpordlngly,. please allow fO.I' flexibility in the event aluminum cable is
ultimately utilized by clarifying as follows:
09-10

“Three separate 3,000 kemil copper underground cables approximately
1,200 feet in length each would be installed through the TSP and conduit
within the duct bank.”

“Three separate 3,000 kemil copper or aluminum underground cables
approximately 1,200 feet in length each would be installed through the TSP and

conduit within the duct bank.” J

Southern California Edison
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Comment Letter O9

MOORPARK-NEWBURY DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

SCE COMMENTS

Section

Page

DEIR Language

SCE Recommendations

3.6.2

3-22

Under the heading Staging Areas, the last sentence of the first paragraph

on page 3-22 states:

“Contractor construction personnel would be managed by SCE

construction management personnel and based out of the Contractor’s

existing yard or the Moorpark Substation staging areas.”

Please add the following language at the end of Section 3.6.2 to note that
additional staging areas may be required. Note that language similar to this
language proposed below has been utilized in other CPUC EIRs, including the
Aliso Canyon Turbine Replacement Project EIR.

“Contractor construction personnel would be managed by SCE construction
management personnel and based out of the Contractor’s existing yard, ef the

Moorpark Substation staging areas, or additional staging areas to be established
prior to start of construction for the Project.

Note that during final engineering and construction of the proposed project,
additional staging areas may be determined to be required to optimize
construction efficiency. Final siting of staging areas would depend upon
availability of appropriately zoned property that is suitable for this purpose. If
additional staging areas are required for the proposed project that may result in
land disturbance other than that identified in the FIR and other than that which
would occur in the locations identified by text and on the figures documented
by this EIR, SCE will provide to the CPUC figures, environmental surveys and
other information about the property in question to ensure that the CPUC’s and
SCE’s responsibilities set forth in this EIR (including Chapter 10) are
satisfied.”

D9-11

Southern California Edison
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MOORPARK-NEWBURY DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

SCE COMMENTS
Section | Page DEIR Language SCE Recommendations
3.6.5 3-22 Under the heading Vehicle Maintenance and Refueling, the first To facilitate efficient construction please note that certain types of equipment
paragraph states: would require refueling onsite due to the remote locations. Accordingly, please
. . . . . revise as follows:
“Routine maintenance and refueling of construction equipment and fuel
storage by SCE personnel would occur at SCE’s Thousand Oaks Service | “Routine maintenance and refueling of construction equipment and fuel storage
Center, Valencia Service Center, or Ventura Service Center. These by SCE personnel would occur at SCE’s Thousand Oaks Service Center,
locations are equipped with approved fuel stations. All refueling and Valencia Service Center, or Ventura Service Center. These locations are 09-12
storage of fuels at these facilities would be in accordance with site- equipped with approved fuel stations. In addition, normal maintenance and
specific stormwater permits, and refueling equipment procedures would | refueling of construction equipment would also be conducted at staging areas,
be included within the Storm Water Pollution and Prevention Plan construction laydown areas, and construction work sites. All refueling and
(SWPPP).” storage of fuels at these locations faelities would be in accordance with site-
specific stormwater permits, and refueling equipment procedures would be
included within the Storm Water Pollution and Prevention Plan (SWPPP).”
3.6.84 3-27 Under the heading Guard Structures, the first sentence states: There appears to be a typo in this sentence and SCE recommends it be revised
“Guard structures are temporary facilities that would be installed at as follows: 59-13
some conductor transportation, flood control, and utility crossings.” “Guard structures are temporary facilities that would be installed at some
eonduetor transportation, flood control, and utility crossings.” -
. . Please note that FAA determinations are recommendations, not requirements. T
3.6.8.5 3-28 Under the heading Installation of Marker Balls, the DEIR states as Accordingly, SCE will implement FAA recommendations into the design to the
follows: extent reasonable and feasible:
“Marker balls would be installed on several of the Proposed Project
“Marker balls would be installed on several of the Proposed Project D9-14

subtransmission line span where appropriate, in accordance with FAA
recommendations.”

subtransmission line span where appropriate, in accordance with FAA
recommendations-, to the extent reasonable and feasible.”

Southern California Edison
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Comment Letter O9

MOORPARK-NEWBURY DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
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3.6.17 3-36 Under the heading Construction Schedule, the first sentence states: SCE recommends the following edits based on the current status of the CPUC’s
L . . review of SCE’s PTC application:
“SCE anticipates that construction of the Proposed Project would take
approximately 10 months and expects that construction would occur “SCE anticipates that construction of the Proposed Project would take
between fall of 2015 and summer 2016; clean-up would continue approximately 10 months. and-expects-thatconstruction-would-oceur-between | g 45
through December 2016.” fall of 201 5-and- summer 2016; eleanup-would-continue-through-December
20616. Construction would commence following CPUC approval, final
engineering, procurement activities, and receipt of applicable permits. Clean-up
would continue for approximately four to five months thereafter.”
3.9 3-45 Under the heading Electric and Magnetic Fields Summary, the first Please note that 3 -3000 Hz is the frequency range for ELF according to the
sentence states: Electromagnetic Spectrum in the 2002 NIEHS booklet page 8 and is also
B . . consistent with SCE’s Field Management Plan filed with SCE’s Permit to
.Extremely IOW, frequency (ELF) electric and magnetic fields (EMF) Construct Application. Accordingly, SCE recommends the following revision:
include alternating current (AC) fields and other electromagnetic, non- 09-16
ionizing radiation from 1 Hz to 300 Hz.” “Extremely low frequency (ELF) electric and magnetic fields (EMF) include
alternating current (AC) fields and other electromagnetic, non-ionizing
radiation from 4 3 Hz to 300 3000 Hz.”
Table 5.1-12 | Table 5.1-1 notes SR 118 as “Eligible Ventura County Scenic SCE recommends this reference be clarified to accurately characterize where
5.1-1 Highway”. the eligible portion of SR 118 is located in relation to the Proposed Project.
Specifically, please strike “Eligible Ventura County Scenic Highway” and 09-17
insert “NA” with a footnote to read: “Portion of SR 118 east of SR23. which is
not crossed or impacted by Proposed Project, is an Eligible Ventura County
Scenic Highway.”
Impact 5.1-30 | Under the discussion of Impact 5.1-3, the first sentence states: Please correct the number of stringing sites; 10 stringing sites are disclosed in
5.1-3 Table 2-1. Please revise as follows: 09-18

“Temporary pulling/splicing sites would be staged at approximately 32
locations along the Proposed Project alignment.”

“Temporary pulling/splicing sites would be staged at approximately 32 10
locations along the Proposed Project alignment.” -
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Mitigation Measure 5.1-2b: SCE shall coordinate with the Conejo Please note that SCE does not intend to block any trails with laydown or -
Impact 5.1-30 Open Space Conservation Agency (COSCA) to ensure that designated conductor stringing areas. However, because SCE’s proposed laydown or
5.1-2 trails in the vicinity of the Proposed Project are not blocked by the conductor stringing areas in the Conejo Canyon Open Space area may overlap
laydown or conductor stringing areas. SCE shall coordinate with trails, SCE will, to the extent feasible, employ measures to facilitate the
COSCA to post signage at trailheads within the Conejo Canyons Open continued safe public use of these trails and will consult with COSCA as
Space area, alerting recreationalists to construction locations and dates. appropriate, as SCE did during past construction activities. Please see
recommended revisions below. Please also revise the reference to this measur:
in both the Executive Summary and Chapter 10. .15
“Mitigation Measure 5.1-2b: SCE shall coordinate with the Conejo Open
Space Conservation Agency (COSCA) to ensure that designated trails in the
vicinity of the Proposed Project are not blocked, to the extent feasible, by the
laydown or conductor stringing areas-, or otherwise provide for safe substitute
means of access for recreational trail users. SCE shall coordinate with COSCA
to post signage at trailheads within the Conejo Canyons Open Space area,
alerting recreationalists to construction locations and dates.” )
Impact 5.1-31 | Under the discussion of Impact 5.1-3, the second full sentence at the top | Impeding access to any trails in the area would not have an impact on
5.1-3 of page 5.1-31 states: aesthetics. Additionally, sites are not scenic vistas. Accordingly, please revise
. L .. L the text as follows:
“Some pulling/splicing sites would be visible scenic vistas along 09-20
recreational trails; in particular, the stringing site near pole 40 would be | “Some pulling/splicing sites would be visible seenie-vistas along recreational
highly visible from and could impede access to the Western Plateau trails; in particular, the stringing site near pole 40 would be highly visible from|
Trail and the Peninsula Loop Trail.” and could impede access to-the Western Plateau Trail and the Peninsula Loop
Trail.”
Impact 5.1-36 | Under the discussion of Impact 5.1-6, the last sentence states: SCE is not aware of any type of portable construction lighting that would
5.1-6 L . L . . include motion or timing sensors. Accordingly, please revise as follows:
“With implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.1-6, which requires a
Construction Lighting Mitigation Plan with the use of shielded lighting “With implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.1-6, which requires a 09-21

elements, directed fixtures, and motion or timing sensors, this impact
would be reduced to less than significant.”

Construction Lighting Mitigation Plan with the use of shielded lighting
elements; and directed fixtures, and-metion-or-timing sensers; this impact

would be reduced to less than significant.” b
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Mitigation Measure 5.1-6 states: This mitigation measure appears to be infeasible as currently written. In the event of 7
Impact 5.1-30 night construction, portable light standards used to ensure worker safety likely would be
5.1-6 visible from public viewing areas. In addition, portable light standards are not generally

“Mitigation Measure 5.1-6, SCE shall design and install all lighting at
Project facilities, including construction and storage yards and staging
areas, such that light bulbs and reflectors are not visible from public
viewing areas; lighting does not cause reflected glare; and illumination
of the project facilities, vicinity, and nighttime sky is minimized. SCE
shall submit a Construction Lighting Mitigation Plan to the CPUC for
review and approval at least 90 days prior to the start of construction or
the ordering of any exterior lighting fixtures or components, whichever
comes first. SCE shall not order any exterior lighting fixtures or
components until the Construction Lighting Mitigation Plan is approved
by the CPUC. The Plan shall include but is not limited to the following
measures:

e Lighting shall be designed so exterior lighting is hooded, with lights
directed downward or toward the area to be illuminated and so that
backscatter to the nighttime sky is minimized. The design of the
lighting shall be such that the luminescence or light sources are
shielded to prevent light trespass outside the Project boundary.

o  All lighting shall be of minimum necessary brightness consistent
with worker safety.

e High illumination areas not occupied on a continuous basis shall
have switches or motion detectors to light the area only when
occupied.”

equipped with motion detectors.

In addition, SCE assumes this measure is applicable to construction areas rather than
“Project facilities” such as SCE’s existing substations where installed lighting already
exists as part of the existing baseline conditions. Accordingly, SCE recommends the
following clarifications below to this measure. Please also revise the reference to this
measure in both the Executive Summary and Chapter 10.

“Mitigation Measure 5.1-6, SCE shall design and install all new lighting at construction
areas Proejeetfaeilities, including construction and storage yards and staging areas, such
that, to the extent feasible, light bulbs and reflectors are not visible from public viewing
areas; lighting does not cause reflected glare; and illumination of the staging areas,
construction laydown areas, and construction work sites prejeetfaeilities, vicinity, and
nighttime sky is minimized. SCE shall submit a Construction Lighting Mitigation Plan
to the CPUC for review and approval at least 90 days prior to the start of construction-ex

o no o hich e me . SCE
shall not usee#éer—any eXterlor llghtlng ﬁxtures or components until the Construction
Lighting Mitigation Plan is approved by the CPUC. The Plan shall include but is not
limited to the following measures:

e  Lighting shall be designed so exterior lighting is hooded, with lights directed
downward or toward the area to be illuminated and so that backscatter to the
nighttime sky is minimized to the extent feasible. The design of the lighting
shall be such that the luminescence or light sources are shielded to prevent, to
the extent feasible, light trespass outside the area requiring illuminationPrejeet
beundary.

e  All lighting shall be of minimum necessary brightness consistent with worker
safety.

e  High illumination areas not occupied on a continuous basis shall have
switehes-or-meotion-deteetors be illuminated to-ightthe-area only when
occupied.”

09-22
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534

5.3-11

Under the heading Approach to Analysis, SCE notes that even though
the proposed project is located within the VCAPCD, the lead agency has
elected to use criteria pollutant significance thresholds for short-term
construction activities developed by the SCAQMD. The DEIR states
that the reason for these thresholds is because the VCAPCD does not
identify significance thresholds for short-term construction emissions.
However, most significance thresholds for criteria pollutants developed
by air districts are based on air basin conditions such as meteorology and
topography, planned emission inventory, and the air basin attainment
status for the criteria pollutants. Therefore, applying significance
thresholds for criteria pollutants from other air districts could lead to an
inaccurate representation of air quality impacts.

SCE recommends that significance for criteria pollutants for short-term
construction activities be determined utilizing the guidance documents

provided by the local jurisdiction, VCAPCD’s “Ventura County Air Quality

Assessment Guidelines” rather than those utilized in the DEIR which are
applicable to SCAQMD jurisdictions. This evaluation has the potential of

altering the significance determination of certain Air Quality impacts in the

DEIR Please revise accordingly.

9-23
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534

5.3-14

Mitigation Measure 5.3-1 states:

“For diesel-fueled off-road construction equipment of more than 50
horsepower, SCE shall make a good faith effort to use available
construction equipment that meets the highest USEPA-certified tiered
emission standards. An Exhaust Emissions Control Plan that identifies
each off-road unit’s certified tier specification and Best Available
Control Technology (BACT) shall be submitted to the CPUC for review
and approval at least 30 days prior to commencement of construction
activities. Construction activities cannot commence until the plan has
been approved. For all pieces of equipment that would not meet Tier 3
emission standards, the Exhaust Emissions Control Plan shall include
documentation from two local heavy construction equipment rental
companies that indicates that the companies do not have access to
higher-tiered equipment for the given class of equipment.”

Due to the methodology in which transmission and subtransmission lines are B

constructed, SCE would have multiple contractors working at various stages of Project
construction and not all contractors would be selected 30 days before commencement of
construction activities, and therefore, specifics about the equipment that the selected
contractors would utilize would not yet be available.

In order to meet the intent of Mitigation Measure 5.3-1 while still maintaining a
reasonable schedule, SCE proposes to submit an Exhaust Emissions Control Plan 30
days prior to commencement of construction activities for CPUC review and approval.
The Plan would specify the expectations of SCE for its crews and contractors in order to
minimize exhaust emissions. Separate from the Exhaust Emissions Control Plan, as
each construction contractor or crew is added to the Project, SCE would submit to the
CPUC for review an inventory of construction equipment that identifies each off-road
unit’s certified Tier specification and BACT information prior to the equipment being
brought on site.

SCE recommends the following language be added to Mitigation Measure 5.3-1. Please
also revise the reference to this measure in both the Executive Summary and Chapter 10.

“For diesel-fueled off-road construction equipment of more than 50 horsepower, SCE
shall make a good faith effort to use available construction equipment that meets the
hlghest USEPA certlﬁed tlered emlss10n standards An Exhaust Emlss10ns Control Plan

IeehnelegyéBA@T—) shall be submitted to the CPUC for review and approval at least 30
days prior to commencement of construction activities. Construction activities cannot
commence until the plan has been approved. Separate from the Exhaust Emissions

Control Plan, an inventory of off-road diesel equipment over 50 hp that identifies each
off-road unit’s certified tier specification and Best Available Control Technology
(BACT) shall be submitted to the CPUC prior to mobilization of that unit. For all pieces
of equipment that would not meet Tier 3 emission standards, the ExhaustEmissions
Control-Plan inventory submittal shall include documentation from two local heavy
construction equipment rental companies that indicates that the companies do not have
access to higher-tiered equipment for the given class of equipment.”

D9-24
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534 5.3-17 | Under the heading of Impact 5.3-3, the first full sentence at the top of While SCE appreciates the conservative approach taken by the Commission in
page 5.3-17 states: the Air Quality Analysis related to O&M activities, as stated in the PEA, it is
@ . L L . . expected that there would be approximately 3 to 4 routine maintenance trips per
Mgblle source emlsswns—re‘lat.ed activities assoqated with Proposed year, not including any trips for emergency repair. Note, however, with respect
P rOJect‘op ergtlon would be limited to up t.o 15 m.amten.ance anq ., | to emergency response related trips, it’s highly unlikely that such trips 09-25
inspection trips per month and an annual inspection using a helicopter. combined with routine maintenance trips would amount to 15 trips per month
as discussed in this section of the DEIR. Please revise the DEIR analysis
accordingly.
534 5.3-18 | Under the heading of Impact 5.3-4, the third sentence in the second Since the CPUC in the DEIR opted to utilize conservative SCAQMD
paragraph states: thresholds within VCAPCD jurisdiction, the following clarification is
L o recommended: 09-26
“Mitigation Measure 5.3-1 would help reduce NOx emissions; however,
Nox emissions could continue to exceed the VCAPCD significance “Mitigation Measure 5.3-1 would help reduce NOx emissions; however, Nox
threshold.” emissions could continue to exceed the VEARED SCAQMD significance
threshold.” -
54.1 5.4-10 | Under the heading Special-Status Plants, the third sentence in the last SCE conducted rare plant surveys in 2015. The following text provides updated
paragraph on page 5.4-10 states as follows: survey results. The 2015 survey report will be submitted to CPUC when
“As identified in Table 5.4-2, seven non-listed special-status plants were finalized.
identified with at least a moderate potential to occur in the study area: “As identified in Table 5.4-2, seven non-listed special-status plants were
round-leaved filaree (California macrophylla), Santa Susana tarplant identified with at least a moderate potential to occur in the study area: round-
(Deinandra minthornii), Blochman’s dudleya (Dudleya blochmaniae ssp. | leaved filaree (California macrophylia), Santa Susana tarplant (Deinandra
blochmaniae), Conejo buckwheat (Eriogonum crocatum), mesa horkelia | minthornii), Blochman’s dudleya (Dudleya blochmaniae ssp. blochmaniae), N9-27

(Horkelia cuneata ssp. puberula), white-veined Monardella (Monardella
hypoleuca ssp. hypoleuca), and Ojai navarretia (Navarretia ojainensis).
A single CRPR List 4 species, Catalina mariposa lily (Calochortus
catalinae), was also observed within the Proposed Project study area
during botanical surveys.”

Conejo buckwheat (Eriogonum crocatum), mesa horkelia (Horkelia cuneata
ssp. puberula), white-veined Monardella (Monardella hypoleuca ssp.
hypoleuca), and Ojai navarretia (Navarretia ojainensis). Conejo buckwheat, a
CRPR List 1.B.2 species, and two A-single CRPR List 4 species, Catalina
mariposa lily (Calochortus catalinae) and Hubby's phacelia (Phacelia hubbyi),
was-were-alse observed within the Proposed Project study area during botanical

surveys.”
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54.1 5.4-21 chorﬁ;;ttesgiiggi xe;;egr: SY :gi“;gig;d Cuckoo, the first SCE is conducting USFWS protocol surveys (pursuant to the April 22, 2015
' ’ protocol) for Western yellow-billed cuckoo in 2015. Surveys results are
) ] ) i negative to date. Additional field surveys are scheduled in July and August
“Potentially suitable habitat for western yellow-billed cuckoo may be 2015. The 2015 survey report will be submitted to CPUC when finalized.
present in California sycamore woodlands and other riparian Accordingly, please revise as follows:
communities in the study area. This species was not observed during
focused surveys for least Bell’s vireo conducted within similar
suitable habitat (BonTerra, 2010c).” “Potentially suitable habitat for western yellow-billed cuckoo may be present
in California sycamore woodlands and other riparian communities in the
study area. This species was not observed during focused surveys for least
Bell’s vireo conducted within similar suitable habitat (BonTerra, 2010c).
Protocol surveys for western yellow-billed cuckoo are in progress in 2015.”
54.1 5.4-21 | Under the heading Southwestern Willow Flycatcher, the third sentence SCE is conducting protocol surveys for southwestern willow flycatcher in 2015

in the first paragraph states:

“Potentially suitable habitat for southwestern willow flycatcher may be
present in California sycamore woodlands and other riparian
communities in the study area. This species was not observed during
focused surveys for least Bell’s vireo conducted within similar suitable
habitat (BonTerra, 2010c).”

Survey results are negative to date. One additional field survey is scheduled in
June/July 2015. The 2015 survey report will be submitted to CPUC when
finalized. Accordingly, please revise as follows:

“Potentially suitable habitat for southwestern willow flycatcher may be present
in California sycamore woodlands and other riparian communities in the study
area. This species was not observed during focused surveys for least Bell’s vired
conducted within similar suitable habitat (BonTerra, 2010c). Focused surveys
for southwestern willow flycatcher are in progress in 2015.”
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54.1

5.4-21

Under the heading Coastal California Gnatcatcher, the first
paragraph states:

“Coastal California gnatcatcher is a federally-listed Threatened
species and a California SSC. In California, this subspecies is an
obligate resident of coastal sage scrub vegetation types. Focused
surveys were conducted to determine species presence within
suitable habitat in the Proposed Project study area. Within 500 feet
of the Proposed Project right-of-way (ROW), Leopold Biological
Services (2014) mapped 113.53 acres of suitable California
gnatcatcher habitat (see Figure 5.4-4, California Coastal
Gnatcatcher (CAGN) Suitable Habitat in the Proposed Project
Vicinity). This included 7.25 acres of suitable habitat in Segment 2
on the south side of Santa Rosa Valley; 62.24 acres of suitable
habitat in Segment 3; and 44.04 acres in Segment 4. Within these
areas, 10 coastal California gnatcatchers were observed in four
occupied territories totaling 32.44 acres. Active gnatcatcher
territories were described in association with coastal sage scrub
habitat near the northernmost two towers in Segment 4, throughout
Segment 3, and in the southernmost portion of Segment 2 (Leopold
Biological Services, 2014) (see Figure 5.4-4). Native vegetation in
these areas includes rosemary flat-topped buckwheat, California
sagebrush, black sage, gray coast buckwheat, coastal prickly pear,
purple sage, bladderpod (Isomeris arborea), bush sunflower (Encelia
californica), lemonadeberry, coyote brush, western poison oak, bush
monkeyflower, laurel sumac, and deerweed. Three nesting pairs were
identified near the alignment within the Conejo Open Space
(BonTerra, 2008; 2010b; 201 1a; Leopold Biological Services,
2014).”

SCE proposes the following edits clarifying the focused survey results for coastal
California gnatcatcher based on the survey reports (BonTerra, 2008; 2010b; 2011a;
Leopold Biological Services, 2014) and consistent with DEIR Figure 5.4-4. Coastal
California gnatcatcher was observed in Segment 4 only. Suitable habitat occurs in
Segments 2, 3 and 4.

“Coastal California gnatcatcher is a federally-listed Threatened species and a
California SSC. In California, this subspecies is an obligate resident of coastal sage
scrub Vegetatlon types. Feeused—s&weys—wer%eeﬂdueted—t&detelmm%spee}es

- Within 500 feet of the
Proposed Project right-of-way (ROW), Leopold Biological Services (2014) mapped
113.53 acres of suitable California gnatcatcher habitat (see Figure 5.4-4, California
Coastal Gnatcatcher (CAGN) Suitable Habitat in the Proposed Project Vicinity).
This included 7.25 acres of suitable habitat in Segment 2 on the south side of Santa
Rosa Valley; 62.24 acres of suitable habitat in Segment 3; and 44.04 acres in
Segment 4. Focused surveys were conducted to determine species presence within
suitable habitat in the Proposed Project study area in 2008, 2010, 2011 and 2014
(BonTerra, 2008; 2010b; 201 1a; Leopold Biological Services, 2014). No coastal
California gnatcatcher were observed in 2008. Within Segment 4 and the Conejo
Open Space near pole locations 48 through 63, eight coastal California gnatcatchers
were observed in three territories in 2010; four coastal California gnatcatchers plus
an unspecified number of nestlings were observed in two territories in 2011; and
Within-these-areas; 10 coastal California gnatcatchers were observed in four
occupied territories totaling 32.44 acres in 2014 (see Figure 5.4-4). Active
gnatcatcher territories were described in association with coastal sage scrub habitat
near pole locations 48 through 63&11%neftﬂhemmest—mxe—tewers—m—Segmem—4—
(Leopold
Blologlcal Serv1ces 2014) (see Flgure 5.4- 4) Natlve vegetatlon in these areas
includes rosemary flat-topped buckwheat, California sagebrush, black sage, gray
coast buckwheat, coastal prickly pear, purple sage, bladderpod (Isomeris arborea),
bush sunflower (Encelia californica), lemonadeberry, coyote brush, western poison

oak bush monkeyﬂower laurel sumac, and deerweed Zlihfe%nesﬁﬂg—p&}fs—were

D9-30
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54.1 5.4-23 | Under the heading Least Bell’s Vireo, the last sentence of the first SCE is conducting protocol surveys for least Bell’s vireo in 2015. Survey
paragraph states: results are negative to date. Additional field surveys are scheduled in July 2015.
“Protocol surveys were conducted within this area between May and 122;%13 siurvse géer% Zg[rgrﬁlesgssﬁn}gﬁeotfnCl:gi&?:.n finalized.
July, 2010, and no least Bell’s virecos were detected (BonTerra, 2010c).” gy g ' —9-31
“Protocol surveys were conducted within this area between May and July, 2010,
and no least Bell’s vireos were detected (BonTerra, 2010c). Focused surveys for
least Bell’s vireo are in progress in 2015
5.4-1 5.4-27 Under Fhe heading of Statg in the Regule?tory Setting section, page It is unclear which State regulation this paragraph addresses. SCE suggests |
5.4-27 includes the following paragraph: . .
removing the paragraph for clarity.
“Riparian Communities in California. Riparian communities have a
variety of functions, including providing high-quality habitat for 09.32

resident and migrant wildlife, streambank stabilization, and runoff
water filtration. Throughout the U.S., riparian habitats have declined
substantially in extent and quality compared with their historical
distribution and condition. These declines have increased concerns
about dependent plant and wildlife species, leading federal agencies to
adopt policies to arrest further loss.”
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544

5.4-37

Under the heading Impact 5.4-1, the third paragraph states:

“Botanical surveys performed by BonTerra in spring 2008 and 2010
focused on the potential presence of Lyon’s pentachacta and Conejo
dudleya and did not assess the potential presence for all special-status
plant species that could occur on-site (BonTerra, 2008; 2010). While
many rare plant species potentially present either share an overlapping
blooming period with Conejo dudleya and Lyon’s pentachaeta or are
perennial species recognizable throughout the year, there remain some
annual or perennial bulb species that do not have overlapping
blooming periods and may not have been detectable during the
focused surveys conducted for Conejo dudleya and Lyon’s
pentachaeta. In particular, the following three non-listed late-blooming
species were identified for which further surveys would be needed to
characterize their presence or absence on- site: Plummer’s mariposa
lily; white rabbit tobacco; and chaparral ragwort.”

SCE conducted rare plant surveys in 2015. This survey was conducted during
the blooming season for Plummer’s mariposa lily and chaparral ragwort. This
survey was not conducted during the blooming season for white rabbit tobacco
or Santa Susana tarplant (identified in Table 5.4-2), however, these species, if
present, would have been present and identifiable during the 2015 survey dates.
Therefore, SCE concludes that the 2015 survey results are sufficient to
determine presence/absence of all species listed in Table 5.4.2.

The following text provides updated survey results. The 2015 survey report will
be submitted to CPUC when finalized.

“Botanical surveys performed by BonTerra in spring 2008 and 2010 focused
on the potential presence of Lyon’s pentachaeta and Conejo dudleya and did
not assess the potential presence for all special-status plant species that could
occur on-site (BonTerra, 2008; 2010). While many rare plant species
potentially present either share an overlapping blooming period with Conejo
dudleya and Lyon’s pentachacta or are perennial species recognizable
throughout the year, there remain some annual or perennial bulb species that
do not have overlapping blooming periods and may not have been detectable
during the focused surveys conducted for Conejo dudleya and Lyon’s
pentachaeta. In i he i ee-non-liste e FRHAE

Botanical surveys performed by Environmental Intelligence in spring and
summer 2015 included systematic searches for Lyon’s pentachaeta and
Conejo dudleya in addition to all other special status plant species that could
occur on-site (see Table 5.4-2). The botanical surveys were comprehensive
and floristic in nature and were not restricted to, or focused only on species
listed in Table 5.4-2. The following rare species were observed in 2015:
Conejo dudleya, Lyon’s pentachaeta, Conjeo buckwheat (Eriogonum
crocatum; List 1B.2), Hubby's phacelia (Phacelia hubbyi; List 4.2), and
Catalina mariposa lily (Calochortus catalinae; List 4.2).
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5.4-38

Mitigation Measure 5.4-1a states:

“Mitigation Measure 5.4-1a: Areas of future ground disturbance shall
be surveyed for rare plants, including Plummer’s mariposa lily, white
rabbit tobacco, and chaparral ragwort, in accordance with CDFW’s
2009 Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special-
Status Native Plant Populations and Natural Communities, unless
otherwise agreed to by CDFW. If no rare plants are encountered, no
further mitigation is required. If rare plants are found, the applicant
proposed measures related to special-status plants shall be
implemented for any identified CRPR Rank 1 or Rank 2 species.”

SCE conducted rare plant surveys in 2015. This survey was conducted during
the blooming season for Plummer’s mariposa lily and chaparral ragwort. This
survey was not conducted during the blooming season for white rabbit tobacco
or Santa Susana tarplant (identified in Table 5.4-2), however, these species, if
present, would have been present and identifiable during the 2015 survey dates
Therefore, SCE concludes that the 2015 survey results are sufficient to
determine presence/absence of all species listed in Table 5.4.2. SCE
recommends updating Mitigation Measure 5.4-1a to provide for preconstructiof
surveys as follows below. Please also revise the reference to this measure in
both the Executive Summary and Chapter 10.

“Mitigation Measure 5.4-1la: SCE and/or its contractors shall perform
preconstruction surveys for rare plants in areas Areas—of future ground

disturbance shall-be-surveyedforrareplants—ineluding Plummer’s-maripesa

to—by—CDEW. If no rare plants are encountered, no further mitigation is
required. If rare plants are known to occur or new populations are found, the
applicant proposed measures related to special-status plants shall be

implemented for any identified CRPR Rank 1 or Rank 2 species.”
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5.4-38

Mitigation Measure 5.4-1b reads as follows:

“Mitigation Measure 5.4-1b: To reduce the potential for introduction
or spread of invasive weeds in sensitive habitats during ground-
disturbing activities, SCE shall prepare and implement a Weed Control
Plan. The Weed Control Plan shall address the following:

1) A pre-construction weed inventory to be conducted by surveying all
areas subject to ground-disturbing activity, including, but not limited to,
pole installation sites and construction areas, tower removal sites,
pulling and tensioning sites, guard structures, and areas subject to
grading for new or improved access and spur roads.

2) During construction of the Project, implement measures to control
the introduction and spread of noxious weeds in the Project work
area. These shall include:

a. washing vehicles (including wheels, undercarriages, and bumpers)
at existing construction yards, commercial car washes, or similar
suitable sites prior to commencing work in off-road areas;

b. washing tools such as chainsaws, hand clippers, pruners, etc.,
prior to use in off-road areas;

c. ensuring that all seeds and erosion-control materials used in off-
road areas are weed-free, and any imported gravel or fill material are
certified weed free by the county Agriculture Commissioners’ Offices
before use; and

d. during Proposed Project operation and maintenance activities,
clearing invasive weeds from helicopter landing areas, assembly and
laydown areas, spur and access roads, staging areas, and other weed-
infested areas; and disposing of weeds in appropriate off-site locations.”

SCE suggests clarifying Mitigation Measure 5.4-1b part 2d to indicate that when
weeding is required during operations and maintenance activities that SCE will
appropriately dispose of weed material. We interpret the intent of this measure to be
the control of weed spread not the eradication of existing weed populations.
Accordingly, please revise as follows below. Please also revise the reference to this
measure in both the Executive Summary and Chapter 10.

“Mitigation Measure 5.4-1b: To reduce the potential for introduction or spread of
invasive weeds in sensitive habitats during ground-disturbing activities, SCE shall
prepare and implement a Weed Control Plan. The Weed Control Plan shall address the
following:

1) A pre-construction weed inventory to be conducted by surveying all areas subject to
ground-disturbing activity, including, but not limited to, pole installation sites and
construction areas, tower removal sites, pulling and tensioning sites, guard structures,
and areas subject to grading for new or improved access and spur roads.

2) During construction of the Project, implement measures to control the
introduction and spread of noxious weeds in the Project work area. These shall
include:

a. washing vehicles (including wheels, undercarriages, and bumpers) at existing
construction yards, commercial car washes, or similar suitable sites prior to
commencing work in off-road areas;

b. washing tools such as chainsaws, hand clippers, pruners, etc., prior to use in oft-
road areas;

c. ensuring that all seeds and erosion-control materials used in off-road areas are
weed-free, and any imported gravel or fill material are certified weed free by the
county Agriculture Commissioners’ Offices before use; and

d. during Proposed Project operation and maintenance activities;_ that require clearing
invasive weeds from helicopter landing areas, assembly and laydown areas, spur and
access roads, staging areas, and other weed-infested areas; SCE will dispose ane
dispesing-of weeds in appropriate off-site locations.”
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5.4-39

Mitigation Measure 5.4-2 reads as follows:

“Mitigation Measure 5.4-2: Within areas that provide potentially
suitable habitat for special-status reptiles, SCE and/or its contractors
shall perform preconstruction surveys within 24 hours of initial
ground disturbance to identify the potential presence of western pond
turtle, coast horned lizard, silvery legless lizard, two-striped garter
snake, and South Coast garter snake within work areas. If any of
these species are identified during surveys of the immediate
construction area footprint, individuals shall be relocated from work
areas by an individual who is authorized by CDFW to undertake
species relocation. A suitable relocation area shall be identified and
confirmed in advance with CDFW prior to preconstruction surveys.”

SCE suggests the following language based on industry standard best
practices related to the qualifications of biologists performing relocation
activities and the methods of relocation for these specific species. Please
also revise the reference to this measure in both the Executive Summary and
Chapter 10.

“Mitigation Measure 5.4-2: Within areas that provide potentially suitable
habitat for special-status reptiles, SCE and/or its contractors shall perform
preconstruction surveys within 24 hours of initial ground disturbance to
identify the potential presence of western pond turtle, coast horned lizard,
silvery legless lizard, two-striped garter snake, and South Coast garter snake
within work areas. If any of these species are identified during surveys of the
immediate construction area footprint, individuals shall be relocated from
work areas by an individual who is-autherized-byCEDEW holds a valid
scientific collection permit issued by CDFW to undertake species relocation. A
suitable relocation area shall be identified within suitable habitat at a minimum
of 250-500 feet outside of the project footprint and-confirmed-in-advance-with

CDEW.
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5.4-39

Under the discussion of Impact 5.4-3, the first paragraph states as
follows:

“In 2014, four active coastal California gnatcatcher territories were
identified in the Proposed Project area in association with coastal
sage scrub habitat near the northernmost two towers in Segment 4,
throughout Segment 3, and in the southernmost portion of Segment 2
(Leopold Biological Services, 2014). In all, 113.53 acres of suitable
California gnatcatcher habitat was identified within 500 feet of
Proposed Project activities; however, habitat impacts would be
limited to a fraction of this area. As identified in Impact 5.4-5, 2.38
acres of temporary ground disturbance is anticipated within native
grassland and sage scrub vegetation habitat. Within this area of
native vegetation disturbance, 0.07 acre of coastal sage scrub habitat
(370 linear feet) in Segment 4 would be disturbed by the Proposed
Project in support of access road rehabilitation. On the basis of
survey findings, the Proposed Project would cause the temporary loss
of potential coastal California gnatcatcher habitat in the vicinity of
pole locations 45 and 46, in areas there were unoccupied by
gnatcatcher in 2014 (see Figure 5.4-4, California Coastal
Gnatcatcher (CAGN) Suitable Habitat in the Proposed Project
Vicinity) (Leopold Biological Services, 2014). Coastal California
gnatcatchers could breed within the unoccupied habitat at a later
date, prior to disturbance; however, this species was not detected and
is presently considered absent from disturbance areas within
potentially suitable habitat. No disturbance is proposed within active
territories. Because the gnatcatcher was not identified in disturbance
sites during protocol-level surveys and the Proposed Project is
outside of designated critical habitat for this species, no
compensatory mitigation is proposed for coastal California
gnatcatcher habitat losses. Note that disturbances to sage scrub habitat
are separately addressed by APM BIO-1, which provide that
restoration activities in disturbed areas of native habitat (coastal sage
scrub) will be implemented in accordance the CDFW SAA and
HRMP requirements, and Mitigation Measure 5.4-5.”

SCE proposes the following edits clarifying the focused survey results for coastal
California gnatcatcher based on the survey reports (BonTerra, 2008; 2010b; 2011a;
Leopold Biological Services, 2014) and consistent with DEIR Figure 5.4-4. Coastal
California gnatcatcher was observed in Segment 4 only. Suitable habitat occurs in
Segments 2, 3 and 4.

In addition, this paragraph assesses impacts on coastal California gnatcatcher habitat;
therefore, SCE proposes to clarify that occupied habitat would not be impacted by
ground disturbance.

“In 2014, four active coastal California gnatcatcher territories were identified in the
Proposed Project area in association Wlth coastal sage scrub habltat near pole locations 48
through 63 in Segment 4 the-s sh
3—and—m—th&seu€hemmest—peme&9£8egmem—2 (Leopold Blologlcal Serv1ces 2014) In
all, 113.53 acres of suitable California gnatcatcher habitat was identified within 500 feet
of Proposed Project activities; however, habitat impacts would be limited to a fraction of
this area. As identified in Impact 5.4-5, 2.38 acres of temporary ground disturbance is
anticipated within native grassland and sage scrub vegetation habitat. Within this area of
native vegetation disturbance, 0.07 acre of coastal sage scrub habitat (370 linear feet) in
Segment 4 would be disturbed by the Proposed Project in support of access road
rehabilitation. On the basis of survey findings, the Proposed Project would cause the
temporary loss of potential coastal California gnatcatcher habitat in the vicinity of pole
locations 45 and 46, in areas there were unoccupied by gnatcatcher in 2014 (see Figure
5.4-4, California Coastal Gnatcatcher (CAGN) Suitable Habitat in the Proposed Project
Vicinity) (Leopold Biological Services, 2014). Coastal California gnatcatchers could
breed within the unoccupied habitat at a later date, prior to disturbance; however, this
species was not detected and is presently considered absent from ground disturbance
areas within potentially suitable habitat. No ground disturbance is proposed within active
territories. Because the gnatcatcher was not identified in disturbance sites during
protocol-level surveys and the Proposed Project is outside of designated critical habitat
for this species, no compensatory mitigation is proposed for coastal California
gnatcatcher habitat losses. Note that disturbances to sage scrub habitat are separately
addressed by APM BIO-1, which provide that restoration activities in disturbed areas of
native habitat (coastal sage scrub) will be implemented in accordance the CDFW SAA
and HRMP requirements, and Mitigation Measure 5.4-5.”

09-37
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54.4 5.4-42 Mitigation Measure 3.4-5 states: The Habitat Restoration and Monitoring Plan (Wildscape Restoration 2012) is |
“Mitigation Measure 5.4-5: Revegetation of native habitat areas will asite specific p lan. that was subj ect to CDFW review and approval under
. . . . Streambed Alteration Agreement File No. 1600-2011-0325-R5. SCE supports
follow the prescriptions identified in the 2012 revegetation plan prepared L .
. . . . the recommendations in the plan and will use the plan as a template for the
by Wildscape Restoration for the Proposed Project, included as PEA . . . . . .
. . . L creation of a new restoration plan for remaining restoration activities, including
Appendix F5, Habitat Restoration and Monitoring Plan. The .. . . .\ . .
. . . . those related to additional native vegetation communities and/or site specific
revegetation plan, which was subject to CDFW review and approval, . . . .
. . . prescriptions not addressed in the 2012 Wildscape Restoration Plan. Please note
proposes the use of native revegetation for temporary impacts created . . . )
b . . o the new restoration plan will not require CDFW review or approval because the
y the Proposed Project. Implementation of the plan in disturbed areas . . A . .
. . . . Proposed Project remaining activities do not trigger a CDFW permit.
will ensure that the functions and values of the disturbed habitat are . ) -
. ) . . . Accordingly, SCE recommends the following revisions below. Please also
restored by protecting and restoring soil conditions, restoring topography . . . .
; . . . ; revise the reference to this measure in both the Executive Summary and
and topsoil following construction, using local native plants, and
. . . N Chapter 10.
controlling aggressive non-native plant species.
“Mitigation Measure 5.4-5: SCE will develop a revegetation plan to restore
temporarily impacted native habitats consistent with Revegetation-of native-habitat
areas-will-fellew the prescriptions identified in the 2012 revegetation plan 09-38
prepared by Wildscape Restoration for the Proposed Project, included as PEA
Appendix F5, Habitat Restoration and Monitoring Plan. The 2012 revegetation
plan, which was subject to CDFW review and approval, proposes the use of
native revegetation for temporary impacts created by the Proposed Project.
Implementation-of Consistency with the plan in disturbed areas will ensure that
the functions and values of the disturbed habitat are restored by protecting and
restoring soil conditions, restoring topography and topsoil following
construction, using local native plants, and controlling aggressive non-native plant
species.”
554 5.5-20 The second paragraph of Mitigation Measure 5.5-1b states: SCE does not need to obtain a grading or building permit for work at this
“If avoidance of site P-56-001797 is demonstrated to be infeasible, prior specific location, due to site COl’lfilthl’lS; therefore, plegse modify 'the language
. . L . . as shown below. Please also revise the reference to this measure in both the
to the issuance of any grading or building permits, a detailed Cultural .
. Executive Summary and Chapter 10.
Resources Treatment Plan shall be prepared and implemented by a 09-39

qualified archaeologist.”

“If avoidance of site P-56-001797 is demonstrated to be infeasible, prior to the
start of construction in the vicinity of site P-56-001797issuance-of anygrading
or-building permits, a detailed Cultural Resources Treatment Plan shall be

prepared and implemented by a qualified archaeologist.” J
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5.6.4 5.6-5 Under the discussion of Impact 5.6-1, the fourth sentence in the second Please note there may be planned outages. Please modify the language as T
paragraph states: shown below:
“Construction activities would not reduce or interrupt existing electrical | “Construction activities would not reduce or interrupt existing electrical or
or natural gas services due to insufficient supply, nor would they natural gas services due to insufficient supply, nor would they interrupt existing (9-40
interrupt existing local SCE service.” local SCE service, with the exception of minor short term planned outages as
necessary for construction, safety, and operational requirements.”
5.6.5 5.6-7 Under the discussion of No Project Alternative 1, the fourth statement Under SCE’s 2014-2023 peak demand forecast, No Project Alternative 1, as
states: described in Section 4.4.1, would result in a long-term loss of reliability in the
. . . local electrical distribution system. Therefore, No Project Alternative 1 would
“Although No Project Alternative 1 would consume no energy during . S o y ’ ) - ternative & wou
. . . . . result in a significant impact under Energy Conservation criterion (e). Please
construction, operation, and maintenance, it could result in a long-term revise the text accordinelv:
loss of reliability in the local electrical distribution system. This impact gy
is considered less than significant, as another project would likely be “Although No Project Alternative 1 would consume no energy during
constructed to address this deficiency.” construction, operation, and maintenance, it could result in a long-term loss of | g 44

reliability in the local electrical distribution system. This impact is considered
less-than significant, as-anetherproject-wounld-ikely-be-constructed-to-address
this-defieieney-—as DEIR Section 4.4.1 provides that although demand-side
management programs could reduce customer energy consumption and overall
electricity use, Section 4.5.5 states that SCE cannot guarantee that such
voluntary programs would provide either the capacity or reliability needs in the
ENA, as stated in the Proposed Project objectives.”
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5.6.5 5.6-8 Under the discussion of No Project Alternative 2, the last sentence of the | Under SCE’s 2014-2023 peak demand forecast, No Project Alternative 2, as
first paragraph states as follows: described in Section 4.4.2, would result in a long-term loss of reliability in the
“This could result in a long-term loss of reliability in the local electrical local e.lectri.c al.distrib}ltion system. Therefore, No Prqj ect Altemative 2 would
R . . . result in a significant impact under Energy Conservation criterion (e). Please
distribution system, although this impact is considered less than revise the text accordingly:
significant, as another project would likely be constructed to address this '
deficiency.” “Although No Project Alternative 2 would consume no energy during 09-42
construction, operation, and maintenance, it could result in a long-term loss of
reliability in the local electrical distribution system. This impact is considered
less-than significant, j i
this-defieteney—as DEIR Section 4.4.2 provides that although demand-side
management programs could reduce customer energy consumption and overall
electricity use, Section 4.5.5 states that SCE cannot guarantee that such
voluntary programs would provide either the capacity or reliability needs in the
ENA, as stated in the Proposed Project objectives.”
5.7.1 5.7-2 | Under the heading Soils, the last sentence of the second paragraph The borings were drilled for geotechnical soil data, not for well installation or
states: construction. Accordingly, please revise as follows:
“Soil engineering properties were also evaluated at specific boring “Soil Engineering properties were also evaluated at specific boring locations | §9-43
locations identified in the geotechnical data report prepared for previous | identified in the geotechnical data report prepared for previous construction
construction along the alignment, shown in Figure 5.7-2, Well Boring along the alignment, shown in Figure 5.7-2, #eH Geotechnical Boring
Locations” Locations” =
Figure 5.7-4 | The title of Figure 5.7-2 reads: The borings were drilled for geotechnical soil data, not for well installation or
5.7-2 ] ) ) construction. Accordingly, please revise as follows: 09-44
“Figure 5.7.2 Well Boring locations”
“Figure 5.7.2 Wel Geotechnical Boring locations” 1
Figure 5.7-4 | The legend of Figure 5.7-2 reads: The borings were drilled for geotechnical soil data, not for well installation or
5.7-2 construction. Accordingly, please revise as follows: D9-45

“Figure 5.7.2 Well Boring locations”

“Well Geotechnical Boring locations”
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5.7.4 5.7-19 | Under the discussion of Impact 5.7-1, the first sentence of the second As noted in SCE’s PEA, SCE will place the subtransmission facilities at
paragraph reads as follows: locations on opposite sides of the mapped fault traces. Accordingly, please
. s revise as follows: 09-4
“However, the single TSP within the A-P Zone would not be 948
constructed directly on a fault trace.” “However, the single TSP within the A-P Zone would not be constructed
directly on a mapped fault trace.” J
5.7.4 5.7-20 | Under the discussion of Impact 5.7-3, the fourth sentence in the first The borings were drilled for geotechnical soil data, not for well installation or
paragraph reads as follows: construction. Accordingly, please revise as follows:
“The amount of sand in the well borings taken from the Little Simi “The amount of sand in the well geotechnical borings taken from the Little h9-47
Valley near Moorpark Substation indicates liquefaction could occur at Simi Valley near Moorpark Substation indicates liquefaction could occur at the
the site” site”
5.7.4 5.7-20 | Under the discussion of Impact 5.7-3, the last sentence in the first SCE plans to perform additional geotechnical analysis to provide design
paragraph states as follows: recommendations. However, we do not plan to prepare additional geotechnical
) ) i “reports”. Accordingly, please revise as follows:
“However, in accordance with APM GEO-1, the Proposed Project would 09-48
be designed to minimize the potential impacts from hazards including “However, in accordance with APM GEO-1, the Proposed Project would be
liquefaction by incorporating recommendations from future geotechnical | designed to minimize the potential impacts from hazards including liquefaction
reports.” by incorporating recommendations from future geotechnical reperts analysis.” .
5.7.4 5.7-22 | The impact determination in the heading for Impact 5.7-5 is noted as: Please note that the significance determination should read “Less than
. . .. © . . . 09-49
“Less than significant (Class IIT)”. 21;;r_1;ﬁcant with mitigation” consistent with the analysis presented for Impact
5.7.4 5.7-25 | The statement at the end of the discussion for Impact 5.7-5 states: Due to the fact the analysis refers to MM 5.10-1, SCE recommends this [ 09-50
Con eae s . statement be corrected to refer to MM 5.10-1.
Mitigation: None required. -
574 5.7-25 | Under the discussion of Impact 5.7-6, the last sentence of the first The TSP will not be constructed over landslide deposits. The TSP foundation
paragraph states: is located near Borings B-9a and B-9b. (within approximately 50 feet).
D9-51

“One of the TSPs would be constructed over a location found to have
landslide deposits (borings B-9a and B-9b) (Converse, 2011).”

Accordingly, please revise as follows:

“One of the TSPs would be constructed ever near a location found to have

landslide deposits (borings B-9a and B-9b) (Converse, 2011).”
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5.8.4 5.8-7— | Under the Construction Emissions heading under the discussion of The short term construction emission estimates provided by SCE in the PEA
5.8-8 | Impact 5.8-1, the third paragraph states: did in fact include estimates for a Hughes S00E helicopter during stringing of
w . L . . conductor in the CalEEMod emissions estimator model classified as “Other
Th? short-terrp COIlStI‘uC'E.IOI.l CIMISSIONS est1mgte§ prov1de?d ,by SCE do Construction Equipment”. Accordingly SCE questions whether the ESA
not include hehpopter emissions estimates or indirect emissions supplement to the SCE emission estimates might have double counted 09-52
estimates associated with the proposed use of 37 acre feet of water for helicopter emissions.
dust suppression. Therefore, ESA supplemented SCE’s emissions
estimates to include construction-related helicopter emissions estimated
using emission factors obtained from the Emissions and Dispersion 1
Modeling System (EDMS) version 5.1.4.1 and The Climate Registry
(TCR) (TCR, 2014), as well as indirect short-term electricity usage-
related GHG emissions associated with proposed water use for dust
control activities using emission and use factors established by the
California Energy Commission (CEC) and TCR (CEC, 2005; TCR,
2014). See Appendix D for all emission factors and assumptions used to
estimate GHG emissions that would be associated with construction of
the Proposed Project.”
5.84 5.8-8 | Under the Operations and Maintenance Emissions heading under the While SCE appreciates the conservative approach taken by the Commission in
discussion of Impact 5.8-1, the first sentence states: the Greenhouse Gas Analysis related to O&M activities, as stated in the PEA, it
. . o L . . is expected that there would be approximately 3 to 4 routine maintenance trips
Mobile source emissions-related activities associated with Proposed per year, not including any trips for emergency repair. Note, however, with o.53

Project operation would be limited to 180 maintenance and inspection
trips per year and one annual inspection using a helicopter.”

respect to emergency response related trips, it’s highly unlikely that such trips
combined with routine maintenance trips would amount to 180 trips as

discussed in this section of the DEIR. Please revise the analysis accordingly.
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5.8.4 5.8-8 | Under the heading Operations and Maintenance Emissions under the SCE’s PEA assumed a 0.5 percent circuit breaker leak rate of SFs based on the
discussion of Impact 5.8-1, the fourth sentence states: International Electrotechnical Commission Standard of 0.5 percent and
@ , ) . resulting published manufacturer’s guaranteed maximum leak rate of 0.5
As part of the CPUC’s Penn}t to Const.ruct application PTocess, SCE percent for the new circuit breakers, which would be more efficient than older
provided a lqng—term SF6 CIISSIONS e§t1mate; however, the estimate was equipment. The USEPA’s SF; leak rate represents an average estimate for
calculated using an uqsupported circuit breiake.r leak rate of 0.5 percent breakers manufactured in and after 1999, which includes model years of
of the tot.al SF6 capacity of the propost.id cireuit bfeakers..Therefo‘re, equipment that would therefore overestimate the SF¢ emissions of the new
ESA revised the lgng-term SF6 operatlona}l emissions estimate using a circuit breakers. SCE recommends the following edits:
USEPA SF6 published leak rate for electrical circuit breakers
manufactured in and after 1999 of up to 1.0 percent (USEPA, 2006). h9-54
Using the USEPA referenced leak rate of 1.0 percent, annual SF6
emissions that would be associated with the Proposed Project have been | using-anunsupperted-eirenitbreakerleakrate-of 0-5-percent-of the-total SE6
estimated to be equivalent to approximately 12 metric tons CO2e per i iretH - > ESA has opted to utilize a
year (ESA, 2014).” conservative revised-the long-term SF6 operational emissions estimate using a
USEPA SF6 published leak rate for electrical circuit breakers manufactured in
and after 1999 of up to 1.0 percent (USEPA, 2006), even though the
manufacturer’s guaranteed maximum leak rate for new electrical equipment is
0.5 percent. Using the USEPA referenced leak rate of 1.0 percent, annual SF6
emissions that would be associated with the Proposed Project have been
estimated to be equivalent to approximately 12 metric tons CO2e per year
(ESA, 2014).” 1
59 59.18 der the headi ds and d ia1s Sionifi Please note that FAA determinations are recommendations, not requirements. T
’ ' Un, er.t ¢ heading 5.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials Significant Accordingly, SCE will implement FAA recommendations into the design to the
Criteria f), the DEIR states as follows: extent reasonable and feasible:
“As part of the Proposed Project, marker balls may be required by FAA As part of the Proposed Project, marker balls may be required recommended ho.55

to be installed on several of the subtransmission line spans. In Segment
2, marker balls may be installed on the conductor between poles 25 and
26, and between poles 27 and 28. In Segment 3, marker balls may be
installed on the conductor between poles 32 and 33, and poles 39 and 40.
Marker balls would increase the visibility of the new lines and as
required by the FAA. This impact would be less than significant.”

by FAA to be installed on several of the subtransmission line spans. In Segment
2, marker balls may be installed on the conductor between poles 25 and 26, and
between poles 27 and 28. In Segment 3, marker balls may be installed on the
conductor between poles 32 and 33, and poles 39 and 40. Marker balls would

increase the visibility of the new lines.-and-asrequired-by-the EAA- This impact

would be less than significant.”

Southern California Edison

3.2-85

25


hlc
Line

hlc
Line


Comment Letter O9

MOORPARK-NEWBURY DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

SCE COMMENTS
Section | Page DEIR Language SCE Recommendations
504 5919 Under the discussion of the Impact 5.9-6, the sentence introducing It is unclear to SCE if a separate Health & Safety Plan and a separate Fire
o ’ Mitigation Measure 5.9-6 and the first sentence of Mitigation Measure Safety Plan are required. If separate plans are required, please modify the
5.9-6 state as follows: language on page 5.9-19 as shown below. Alternately, if a single Health &
Safety/Fire Safety Plan is required, please modify the language throughout
“However, to ensure that potentially significant wildland fire impacts Section 5.9 so that all instances of “Health & Safety Plan” are changed to
associated with the Proposed Project are reduced to less than significant, | “Health & Safety Plan/Fire Safety Plan”.
implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.9-6 would require the
preparation of a Health and Safety/Fire Safety Plan and appropriate fire “However, to ensure that potentially significant wildland fire impacts 09-56
protection equipment. associated with the Proposed Project are reduced to less than significant,
o . implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.9-6 would require the preparation of a
Mitigation Measure 5.9-6: SCE and/or its contractors shall prepare and Health and Safety/ and a Fire Safety Plan and appropriate fire protection
implement a Health ar}d Safety/Fire Safety Plarll to ensure the health equipment, =
andsafety of construction workers and the public. Mitigation Measure 5.9-6: SCE and/or its contractors shall prepare and
implement a Health and Safety/ and a Fire Safety Plan to ensure the health and
safety of construction workers and the public.” 1
594 5.9-20 | The sixth bullet under Mitigation Measure 5.9-6 states: Please make the following change. There is only one fire department in the
“Prior to construction, SCE shall contact and coordinate with the VCFD Project area with whom to consult
to determine the appropriate amounts of fire equipment to be carried on | “Prior to construction, SCE shall contact and coordinate with the VCFD to d9-57

the vehicles and appropriate locations for the water tanks if water trucks
are not used. SCE shall submit verification of its consultation with
CalFire and the local fire departments to the CPUC.”

determine the appropriate amounts of fire equipment to be carried on the
vehicles and appropriate locations for the water tanks if water trucks are not
used. SCE shall submit verification of its consultation with CalFire and the
local fire departments to the CPUC.”
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5.10.4

5.10-21

Mitigation Measure 5.10-1 states:

“Mitigation Measure 5.10-1: For all improved or rehabilitated access
roads that would be within 300 feet of an existing surface water channel
(i.e., one that has a distinct bed and banks, including irrigation ditches
where no berm/levee is currently in place) and traverse a ground slope
greater than two percent, the following protective measures shall be
adhered to and/or installed:

e  All access roads shall be out-sloped;

e  Cross-drains (road surface drainage, e.g., waterbars, rolling dips, or
channel drains) shall be installed at intervals based upon the
finished road slope: road slope 5 percent or less, cross-drain
spacing shall be 150 feet; road slope 6 to 15 percent, cross-drain
spacing shall be 100 feet; 16 to 20 percent, cross-drain spacing
shall be 75 feet; and 21 to 25 percent, cross-drain spacing shall be
50 feet; and

e Energy dissipation features (e.g., rock rip-rap, rock-filled
containers) shall be installed at all cross-drain outlets.”

SCE’s existing network of access roads that would be used for the Project primarily consist of in-
sloped access roads with berm, drainage swales, and energy dissipators where needed. SCE’s
practice of in-sloping roads is in alignment with the referenced Handbook for Forest and Ranch
Roads as the referenced handbook recommends in-sloped roads where out-sloping would create
unsafe driving conditions. Due to SCE’s use of high center-of-gravity vehicles, out-sloping roads is
considered unsafe. In select areas within the SCE territory, SCE has constructed new roads with an
out-slope design where safety has not been a concern and site specific conditions have allowed,
however implementing a prescriptive approach for out-sloped roads as part of an improvement or
rehabilitation to the existing in-slope portions of the Project access road network would have the
substantial effects of:
1. Creating additional costly grading resulting from changing the access roads from their
current in-slope design to an out-slope design.
2. Exposing the undocumented fill portion of previously constructed in-sloped cut/fill
roads to erosion potential from surface drainage.
3. Requiring additional improvements not evaluated for impacts or considered in the initial
cost estimates.
SCE recognizes the concern for protecting existing surface waters and will comply with the
Construction General Permit through implementation of appropriate site specific BMPs as
recommended by the Project Qualified SWPPP Developers. Separately, the recommended cross-
drain spacing would appear to be more applicable to highly erosive soils defined as fine, friable
soils, silt, or fine sands which does not apply to the entire project route. Applying the
recommended spacing without site specific evaluation would likely create additional unnecessary
earthwork and disturbance. Accordingly, please revise as follows below. Please also revise the
reference to this measure in both the Executive Summary and Chapter 10.

“Mitigation Measure 5.10-1: For all improved or rehabilitated access roads that would be within
300 feet of an existing surface water channel (i.e., one that has a distinct bed and banks, including
irrigation ditches where no berm/levee is currently in place) and traverse a ground slope greater
than two percent, the following protective measures shall be adhered to and/or installed:

e All rehabilitation or improvement of access roads shall be-out-sloped match the existing in-
slope or out-slope construction;

. Cross-drains (road surface drainage, e.g., waterbars, rolling dips, or channel drains) and
energy dissipation features (e.g., rock rip-rap, rock-filled containers) shall be installed at
intervals based upon th ish : percen e in i

be-50-feet;-and SCE’s road specifications that are in general alignment with Table 1 f the
latest version (2014) of the Handbook for Forest, Ranch and Rural Roads. Table 1 of the

manual is shown below for reference.
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TABLE 1.

An example of ditch-relief culvert and rolling dip spacing
guidelines is found in the University of California’s
Publication 8262, Rural Roads: A Construction

and Maintenance Guide for California Landowners
(Kocher et al. 2006, adopted from Keller and Sherar
2003). Note that spacing of rolling dips and ditch

relief culverts should be a function of proximity to a
watercourse, with closer spacing near the channel.

Road Grade Soil Erodibility
(percent)

Low to Erosive soils
Nonerosive soils
0-3% 400° 260°
4-6% 300° 160°
7-9% 250° 130°
10-12% 200° 115’
12+ 160° 100°

Note: (1) Low Erosion Soils = Coarse Rocky Soils,
Gravel, and Some Clay

(2) High Erosion 5oils = Fine, Friable Soils,
Silt, Fine Sands

(@)

9-58
pnt.)
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5.10-4

5.10-23

Mitigation Measure 5.10-2 states:

“Mitigation Measure 5.10-2: Regarding dewatering activities and discharges, the following
measures shall be implemented as part of Proposed Project construction:

If degraded soil or groundwater is encountered during excavation (e.g., there is an
obvious sheen, odor, or unnatural color to the soil or groundwater), SCE and/or its
contractor shall excavate, segregate, test, and dispose of degraded soil or groundwater
in accordance with state hazardous waste disposal requirements.

All dewatering activities shall, where feasible, discharge to the land surface in the
vicinity of the particular installation or construction site. The discharges shall be
contained, such that the water is allowed to infiltrate back into the soil, and
eventually to the groundwater table, and the potential for inducing erosion and
subsequent sediment delivery to nearby surface waterways is eliminated. Further, the
holding tank or structure shall be protected from the introduction of pollutants
including but not limited to oil or fuel contamination from nearby equipment.
Concerning such activities, SCE shall apply and comply with the provisions of
SWRCB Order 2003-0003-DWQ, including development and submittal of a
discharge monitoring plan.

If discharging to a community sewer system is feasible or necessary, SCE shall
discharge to a community sewer system that flows to a wastewater treatment plant.
Prior to discharging, SCE shall inform the responsible organization or municipality
and present them with a description of and plan for the anticipated discharge. SCE
shall comply with any specific requirements that the responsible organization or
municipality may have.

f discharging to surface waters, including to storm drains, would be necessary, SCE
shall obtain and comply with the provisions of the LARWQCB Dewatering General
Permit. SCE shall perform a reasonable analysis using a representative sample(s) of
the groundwater to be discharged; this shall include analyzing the sample(s) for the
constituents listed in the LARWQCB Dewatering General Permit, including TDS and
nitrate. Further, the sample(s) shall be compared to the screening criteria listed in the
LARWQCB Dewatering General Permit and the Basin Plan, and it shall be
demonstrated that the discharge would not exceed any of the applicable water quality
criteria or objectives. If necessary, SCE shall develop and submit to the LARWQCB
a treatment plan and design.

SCE shall provide to the CPUC proof of compliance with LARWQCB plans and
permits prior to the commencement of construction activities.”

Dewatering is not anticipated to be necessary for the Proposed Project. However, if it is determined

that dewatering is necessary, SCE will comply with Mitigation Measure 5.10-2 as amended below.
Please also revise the reference to this measure in both the Executive Summary and Chapter 10.

“Mitigation Measure 5.10-2: Regarding dewatering activities and discharges, the following
measures shall be implemented as part of Proposed Project construction:

If degraded soil or groundwater is encountered during excavation (e.g., there is an obvious
sheen, odor, or unnatural color to the soil or groundwater), SCE and/or its contractor shall
excavate, segregate, test, and dispose of degraded soil or groundwater in accordance with
state hazardous waste disposal requirements.

All dewatering activities shall, where feasible, discharge to the land surface in the vicinity of
the particular installation or construction site. The discharges shall be contained, such that the
water is allowed to infiltrate back into the soil, and eventually to the groundwater table, and
the potential for inducing erosion and subsequent sediment delivery to nearby surface
waterways is eliminated. Further, the holding tank or structure shall be protected from the
introduction of pollutants including but not limited to oil or fuel contamination from nearby
equipment. Concerning such activities, SCE shall apply and comply with the provisions of
SWRCB Order 2003-0003-DWQ, including development and submittal of a discharge
monitoring plan.

If discharging to a community sewer system is feasible or necessary, SCE shall discharge to a
community sewer system that flows to a wastewater treatment plant. Prior to discharging,
SCE shall inform the responsible organization or municipality and present them with a
description of and plan for the anticipated discharge. SCE shall comply with any specific
requirements that the responsible organization or municipality may have.

If discharging to surface waters, including to storm drains, would be necessary, SCE shall
obtain and comply with the provisions of the LARWQCB Dewatering General Permit. SCE
shall perform a reasonable analysis using a representative sample(s) of the groundwater to be
discharged,; this shall include analyzing the sample(s) for the constituents listed in the
LARWQCB Dewatering General Permit, including TDS and nitrate. Further, the sample(s)
shall be compared to the screening criteria listed in the LARWQCB Dewatering General
Permit and the Basin Plan, and it shall be demonstrated that the discharge would not exceed
any of the applicable water quality criteria or objectives. If necessary, SCE shall develop and
submit to the LARWQCB a treatment plan and design.

SCE shall provide to the CPUC proof of compliance with LARWQCB plans and permits
prior to the commencement of construction activities, if required.”

09-59
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The conclusion at the end of the discussion under Impact 5.14-1 states: The reference to any potential effects on the housing market should be deleted +
5.144 5.14-4 . . ) .
and . . . because economic an'd' social 1mpacts are outside the purview of CEQA. (See
51425 “Therefore, implementation of the Proposed Project would not be Anderson First Coalition v. City of Anderson (2004) 130 Cal.App.4th 1173,
‘ expected to result in any significant increase to the local population or 1182.) Accordingly, please revise as follows: d9-60
adverse effect on the housing market.”
“Therefore, implementation of the Proposed Project would not be expected to
result in any significant increase to the local population eradverse-effect-onthel
housi Kot
5.15.5 5.15-7 Under the heading No Project Alternative 2, the second sentence states: Please modify the language as shown below. Similar language is used in T
“Construction impacts associated with No Project Alternative 2 would tsvigtls(:cltf(.)ijs’ the modifications below will ensure consistency between these
be similar to those of the Proposed Project because this alternative ’
would require construction activities within the same SCE right-of-way, | “Construction impacts associated with No Project Alternative 2 would be
and would require a similar, yet smaller, temporary construction | similar to those of the Proposed Project because this alternative would require (o-61
workforce as the Proposed Project.” construction activities within the same SCE right-of-way, and would require a
similar;-yet-smaller,temperary construction workforce as the Proposed
Project.” L
5.17.4 5.17-9 Under the heading Approgch to An.aly51s, the second sentence in the first Please refer to SCE’s comment with respect to Air Quality Section Impact 5.3-
paragraph under the heading states: . . . . . .
3 regarding post construction operations and maintenance vehicle trips, and
“Occasional post-construction maintenance activities involving fewer revise accordingly.
than 15 vehicle trips (30 one-way trips) per month would briefly affect D9-62
only local segments. Therefore, long-term operational impacts would be
inconsequential, and the analysis presented herein focuses on temporary
impacts during construction of the Proposed Project.”
5.17.4 | 5.17-10 gnder t.he Impact 3.17-1 Operations and Maintenance Impacts . Please refer to SCE’s comment with respect to Air Quality Section Impact 5.3-]
iscussion, the fourth sentence of the first paragraph states as follows: . . . . . .
3 regarding post construction operations and maintenance vehicle trips, and
“The estimated number of vehicle trips associated with normal operation revise accordingly.
of the Proposed Project would be fewer than 15 per month; therefore, 09-63

impacts to the current circulation system would be less than significant,
and the Proposed Project would not create any inconsistency or conflict
with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy that establishes measures of
effectiveness.”
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Section | Page DEIR Language SCE Recommendations
5.17.4 | 5.17-11 Under Impact 5.17-2, the fifth sentence states as follows: Please refer to SCE’s comment with respect to Air Quality Section Impact 5.3-T
“The estimated number of vehicle trips associated with normal operation 3 re.gardlng SQSt lconstructlon operations and maintenance vehicle trips, and 1
of the Proposed Project would be fewer than 15 per month.” fevise accordingly.
Under the discussion of Impact 5.17-3, the fifth paragraph under SCE disagrees about the statement that helicopter use would create new traffic |
5174 | 5.17-12 . A . ]
Construction Impacts states: patterns. Please revise as noted below:
“Project-related helicopter use would create a new air traffic pattern by “Project-related helicopter use would ereate-a-new-air-traffic pattern-by-adding
adding flights to new destinations; however, there would be few trips flights-to-new-destinations-follow substantially the same routes and patterns as
total and they would not result in substantial safety risks to other pilots existing helicopter use along the existing subtransmission and transmission 1965
because the Proposed Project-related helicopter activities would occur in | lines in the Project area. Because of this, and because there would be few trips
areas that are not commonly shared airspace. It also would not result in total, and-they would not result in substantial safety risks to other pilots in a
substantial safety risks to people on the ground. This impact would be manner materially different than what exists under existing (baseline)
less than significant.” conditions.-beeause-the PropesedProject-related-helicopteractivities-would
oceur-inareas-that-are-net commenly shared-airspaee. It also would not result in
substantial safety risks to people on the ground. This impact would be less than
significant.” L
5.18.1 5.18-3 | The discussion under the heading Electricity and Natural Gas states: Please modify language as shown below; the Gas Company provides natural
“Southern California Edison (SCE) is the primary provider of electrical gas service in the Project Area, not Southern California Edison.
services and natural gas throughout Ventura County (Ventura County, “Southern California Edison (SCE) is the primary provider of electrical (9-66
various dates).” services and-nataral-gas throughout Ventura County, and the Gas Company is
the primary provider of natural gas. (Ventura County, various dates).”
5.18.4 | 5.18-10 | The sixth paragraph under the discussion of Impact 5-18-2 states: Please modify the language as shown below. The sentence as written could be
“The existing wood poles removed for the Proposed Project would be mlsf:onstrued to 1mply th%t only a single staging yard Woul.d t?e used for the
. . Project. As stated in SCE’s comments to the Project Description, several
returned to the staging yard, and either reused by SCE, returned to the stasine vards mav be utilized
manufacturer, disposed of in a Class I hazardous waste landfill, or ging ¥ Y '
disposed of in the lined portion of a municipal landfill which the “The existing wood poles removed for the Proposed Project would be returned
RWQCB has approved for the disposal of treated wood waste.” to the a staging yard, and either reused by SCE, returned to the manufacturer, | 967

disposed of in a Class I hazardous waste landfill, or disposed of in the lined
portion of a municipal landfill which the RWQCB has approved for the
disposal of treated wood waste.”
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7.2.17

7-18

The last paragraph under the heading Transportation and Traffic starts

with the following sentence:

“During operation, the increase in traffic due to maintenance activities to

maintain the new and reconductored subtransmission lines and the

associated corridors would be inconsequential (fewer than 15 vehicle

trips per month).”

Please refer to SCE’s comment with respect to Air Quality Section Impact 5.3-
3 regarding post construction operations and maintenance vehicle trips, and

revise accordingly.

D9-68
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3.2 Agencies and Organizations Responses

3.2.9 Letter O9 - Responses to Comments from Southern

09-1

09-2

09-3

09-4

California Edison

Subsequent to providing this comment, SCE has provided the CPUC with the
power flow studies that incorporate SCE’s recently-approved 10-year forecast
(SCE, 2015). The CPUC’s independent electrical transmission engineer assigned to
this project, Paul Scheuerman of Scheuerman Consulting, has reviewed the power
flow studies and concurs with SCE’s comment regarding the confirmed need for
the project based on the two projected criteria violations identified by the
commenter, which include a voltage drop of greater than five percent at Newbury
and Pharmacy Substations beginning in 2015 during an N-1 abnormal system
condition, as well as projected base case overload on the Moorpark-Newbury-
Pharmacy 66 kV line under normal system conditions beginning in 2024. In
addition to the two projected criteria violations identified by the commenter, the
submitted power flow studies for the recently-approved 10-year forecast suggest
that there would also be an overload on the Newbury-Thousand Oaks 66 kV line
beginning in 2015 during an N-1 abnormal system condition.

Reference:

Southern California Edison (SCE), 2015. Data Request Response 7. DATA
REQUEST SET A1310021 Moorpark-Newbury-ED-SCE-07, August
1t5h, 2014, and Supplemental Responses submitted on September 8" and
9", 2015.

The commenter notes that the conclusions identified in the Draft EIR analysis of
alternatives are supported by SCE’s power flow analysis using its recently
approved 10-year forecast data. Based on the independent review of SCE’s new
power flow studies for the project (see response to Comment 09-1), the CPUC
concurs with this comment.

The last paragraph in Draft EIR Section ES.1, Introduction (see page ES-1), has
been revised as suggested to clarify that the proposed upgrade to the Moorpark-
Newbury-Pharmacy 66 kV Subtransmission Line would not in and of itself address
the need for the project:

In its application, SCE requested authorization to construct the new
Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Subtransmission Line and upgrade the existing
Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy 66 kV Subtransmission Line to collectively
address forecasted overloads on a section of the existing line and to enhance
reliability and operational flexibility.

The first sentence of the fourth bullet on Draft EIR page ES-5 has been revised as
suggested to clarify that the Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy 66 kV Subtransmission
Line is an existing line:

Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Subtransmission Line Project 3.2-93 ESA /207584.15
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Segment 4: Installation of approximately 1 mile of conductor for the new
Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Subtransmission Line to be collocated with the
existing Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy 66 kV Subtransmission Line on
previously installed lightweight steel (LWS) poles into Newbury Substation.

09-5 The first sentence in Draft EIR Section 1.1, Project Overview (see page 1-1), has
been revised as suggested to clarify that the proposed upgrade to the Moorpark-
Newbury-Pharmacy 66 kV Subtransmission Line would not in and of itself address
the need for the project:

The Proposed Project would include constructing the new Moorpark-
Newbury 66 kV Subtransmission Line and upgrading the existing Moorpark-
Newbury-Pharmacy 66 kV Subtransmission Line to collectively address
forecasted overloads on a section of the existing line and to enhance
reliability and operational flexibility.

09-6 The comment suggests that SCE would only implement the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) safety recommendations that it determines to be reasonable
and feasible. In the event FAA identifies other recommendations not disclosed in
the Draft EIR that SCE considers to be unreasonable and/or not feasible, SCE
should work with FAA to ensure that the intent of the recommendations from a
safety standpoint are implemented. To avoid issues that could arise due to the
ambiguity of the terms “reasonable” and “feasible,” the suggested revisions have
not been incorporated.

Further, the aviation safety discussion presented in the Draft EIR relied on the
assumption that SCE would incorporate the FAA recommendations. However,
considering that SCE has indicated that it may not implement the FAA suggestions,
the following revisions have been incorporated to the Draft EIR Impact 5.9-5
discussion to ensure that the intent of any FAA recommendations for aviation
safety are met.

The heading for Impact 5.9-5 on Draft EIR page 5.9-17 has been revised as follows
to reflect the incorporation of mitigation:

Impact 5.9-5: The Proposed Project could result in a safety hazard for
people working in the Proposed Project area because a nearby private
helipad. Less than significant with mitigation (Class 11) {Slass- Hb

The last paragraph of the Impact 5.9-5 discussion on Draft EIR page 5.9-18 has
been revised as follows to incorporate a mitigation measure requirement to ensure
that the intent of any FAA recommendations are met:

As part of the Proposed Project, marker balls may be recommended required
by FAA to be installed on several of the subtransmission line spans. In
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Segment 2, marker balls may be installed on the conductor between poles 25
and 26, and between poles 27 and 28. In Segment 3, marker balls may be
installed on the conductor between poles 32 and 33, and poles 39 and 40.
Marker balls would increase the visibility of the new lines-and-asreguired-by
the-FAA. Subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR, SCE has indicated that
it may not implement FAA recommendations not currently identified in the
Project Description if it determines the recommendations are not reasonable
or feasible. To ensure that the desired intent of the FAA recommendations
with regard to aviation safety are incorporated in the Proposed Project,
implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.9-5 is suggested. Implementation of
this measure would reduce this potentially significant impact to aviation

safety to a less-than-significant level. Fhis-mpact-would-belessthan
inificant.

ired

Mitigation Measure 5.9-5: In the event that the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) provides SCE with recommendations other than
those identified in the EIR Project Description, SCE shall implement
the recommendations to the extent feasible. If SCE determines that the
recommendation is not feasible, SCE must attempt to consult with
FAA to identify how the intent of the recommendation, in terms of
aviation safety, can be achieved in a feasible manner. If SCE and FAA
cannot agree on the aviation safety measures for the project, SCE shall
submit to the CPUC a detailed report identifying the specific reasons
why it has determined that the recommendations are not feasible. The
report shall include documentation of SCE’s correspondences with
FAA and offer solutions to achieve the aviation safety intent of the
FAA recommendations. The report shall be submitted to the CPUC for
review and approval at least 90 days prior to installation of any
conductor.

Significance after mitigation: Less than significant.

09-7 The suggested revisions have not been incorporated. Refer to response to Comment
09-6 for explanation.

09-8 The suggested asterisks footnote was inadvertently not included on Draft EIR
Figure 3-8, Typical Pole Design. Therefore, the figure has been revised accordingly
and is presented on the follow page.

09-9 The suggested revisions have not been incorporated. Refer to response to Comment
09-6 for explanation.
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09-10

09-11

09-12

3.2 Agencies and Organizations Responses

The following revision to the first sentence of the second paragraph under heading
Below-Ground Conductor has been incorporated to the Draft EIR (see page 3-17)
to allow flexibility in the type of underground cable that can be used for the
Proposed Project:

Three separate 3,000 kemil copper or aluminum underground cables
approximately 1,200 feet in length each would be installed through the TSP
and conduit within the duct bank.

It would not be appropriate for the Final EIR project description to include an open
ended statement that indicates that any number of additional staging areas could be
established prior to the start of construction solely for the purpose to optimize
construction efficiency, as suggested by the commenter. It appears that SCE has
not identified a specific need or site for a new construction staging area; therefore,
there is no way for the CPUC to evaluate any potential effects that could be
associated with any new staging areas not identified in the EIR. Therefore, the
suggested revisions have not been incorporated.

With that said, it should be noted that if in the future SCE determines that
additional construction staging area(s) are necessary, it could request that the
CPUC approve a specific change to the project via a variance request process.
However, as acknowledged on page 10-5 of Draft EIR Chapter 10, Mitigation
Monitoring, Reporting, and Compliance Program, no project variance will be
approved by the CPUC if it creates new significant environmental impacts. As
indicated in Chapter 10, a variance should be strictly limited to minor project
changes that will not trigger other permit requirements and does not increase the
severity of an impact or create a new impact. If the requested change to the
approved project would have the potential for creating significant environmental
effects, the CPUC would be required to evaluate the requested change to determine
whether supplemental CEQA review would be warranted.

Subsequent to providing this comment, SCE informed the CPUC that it only plans
to store fuels at its Thousand Oaks Service Center, Valencia Service Center, and/or
Ventura Service Center facilities; however, SCE confirmed that it now intends to
also conduct normal maintenance and refueling of construction equipment at its
staging areas, construction laydown areas, and construction work sites. The
following revisions to the first paragraph on Draft EIR Section 3.6.5 (page 3-22)
have been incorporated to reflect this change.

Routine maintenance and refueling of construction equipment and fuel
storage by SCE personnel would occur at SCE’s Thousand Oaks Service
Center, Valencia Service Center, or Ventura Service Center. These leecations
facilities are equipped with approved fuel stations. In addition, normal
maintenance and refueling of construction equipment would also be
conducted at staging areas, construction laydown areas, and construction
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09-13

09-14

09-15

work sites. All refueling and storage of fuels at-these-facHities-would be in
accordance with site-specific stormwater permits, and refueling equipment
procedures would be included within the Storm Water Pollution and
Prevention Plan (SWPPP).

In addition, Draft Mitigation Measure 5.9-1a (Draft EIR page 5.9-13 and 5.9-14)
has been modified as follows to clarify that the identified best management
practices related to refueling apply to all construction equipment, not just vehicles
and to ensure that the proposed refueling activities at the staging areas, construction
laydown areas, and construction work sites would be conducted in a manner that
would contain any spilled fuel:

Mitigation Measure 5.9-1a: SCE and/or its contractors shall implement
construction best management practices including but not limited to the
following:

o Follow manufacturer’s recommendations on use, storage, and disposal
of chemical products used in construction;

. Avoid overtopping construction equipment fuel gas tanks;

. Use tarps and adsorbent pads under construction equipment and
vehicles when refueling to contain and capture any spilled fuel,

. During routine maintenance of construction equipment, properly
contain and remove grease and oils; and

o Properly dispose of discarded containers of fuels and other chemicals.

The first sentence in Draft EIR Section 3.6.8.4, Guard Structures (see page 3-27 on
Draft EIR), has been revised as follows for clarification:

Guard structures are temporary facilities that would be installed at some

conductor transpertation—flood-controland-utitity-crossings of transportation,

flood control, and utility facilities.

The suggested revisions have not been incorporated. Refer to response to Comment
09-6 for explanation.

The first sentence in Draft EIR Section 3.6.17, Construction Schedule, on page 3-36
has been revised as follows to reflect the current construction schedule:

SCE anticipates that construction of the Proposed Project would take

apprOX|mater 10 monthsan&e*peets%h&keens#ueﬂen%&#dreee%beween

of2018. Constructlon would commence foIIowmq CPUC approval, final

engineering, procurement activities, and receipt of applicable permits. Clean-
up would continue for approximately 4 to 5 months thereafter.
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09-16  The first sentence in Draft EIR Section 3.9, Electric and Magnetic Fields
Summary, on page 3-45 has been revised as follows to reflect the high end of
extremely low frequency fields:

Extremely low frequency (ELF) electric and magnetic fields (EMF) include
alternating current (AC) fields and other electromagnetic, non-ionizing
radiation from 1 Hz to 366 3,000 Hz.

09-17  The commenter is correct that the portion of State Route (SR) 118 in the immediate
vicinity of the Proposed Project is not designated as an Eligible Ventura County
Scenic Highway. However, portions of the Proposed Project would be visible from
locations on SR 118 that do have Eligible Ventura County Scenic Highway status,
and as such, it is important that the designation be included in Table 5.1-1 (Draft
EIR page 5.1-12). However, Table 5.1-1 has been revised as follows to clarify the
scenic status of SR 118:

SR 118 Eligible Ventura County Scenic Proposed Project crosses once High
Highway east of SR 23, approximately and runs parallel within 600 feet
2 miles east of the Proposed Project to 1,500 feet for 0.6 mile.

area

09-18  In the discussion for Impact 5.1-3 (Draft EIR page 5.1-30), the number of
pulling/splicing sites has been corrected as follows:

Temporary pulling/splicing sites would be staged at approximately 32 10
locations along the Proposed Project alignment.

09-19  Mitigation Measure 5.1-2b (Draft EIR page 5.1-30) has been revised as follows to
offer flexibility in implementation, while maintaining the intent of the measure:

Mitigation Measure 5.1-2b: SCE shall coordinate with the Conejo Open
Space Conservation Agency (COSCA) to ensure that designated trails in the
vicinity of the Proposed Project are not blocked by the laydown areas or
conductor stringing areas, or otherwise provide for safe substitute means of
access for recreational trail users. SCE shall coordinate with COSCA to post
signage at trailheads within the Conejo Canyons Open Space area, alerting
recreationalists to construction locations and dates.

09-20  The text under Impact 5.1-3 intended to show that temporary pulling/splicing sites
would be visible from some scenic vista points along recreational trails. As such,
the language on page 5.1-31 has been corrected as follows:

Some pulling/splicing sites would be visible from locations that provide
views of scenic vistas along recreational trails; in particular, the stringing site
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09-21

09-22

near pole 40 would be highly visible from and could impede access to the
Western Plateau Trail and the Peninsula Loop Trail.

The discussion under Impact 5.1-6 (Draft EIR page 5.1-36) has been revised to
reflect available portable construction lighting equipment:

With implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.1-6, which requires a
Construction Lighting Mitigation Plan with the use of shielded lighting

elements; and directed fixtures;and-motion-ertiming-sensers, this impact

would be reduced to less than significant.

Mitigation Measure 5.1-6 has been revised to reflect available portable construction
lighting equipment and clarify that the mitigation measure applies to construction

Mitigation Measure 5.1-6: SCE shall design and install all new lighting at
Project-facihities construction areas, including construction and storage yards
and staging areas, such that light bulbs and reflectors are not visible from
public viewing areas; lighting does not cause reflected glare; and
illumination of the prejectfaciities construction areas, vicinity, and
nighttime sky is minimized. SCE shall submit a Construction Lighting
Mitigation Plan to the CPUC for review and approval at least 90 days prior

to the start of construction-erthe-erdering-of-any-exteriorlighting-fixtures-or
components-whichevercomesfirst. SCE shall not erder use any exterior

lighting fixtures or components until the Construction Lighting Mitigation
Plan is approved by the CPUC. The Plan shall include but is not limited to
the following measures:

. Lighting shall be designed so exterior lighting is hooded, with lights
directed downward or toward the area to be illuminated and so that
backscatter to the nighttime sky is minimized. The design of the
lighting shall be such that the luminescence or light sources are
shielded to prevent minimize light trespass outside the Project
beundany-area requiring illumination.

. All lighting shall be of minimum necessary brightness consistent with
worker safety.

o High illumination areas not occupied on a continuous basis shall-have

switches-or-motion-detectors-to-Hight-the-area be illuminated only when

occupied.

09-23 As disclosed on Draft EIR page 5.3-11, the methods described in Ventura County Air

Pollution Control District (VCAPCD)’s Ventura County Air Quality Assessment
Guidelines do not include significance thresholds for construction emissions, and
they recommend that construction-related reactive organic compounds (ROC) and
oxides of nitrogen (NOy) emissions not be counted towards the district’s significance
thresholds for operational activities, since these emissions are temporary. Although

Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Subtransmission Line Project 3.2-100 ESA /207584.15
(A.13-10-021) Final Environmental Impact Report October 2015



3. Comments and Responses

09-24

3.2 Agencies and Organizations Responses

the CPUC acknowledges that it may not be appropriate to gauge significance of
construction-related emissions based on the VCAPCD’s significance thresholds for
long-term operations, the CPUC is of the opinion that the Proposed Project should be
compared to significance thresholds for short-term construction emissions given the
district’s nonattainment status for several criteria pollutants, including ozone, PMyy,
and PM,s. The fact that construction emissions would be temporary does not excuse
the CPUC from evaluating construction-related exhaust emissions based on an
assessment that utilizes significance thresholds.

Because the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) is an adjacent
air district to VCAPCD with its geographic boundary located approximately 7 miles
southeast of Newbury Substation, and because it has adopted well-defined
construction mass emission significance thresholds that are supported by substantial
evidence, the CPUC has opted to compare the estimated construction exhaust
emissions that would be associated with the Proposed Project and alternatives to
SCAQMD?’s significance thresholds for ozone precursors (i.e., NOy and volatile
organic compounds (VOCSs)) and particulate matter (i.e., PMyy and PM, ;) to
determine if construction exhaust emissions that would be associated with the
Proposed Project could result in a violation of an air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation. The suggested revisions
have not been incorporated.

In order to provide flexibility in the construction schedule while maintaining the
overall intent and effectiveness of the measure, Mitigation Measure 5.3-1 (Draft
EIR page 5.3-14) has been revised as suggested:

Mitigation Measure 5.3-1: For diesel-fueled off-road construction
equipment of more than 50 horsepower, SCE shall make a good faith effort
to use available construction equipment that meets the highest USEPA-
certified tiered emission standards. An Exhaust Emissions Control Plan that

Control Technology(BACH-shall be submitted to the CPUC for review and

approval at least 30 days prior to commencement of construction activities.
Construction activities cannot commence until the plan has been approved.
Separate from the Exhaust Emissions Control Plan, an inventory of off-road
diesel equipment over 50 hp that identifies each off-road unit’s certified tier
specification and Best Available Control Technology (BACT) shall be
submitted to the CPUC prior to mobilization of that unit. For all pieces of
equipment that would not meet Tier 3 emission standards, the Exhaust
Emissions-Contrel-Plan-inventory submittal shall include documentation
from two local heavy construction equipment rental companies that indicates
that the companies do not have access to higher-tiered equipment for the
given class of equipment.
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09-25

09-26

09-27

09-28

09-29

09-30

The Operation Impacts discussion contained within PEA Section 4.16.5 (see PEA
page 4-391) states “The estimated number of vehicle trips associated with normal
operation of the Project would be less than 15 per month....” Therefore, to ensure
conservative analyses within the Draft EIR, it was assumed that the Proposed
Project would be limited to up to 15 maintenance and inspection-related trips per
month. Since the commenter indicates that 3 to 4 maintenance trips per year would
be required, and does not mention how many trips would be associated with
inspections, it is assumed that the operation trips disclosed in the Draft EIR is a
reasonable estimate, although conservative. The requested revision to the Draft EIR
has not been incorporated.

The third sentence of the second paragraph of Impact 5.3-4 (Draft EIR page 5.3-18)
has been revised as follows to clarify that the NOy significance threshold is not
recommended by VCAPCD.:

Mitigation Measure 5.3-1 would help reduce NO, emissions; however, NOy
emissions could continue to exceed the MCARED-significance threshold.

In response to the comment and findings cited in the 2015 botanical survey report
(Environmental Intelligence, LLC, 2015), the Draft EIR setting discussion for rare
plants in the third sentence of the last paragraph on page 5.4-10 is revised as
follows:

As identified in Table 5.4-2, seven non-listed special-status plants were
identified with at least a moderate potential to occur in the study area: round-
leaved filaree (California macrophylla), Santa Susana tarplant (Deinandra
minthornii), Blochman’s dudleya (Dudleya blochmaniae ssp. blochmaniae),
Conejo buckwheat (Eriogonum crocatum), mesa horkelia (Horkelia cuneate
ssp. puberula), white-veined Monardella (Monardella hypoleuca ssp.
hypoleuca), and Ojai navarretia (Navarretia ojainensis). Conejo buckwheat,
a CRPR List 1.B.2 species, and two A-sirgle CRPR List 4 species, Catalina
mariposa lily (Calochortus catalinae) and Hubby's phacelia (Phacelia
hubbyi), was were alse observed within the Proposed Project study area
during botanical surveys.

The suggested revision is acknowledged; however, was not incorporated into the
Final EIR as it does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis.

The suggested revision is acknowledged; however, was not incorporated into the
Final EIR as it does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis.

In response to the clarifications identified by the commenter, the first sentence of
the discussion entitled Coastal California Gnatcatcher on Draft EIR page 5.4-21
has been revised as follows:
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Coastal California gnatcatcher is a federally-listed Threatened species and a
California SSC. In California, this subspecies is an obligate resident of

coastal sage scrub vegetatron types Feeused—surveyswereeendueted%e

study-area- Wrthm 500 feet of the Proposed PrOJect right-of-way (ROW)
Leopold Biological Services (2014) mapped 113.53 acres of suitable
California gnatcatcher habitat (see Figure 5.4-4, California Coastal
Gnatcatcher (CAGN) Suitable Habitat in the Proposed Project Vicinity).
This included 7.25 acres of suitable habitat in Segment 2 on the south side of
Santa Rosa Valley; 62.24 acres of suitable habitat in Segment 3; and 44.04
acres in Segment 4. Focused surveys were conducted to determine species

presence within suitable habitat in the project study area in 2008, 2010, 2011,
and 2014 (BonTerra, 2008; 2010b; 2011a; Leopold Biological Services,
2014). No coastal California gnatcatchers were observed in 2008. Within
Segment 4 and the Conejo Open Space near pole locations 48 through 63,
eight coastal California gnatcatchers were observed in three territories in
2010; four coastal California gnatcatchers plus an unspecified number of
nestlings were observed in two territories in 2011; and\Within-these-areas;
10 coastal California gnatcatchers were observed in four occupied territories
totaling 32.44 acres in 2014. Active gnatcatcher territories were described in

association with coastal sage scrub habitat near pole locations 48 throuqh 63

seu%heramest—pemepreféegmem—z (Leopold Biological Servrces 2014) (see

Figure 5.4-4). Native vegetation in these areas includes rosemary flat-topped
buckwheat, California sagebrush, black sage, gray coast buckwheat, coastal
prickly pear, purple sage, bladderpod (Isomeris arborea), bush sunflower
(Encelia californica), lemonadeberry, coyote brush, western poison oak,

bush monkeyflower Iaurel sumac, and deerweed Ihreenesuﬂgﬁarrswere

09-31  The suggested revision is acknowledged; however, was not incorporated into the
Final EIR as it does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis.

09-32  Inresponse to the clarifications identified by the commenter, the Draft EIR
Regulatory Setting discussion for Riparian Communities on Draft EIR page 5.4-27
has been deleted as follows:
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09-33  Inresponse to the comment and findings cited in the 2015 botanical survey report
(Environmental Intelligence, LLC, 2015), the Draft EIR impact discussion for rare
plants in the third paragraph of Draft EIR page 5.4-37 has been revised as follows:

Botanical surveys performed by BonTerra in spring 2008 and 2010 focused
on the potential presence of Lyon’s pentachaeta and Conejo dudleya and did
not assess the potential presence for all special-status plant species that could
occur on-site (BonTerra, 2008; 2010).While many rare plant species
potentially present either share an overlapping blooming period with Conejo
dudleya and Lyon’s pentachaeta or are perennial species recognizable
throughout the year, there remain some annual or perennial bulb species that
do not have overlapping blooming periods and may not have been detectable
during the focused surveys conducted for Conejo dudleya and Lyon’s

pentachaeta mqeartreuiamheieuemeg#rreenemﬁtewateebleemnm

Botanical surveys performed by Environmental Intelligence in spring and
summer 2015 included systematic searches for Lyon’s pentachaeta and
Conejo dudleya in addition to all other special status plant species that could
occur on-site (see Table 5.4-2). The botanical surveys were comprehensive
and floristic in nature and were not restricted to, or focused only on species
listed in Table 5.4-2. The following rare species were observed in 2015:
Conejo dudleya, Lyon’s pentachaeta, Conjeo buckwheat (Eriogonum
crocatum; List 1B.2), Hubby's phacelia (Phacelia hubbyi; List 4.2), and
Catalina mariposa lily (Calochortus catalinae; List 4.2).

09-34  Inresponse to the comment and findings cited in the 2015 botanical survey report
(Environmental Intelligence, LLC, 2015), the Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 5.4-1a
on page 5.4-38 is revised as follows:

Mitigation Measure 5.4-1a: SCE and/or its contractors shall perform
preconstruction surveys for rare plants in areas Areas-of future ground

d |sturbanceeha+kbe$uweyed¢eprareplm%s—meleémg—ﬂummepsmaﬁpesa

agreed-to-by GCBFRW. If no rare plants are encountered no further mrtrgatron
is required. If rare plants are known to occur or new populations are found,

the applicant proposed measures related to special-status plants shall be
implemented for any identified CRPR Rank 1 or Rank 2 species.
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09-35  The commenter is correct that Mitigation Measure 5.4-1b sub-item 2) d, which
describes the contents of the Weed Control Plan, was intended to describe proper
weed disposal methods (see Draft EIR page 5.4-38). To clarify this requirement,
Mitigation Measure 5.4-1b on page 5.4-38 is revised as follows:

Mitigation Measure 5.4-1b: To reduce the potential for introduction or

spread of invasive weeds in sensitive habitats during ground-disturbing

activities, SCE shall prepare and implement a Weed Control Plan. The Weed

Control Plan shall address the following:

1) A pre-construction weed inventory to be conducted by surveying all
areas subject to ground-disturbing activity, including, but not limited
to, pole installation sites and construction areas, tower removal sites,
pulling and tensioning sites, guard structures, and areas subject to
grading for new or improved access and spur roads.

2)  During construction of the Project, implement measures to control the
introduction and spread of noxious weeds in the Project work area.
These shall include:

a. washing vehicles (including wheels, undercarriages, and
bumpers) at existing construction yards, commercial car washes,
or similar suitable sites prior to commencing work in off-road
areas;

b.  washing tools such as chainsaws, hand clippers, pruners, etc.,
prior to use in off-road areas;

C. ensuring that all seeds and erosion-control materials used in off-
road areas are weed-free, and any imported gravel or fill material
are certified weed free by the county Agriculture
Commissioners’” Offices before use; and

d.  during Proposed Project operation and maintenance activities;
that require clearing invasive weeds from helicopter landing
areas, assembly and laydown areas, spur and access roads,
staging areas, and other weed-infested areas; and-dispesing SCE
will dispose of weeds in appropriate off-site locations.

09-36  The suggested revision has been reviewed and was not incorporated into the Final
EIR. The relocation of special-status reptiles a substantial distance from the project
footprint (a minimum of 250 to 500 feet, as recommended in the comment), may
put animals of greater risk than it would to not specify a distance. As written, Draft
EIR Mitigation Measure 5.4-2 (see page 5.4-39) leaves the determination of
relocation areas to the qualified biologist. As used in the measure, we find that the
term “authorized by CDFW?” is equivalent to the suggested revision, “holds a valid
scientific collection permit issued by CDFW;” hence, the suggested revision was
not incorporated. The suggested revision to remove the requirement to confirm
relocation areas with CDFW prior to surveys is acceptable. The most suitable
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reptile relocation areas may only be discernable at the time of the survey; hence,
approving relocation sites in advance on such a long, linear project may result in
the identification of inappropriate relocation sites. As a result, Draft EIR Mitigation
Measure 5.4-2 on Draft EIR page 5.4-39 has been revised as follows:

Mitigation Measure 5.4-2: Within areas that provide potentially suitable
habitat for special-status reptiles, SCE and/or its contractors shall perform
preconstruction surveys within 24 hours of initial ground disturbance to
identify the potential presence of western pond turtle, coast horned lizard,
silvery legless lizard, two-striped garter snake, and South Coast garter snake
within work areas. If any of these species are identified during surveys of the
immediate construction area footprint, individuals shall be relocated to
nearby suitable habitat frem-work-areas-by an individual who is authorized
by CDFW to undertake speues relocatlon A—suﬂable—rele&aﬂen—apea—shal-l—be

09-37 Inresponse to the clarifications identified by the commenter, the Draft EIR setting
discussion for coastal California gnatcatcher on Draft EIR pages 5.4-39 and 5.4-40
has been revised as follows:

In 2014, four active coastal California gnatcatcher territories were identified
in the Proposed Project area in association with coastal sage scrub habitat
near pole locations 48 through 63 in Seqment 4 th&nerthemmespweweps

Segmem—z (Leopold Blologlcal Serwces 2014). Inall, 113. 53 acres of
suitable California gnatcatcher habitat was identified within 500 feet of
Proposed Project activities; however, habitat impacts would be limited to a
fraction of this area. As identified in Impact 5.4-5, 2.38 acres of temporary
ground disturbance is anticipated within native grassland and sage scrub
vegetation habitat. Within this area of native vegetation disturbance,

0.07 acre of coastal sage scrub habitat (370 linear feet) in Segment 4 would
be disturbed by the Proposed Project in support of access road rehabilitation.
On the basis of survey findings, the Proposed Project would cause the
temporary loss of potential coastal California gnatcatcher habitat in the
vicinity of pole locations 45 and 46, in areas there were unoccupied by
gnatcatcher in 2014 (see Figure 5.4-4, California Coastal Gnatcatcher
(CAGN) Suitable Habitat in the Proposed Project Vicinity) (Leopold
Biological Services, 2014). Coastal California gnatcatchers could breed
within the unoccupied habitat at a later date, prior to disturbance; however,
this species was not detected and is presently considered absent from ground
disturbance areas within potentially suitable habitat. No ground disturbance
is proposed within active territories. Because the gnatcatcher was not
identified in disturbance sites during protocol-level surveys and the Proposed
Project is outside of designated critical habitat for this species, no
compensatory mitigation is proposed for coastal California gnatcatcher
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habitat losses. Note that disturbances to sage scrub habitat are separately
addressed by APMBIO-1, which provide that restoration activities in
disturbed areas of native habitat (coastal sage scrub) will be implemented in
accordance the CDFW SAA and HRMP requirements, and Mitigation
Measure 5.4-5.

09-38  The revisions to Mitigation Measure 5.4-5 proposed by SCE on Draft EIR
page 5.4-42 has been reviewed and partly incorporated, as follows:

Mitigation Measure 5.4-5: SCE will develop a revegetation plan to restore
temporarily impacted native habitats consistent with Revegetation-of-native
habitatareas-will-follow the prescriptions identified in the 2012 revegetation
plan prepared by Wildscape Restoration for the Proposed Project, included as
PEA Appendix F5, Habitat Restoration and Monitoring Plan. The 2012
revegetation plan, which was subject to CDFW review and approval,
proposes the use of native revegetation for temporary impacts created by the
Proposed Project. Implementation of the plan in disturbed areas will ensure
that the functions and values of the disturbed habitat are restored by
protecting and restoring soil conditions, restoring topography and topsoil
following construction, using local native plants, and controlling aggressive
non-native plant species.

09-39  The suggested revisions to the first sentence of the second paragraph to Draft EIR
Mitigation Measure 5.5-1b on Draft EIR page 5.5-20 has been incorporated as
follows:

If avoidance of site P-56-001797 is demonstrated to be infeasible, prior to the
start of construction in the vicinity of site P-56-001797-issuance-of-any
grading-er-buildingpermits, a detailed Cultural Resources Treatment Plan
shall be prepared and implemented by a qualified archaeologist.

09-40  The fourth sentence of the second paragraph under Impact 5.6-1 on Draft EIR
page 5.6-5 has been revised to acknowledge that planned outages may be required
during construction activities.

Construction activities would not reduce or interrupt existing electrical or
natural gas services due to insufficient supply, nor would they interrupt
existing local SCE service with the exception of minor short term planned
outages as necessary for construction, safety, and operational requirements.

09-41  Although it is acknowledged that No Project Alternative 1 would result in a long-
term decrease in the reliability of the local electrical subtransmission grid during
peak demand times and that demand-side management projects alone would not fix
the reliability deficiency, as disclosed on Draft EIR page 5.6-7, this incremental
impact is considered less than significant relative to the EIR baseline, which
already includes existing substantial adverse conditions in the ENA relative to
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09-42

09-43

09-44

09-45

09-46

09-47

potential voltage violations under emergency conditions with the Pharmacy
Substation reconnected. The suggested comments have not been incorporated.

Although it is acknowledged that No Project Alternative 2 would result in a long-
term decrease in the reliability of the local electrical subtransmission grid during
peak demand times and that demand-side management projects alone would not fix
the reliability deficiency, as disclosed on Draft EIR page 5.6-8, this incremental
impact is considered less than significant relative to the EIR baseline, which
already includes existing substantial adverse conditions in the ENA relative to
potential voltage violations under emergency conditions with the Pharmacy
Substation reconnected. The suggested comments have not been incorporated.

The comment clarifies that borings were drilled for geotechnical soil data, not for
well installation or construction. To clarify information presented in the Draft EIR,
the last sentence of the second paragraph under the Soils discussion on Draft EIR
page 5.7-2 is revised as follows:

Soil engineering properties were also evaluated at specific boring locations
identified in the geotechnical data report prepared for previous construction
along the project alignment, shown in Figure 5.7-2, Wel-Geotechnical
Boring Locations.

The title of Draft EIR Figure 5.7-2 on page 5.7-4 has been changed to clarify that
borings were drilled for geotechnical soil data, not for well installation. The revised
Figure is presented on the follow page.

The legend on Figure 5.7-2 on page 5.7-4 has been changed to clarify that borings
were drilled for geotechnical soil data, not for well installation. The revised Figure
is presented on the follow page.

The commenter clarifies that SCE would place the subtransmission facilities at
locations on opposite sides of the mapped fault traces. The first sentence of the
second paragraph under Impact 5.7-1 on page 5.7-19 is revised accordingly as
follows:

However, the single TSP within the A-P Zone would not be constructed
directly on a mapped fault trace.

The commenter clarifies that borings were drilled for geotechnical soil data, not for
well installation or construction. On Draft EIR page 5.7-20, under the discussion of
Impact 5.7-3, the fourth sentence in the first paragraph is revised as follows:

The amount of sand in the weH-geotechnical borings taken from the Little
Simi Valley near Moorpark Substation indicates liquefaction could occur at
the site.
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09-49
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The commenter clarifies that SCE plans to perform additional geotechnical analysis
to confirm design recommendations. To clarify information presented in the Draft
EIR on page 5.7-20, under the discussion of Impact 5.7-3, the second to last
sentence in the first paragraph is revised as follows:

However, in accordance with APM GEO-1, the Proposed Project would be
designed to minimize the potential impacts from hazards including
liquefaction by incorporating recommendations from future geotechnical

reports-analysis.
Draft EIR Section 5.7, Geology and Soils, has been corrected as follows:
Page 5.7-22:

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil.

Impact 5.7-5: Construction, operation, and maintenance of the Proposed
Project could result in erosion or the loss of topsoil. Less than significant

with mitigation (Class H11)
Page 5.7-25:

Mitigation: Nenereguired: Implement Mitigation Measure 5.10-1.

Significance after mitigation: Less than significant.

Based on these changes, the following changes to the Draft EIR have also been
made:

Executive Summary, page ES-25:

Impact 5.7-5: Construction, Class-# I Nene-reguired. Implement Less than
operation, and maintenance of the Mitigation Measure 5.10-1. significant.

Proposed Project could result in
erosion or the loss of topsoil.

Chapter 10, Mitigation Monitoring, Reporting, and Compliance Program, Table
10-1, page 10-29:

Geology and Soils

Impact 5.7-5: Mitigation: See Mitigation See Mitigation See Mitigation
Construction Implement Mitigation | Measure 5.10-1. Measure 5.10-1. Measure 5.10-1.
operation, and Measure 5.10-1.

maintenance of the

Proposed Project
could result in erosion

or the loss of topsoil.
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09-50

09-51

09-52

09-53

09-54

This comment has been addressed. See Response 09-49.

Based on this comment, Draft EIR Section 5.7, Geology and Soils, Impact 5.7-6
(Draft EIR page 5.7-25) has been corrected:

One of the TSPs would be constructed ever near a location found to have
landslide deposits (borings B-9a and B-9b) (Converse, 2011).

The comment states that the GHG emissions estimated by SCE using the
CalEEMod emissions model include helicopter emissions for the conductor
installation phase identified as “Other Construction Equipment,” and therefore, the
supplemental helicopter emissions estimated by Environmental Science Associates
(ESA) may represent a doubling of helicopter emissions. SCE’s CalEEMod output
sheets (see Draft EIR Appendix D.3) show two off-road “Other Construction
Equipment” types, one with 300 horsepower (hp) and one with 350 hp. However,
the CalEEMod output sheets do not include enough detail to determine whether the
emissions associated with either of these equipment types are representative of the
helicopter that would conduct conductor stringing. It is acknowledged that the SCE
emissions estimates include the same two equipment types for the duct bank
installation phase of previous construction activities, which calls into question that
either of these equipment types are representative of a helicopter given the
subsurface nature of duct bank installation activities. Therefore, the CPUC cannot
substantiate that helicopter emissions were adequately included in SCE’s emission
estimates.

Regardless, the ESA helicopter emission estimates for the Proposed Project total
11 metric tons CO,e, and when amortized over the 30-year life of the Proposed
Project, the emissions equal less than 0.4 metric ton CO,e per year, which is
negligible when compared to the 10,000 metric ton annual significance threshold.
Therefore, any double-counting of helicopter GHG emissions in the Draft EIR has
a negligible effect on the overall emissions identified for the Proposed Project.

This comment has been addressed. See Response 09-25.

The fourth sentence of the Draft EIR paragraph under the Operation and
Maintenance Emissions heading on page 5.8-8 has been revised as follows to
acknowledge the source of SCE’s sulfurSFg emissions estimates:

As part of the CPUC’s Permit to Construct application process, SCE
provided a long-term SFg emissions estimate; however, the estimate was
calculated using an-unsupperted-a circuit breaker leak rate of 0.5 percent of
the total SF¢ capacity of the proposed circuit breakers. SCE’s PEA did not
identify a source for the leak rate. Therefore, ESA revised the long-term SFs
operational emissions estimate using a USEPA SF; published leak rate for
electrical circuit breakers manufactured in and after 1999 of up to 1.0 percent
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09-55

09-56

09-57

09-58

3.2 Agencies and Organizations Responses

(USEPA, 2006). Using the USEPA referenced leak rate of 1.0 percent,
annual SF¢ emissions that would be associated with the Proposed Project
have been estimated to be equivalent to approximately 12 metric tons COe
per year (ESA, 2014). Subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR, SCE has
disclosed that the SFg leak rate identified in the PEA is based on the
manufacturer’s guaranteed maximum leak rate. Using this leak rate, SFg
emissions in the form COe would be approximately 6 metric tons.

The recommended edits have been incorporated into the second paragraph of the
Impact 5.9-5 discussion on Draft EIR page 5.9-18 to clarify that the FAA
recommendations are not requirements. For those edits and additional revisions to
the Impact 5.9-5 discussion, refer to Response O9-6.

The last sentence in the second paragraph of the Impact 5.9-7 discussion and the
first two sentences of Mitigation Measure 5.9-7 (titled Impact 5.9-6 and Mitigation
Measure 5.9-6, respectively, in the Draft EIR, page 5.9-19) have been revised as
follows to clarify that the name of the required plan would be “Fire Safety Plan”:

However, to ensure that potentially significant wildland fire impacts
associated with the Proposed Project are reduced to less than significant,
implementation of Mitigation Measure 5:9-6 5.9-7 would require the

preparation of a Health-and-Safety/Fire Safety Plan and appropriate fire
protection equipment.

Mitigation Measure 5:9-6 5.9-7: SCE and/or its contractors shall

prepare and implement a Health-and-Safety/Fire Safety Plan to ensure
the health and safety of construction workers and the public. The

Ventura County Fire Department (VCFD) shall be consulted during

plan preparation and include health-and-safety/fire safety measures
recommended by this agency.

The sixth bullet to Mitigation Measure 5.9-7 (Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 5.9-6,
page 5.9-20) has been revised as indicated below to clarify that SCE will submit
verification of consultation with CalFire and the one local fire department:

. Prior to construction, SCE shall contact and coordinate with the VCFD
to determine the appropriate amounts of fire equipment to be carried on
the vehicles and appropriate locations for the water tanks if water
trucks are not used. SCE shall submit verification of its consultation
with CalFire and the local fire departments-department to the CPUC.

The commenter requests changes to Draft Mitigation Measure 5.10-1 to account for
road safety considerations and also suggests that site-specific erosion susceptibility
should be considered. However, based upon the ground slope criteria in the
mitigation measure (i.e., greater than 2 percent), all areas the mitigation measure
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09-59

would apply to would have a moderate to severe erosion hazard as disclosed in
Draft EIR Section 5.7, Geology and Soils (Table 5.7-1; see pages 5.7-5 and 5.7-6).

Further, the commenter suggests adopting the spacing presented in a table from the
updated (2014) version of the Handbook for Forest, Ranch, and Rural Roads
(Handbook), which would be slightly greater spacing than that required by
Mitigation Measures 5.10-1. However, the Handbook table itself notes that “the
spacing of rolling dips and ditch relief culverts should be a function of proximity to
a watercourse, with closer spacing near the channel.” Mitigation Measure 5.10-1
only applies to road segments in close proximity (i.e., within 300 feet) to existing
surface water channels, and this is the reason for the closer spacing as compared to
the table referenced by the commenter.

To account for road/vehicle safety considerations, and to clarify the measure, Draft
Mitigation Measure 5.10-1 on Draft EIR page 5.10-21 has been modified as
follows:

Mitigation Measure 5.10-1: For all improved or rehabilitated access roads
that would be within 300 feet of an existing surface water channel (i.e., one
that has a distinct bed and banks, including irrigation ditches where no
berm/levee is currently in place) and traverse a ground slope greater than two
percent, the following protective measures shall be adhered to and/or
installed:

. All improved or rehabilitated access roads shall be-eut-sloped match
the existing in-sloped or out-sloped construction;

. Cross-drains (road surface drainage, e.g., waterbars, rolling dips, or
channel drains) and energy dissipation features (e.qg., rock rip-rap,
rock-filled containers) shall be installed at intervals based upon the
finished road slope: road slope 5 percent or less, cross-drain spacing
shall be 150 feet; road slope 6 to 15 percent, cross-drain spacing shall
be 100 feet; 16 to 20 percent, cross-drain spacing shall be 75 feet; and
21 to 25 percent, cross-drain spacing shall be 50 feet-and.

lissination f .- roSK rock-filled iners

No text changes are necessary. Mitigation Measure 5.10-2 is worded such that it
only applies in the event of dewatering activities and discharges. As stated on Draft
EIR page 5.10-22: “Mitigation Measure 5.10-2 would be required to specifically
address the potential water quality impacts associated with dewatering discharge of
previously contaminated groundwater, or of groundwater which exceeds existing
surface water quality criteria or objectives for one or more constituents.” Moreover,
the mitigation measure begins with the phrase, “Regarding dewatering activities
and discharges...” (see Draft EIR page 5.10-23). If SCE does not conduct
dewatering activities, the mitigation measures would not apply.
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3.2 Agencies and Organizations Responses

In Draft EIR Section 5.14, Population and Housing, the last sentence of the second
paragraph under Impact 5.14-1 (pages 5.14-4 to 5.14-5) has been revised as
follows:

Therefore, implementation of the Proposed Project would not be expected to
result in any significant increase to the local population eradverseeffecton

the-heusing-market.

In Draft EIR Section 5.15, Public Services, under the heading No Project
Alternative 2 on Draft EIR page 5.15-7, the second sentence has been revised as
follows:

Construction impacts associated with No Project Alternative 2 would be
similar to those of the Proposed Project because this alternative would
require construction activities within the same SCE right-of-way, and would

require a similar;yret-smatler,-temperary construction workforce as the

Proposed Project.
This comment has been addressed. See Response O9-25.
This comment has been addressed. See Response O9-25.
This comment has been addressed. See Response 09-25.

The suggested revisions have not been incorporated. The commenter refers to
language that falls under the discussion of construction-related impacts.
Construction of the Proposed Project would require the use of helicopters in
locations and in patterns that do not occur under existing conditions, such as during
installation of conductor and marker balls, and/or removal old infrastructure. As
such, construction-related helicopter use would create new, albeit temporary, traffic
patterns. No text change is necessary.

The commenter provides clarification regarding the natural gas provider in the
Project Area. The discussion under the heading Electricity and Natural Gas on
Draft EIR page 5.18-3 has been revised as follows:

Southern California Edison (SCE) is the primary provider of electrical
services and-natural-gas throughout Ventura County, and the Gas Company
is the primary provider of natural gas (Ventura County, various dates).

The sixth sentence of the second paragraph of the Impact 5.18-2 discussion on
Draft EIR page 5.18-10 has been revised as requested to allow for the wood poles
to be returned to either of the two proposed staging areas:

The existing wood poles removed for the Proposed Project would be returned
to the-a staging yard, and either reused by SCE, returned to the manufacturer,

Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Subtransmission Line Project 3.2-115 ESA /207584.15
(A.13-10-021) Final Environmental Impact Report October 2015



3. Comments and Responses

3.2 Agencies and Organizations Responses

disposed of in a Class | hazardous waste landfill, or disposed of in the lined
portion of a municipal landfill which the RWQCB has approved for the
disposal of treated wood waste.

Refer to Response 09-11 relative to SCE’s request to identify additional
construction staging areas at a later date.

09-68  This comment has been addressed. See Response 09-25.
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Comment Letter 010

Community Development Department

City of
) 2100 Thousand Oaks Boulevard * Thousand Oaks, CA 91362
Th ousa Ild Oa k S Planning Division * Phone 805/449.2323 » Fax 805/449.2350 * www.toaks.org
Building Division * Phone 805/449.2500 ¢ Fax 805/449.2575 « www.toaks.otg
John C. Prescott
Community Development Director
July 27, 2015

Mr. Michael Rosauer
Moorpark-Newbury Project

c/o Environmental Science Associates
1425 N. McDowell Blvd, Ste 200
Petaluma, CA 94954

Re  Draft Environmental Impact Report for Southern California Edison
Moorpark-Newbury Park Subtransmission Line

Dear Mr. Rosauer,

Thank you for providing us the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft
EIR. The proposed project involves a request from SCE to construct the new
Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Subtransmission Line and upgrade the existing
Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy 66 kV Subtransmission Line to address forecasted
overloads on a section of the existing line and to enhance reliability and
operational flexibility.

We will confine our comments to the construction within the City of Thousand
Oaks, Segments 3 and 4 as depicted on Figure ES-1. We understand that all of
the construction would take place within the existing easements, public ROW and
existing SCE “fee-owned property”. Of particular concern are the portions of the
alignment which traverse open space owned by the Conejo Open Space
Conservation Agency (COSCA) and the City of Thousand Oaks (City).

In general, we feel that the EIR has done a good job in addressing the issues
and mitigating impacts to sensitive resources, trails and cultural resources.

Our comments are as follows
Biological Resources
We note that both Lyons pentachaeta (Pentachaeta lyonii) and Conejo dudleya

(Dudleya parva) are found within the project area. Mitigation measures,
particularly APM Bio 2, appear to be adequate to protect these species.

3.2-117
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Comment Letter 010

However, it should be noted that Blochman’s dudleya (Dudleya blochmaniae
ssp. blochmaniae) is found within the Conejo Canyons Open Space in Segment 010-2
3. Mitigation measures within APM Bio 2 should be applied to this sensitive (cont.)
species as well. -

It should be noted that in August 2011, during grading operations for the first
phase of this project, SCE’s grading contractor pushed excessive amounts of soil
and rock onto the slopes below the existing dirt roads adjacent to Towers 38, 39 010-3
and 40 in the Conejo Canyons Open Space (Segment 3). The side-casting from
this over-grading created steep, unstable slopes, covered native coastal sage
vegetation, and deposited large boulders partially within an ephemeral drainage
channel. The total impacted area was approximately 0.5 acres.

SCE notified City staff immediately, received a Streambed Alteration Permit from
the California Department of Fish and Wildlife to mitigate the damage, and
entered into a compensatory mitigation in-lieu fee agreement with COSCA. SCE
and COSCA oversaw the restoration of the damaged areas and SCE assured the 010-4
City and COSCA that the grading contractor who caused the damage would not
work on this project again. The City and COSCA appreciate SCE’s swift and
thorough response to this incident and are confident that over-grading and
damage to the open space resources will be prevented in the future.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. Should you have any
questions, don't hesitate to call Rick Burgess at (805) 449-2326 or Shelly Mason
at (805) 449-2339.

Sincerely,

Ric¢hard A. Burgesé
Senior Planner

lly M
COSCA Manager

H:common/coscalresource management/SCE Subtransmission Line Project EIR Comment
Letter.doc
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3. Comments and Responses

3.2 Agencies and Organizations Responses

3.2.10 Letter O10 — Responses to Comments from City of
Thousand Oaks, Community Development
Department

010-1  The comment is a summary statement of concerns and an acknowledgement that
the EIR has done a good job addressing the issues. No response is warranted.

010-2  The commenter notes that Blochman’s dudleya occurs within the Conejo Canyons
Open Space in Segment 3 and suggests that APM BIO-2 should be modified to
apply to this species. Blochman’s dudleya is a CRPR Rank 1 species that was not
detected in the project area during focused botanical surveys. Draft EIR Mitigation
Measure 5.4-1a requires that applicant proposed measures for special-status plants
apply to all CRPR Rank 1 species. Therefore, the suggestion to apply APM BIO-2
to Blochman’s dudleya is not necessary and no changes are needed to address the
comment.

010-3  The comment summarizes activities conducted by an SCE grading contractor in
August 2011 that resulted in side castings that created steep, unstable slopes,
covered native coastal sage vegetation, and depositing large boulders partially with
an ephemeral drainage channel. This is not a comment relative to the adequacy of
the Draft EIR; therefore, no response is warranted.

010-4  The comment expressed appreciation of SCE’s response to the side-casting
incident described above, and confidence that over-grading and damage to the open
space resource would be prevented in the future. This is not a comment relative to
the adequacy of the Draft EIR; therefore, no response is warranted.
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Comment Letter O11
Santa Rosa Valley Municipal Advisory Council
Council Members:

Chair, Kevin Cannon
Vice-Chair, Rosemary Allison

Mark Burley
Janis Gardner
Ruth Means
Mr. Michael Rosauer
Moorpark-Newbury Project
c/o Environmental Science Associates Email: Moorpark-Newbury@esassoc.com

1425 N. McDowell Blvd., Suite 200
Petaluma, CA 94954

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Report

As the Municipal Advisory Council for the community of Santa Rosa Valley, we are disap-
pointed that the Scoping Report and Draft EIR utterly disregarded the concerns of our commu-
nity and our MAG, as expressed in our letters of April 18", 2014 and June 20", 2015.

This Draft EIR should not be certified. Instead, it should be discarded and a new, impartial re-
view undertaken of the entire Moorpark-Newbury Project. The Scoping Report arbitrarily seg-
mented all remaining construction from “the Project.” ESA had to use a subtitle — “the Pro-
posed Project” - to show that it was reviewing something separate from “the Project” as de-
scribed in the PTC Application and NOP. Therefore, either the Draft EIR is inadequate in its
failure to analyze “the Project,” or the PTC Application and NOP failed to properly give public

011-1

notice that “the Project” under review was only a portion of the Moorpark-Newbury Project. 1

Thus, the Draft EIR is incomplete. It omits facts. It is flawed in its scope. It is flawed in its as-
sumptions and methodology. The following are specific examples of its shortcomings:

1. It fails to review the impacts of “the Project” as a whole. It also fails to include all of |

nearby projects that are pending approval, like SCE’s proposed generation plant in Oxnard that
will utilize the same right of way.

2. It arbitrarily segments completed construction from remaining construction.
3. It treats the first half of construction as “baseline.” It attempts to characterized prior

disruption as the state of the environment before “the Project,” even though all existing disrup-
tion occurred as part of “the Project,” under the CPUC’s watch and during the last 3 months

011-2

011-3

011-4

before it vacated project approval.

11521 Sumac Lane
Camarillo, California 93012
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Comment Letter 011

Page 2 of 2

4. It specifically fails to address the cumulative impact of past construction and
other “closely related” past projects. It also fails to consider “closely related” future
projects, such as the proposed Oxnard plant.

5. It overlooks and underplays significant impacts. For example, the photographs T

in Chapter 5.1 are all distance shots. They fail to capture the closeness of pole sites to

011-5

neighborhood streets and residences, and thus, downplay the more significant impacts ~ |011-6

on the public using and residents abutting the ROW along Chestnut Lane, the west end
of Presilla Road, Churchman Lane, Buggy Drive, Oatfield Way, and the north end of

Yucca Drive.

6. Regarding mitigation, because of the skew of the report, it fails to disclose T01 1.7

how SCE’s self-policed mitigation measures to date have resulted in encroachments and

disruptions that it sought to avoid. L

7. The report fails to independently analyze viable alternatives, instead accepting
all of SCE’s assertions of their shortcomings. It also give short shrift to all preferred re-
sources, such as solar and distributed energy, counter to Governor Brown’s instruction

that we must increase reliance on such. 1

8. It fails to scrutinize SCE’s overload projections modeled to justify “the Pro-
ject.” Those projections have proven false from 2005 to 2010 (when overload was pre-
dicted in the same year of each projection) and in 2011 and 2012 (when it was predicted
in 2013, which did not happen). For 2013 and 2014, SCE moved its projection to 2021,
a long way away given this dawning age of “green” resources and SCE’s recent Distrib-
uted Resources Plan.

For the foregoing reasons, we submit the Draft EIR should be abandoned. An independ- 1

ent lead agency and an independent environmental firm should be appointed due to the
CPUC’s involvement in the original project approval, CEQA exemption and approval

011-8

011-9

£

011-10

of construction during the pending appeal.

Kindest re N

Ro
Santa Rosa Valley MAC
CC: Supervisor Linda Parks
Dr. Alan and Margaret Ludington

11521 Sumac Lane
Camarillo, California 93012
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3. Comments and Responses

3.2 Agencies and Organizations Responses

3.2.11 Letter O11 — Responses to Comments from Santa

0O11-1

Rosa Valley Municipal Advisory Council

Information about past CPUC procedural activities is provided in Master Response 2,
Non-CEQA Issues, in Section 3.1.2, and information about baseline-related issues,
including piecemealing, is provided in Master Response 3, CEQA Baseline and
Piecemeal Review of the Project.

It should be noted that the Permit to Construction (PTC) Application and associated
Proponent’s Environmental Assessment (PEA) prepared by SCE is not a CPUC
CEQA document, in fact, when it submitted its PEA pursuant to Decision 11-11-019,
SCE was not even aware that a CEQA review would be required (see Response O2-
4). Therefore, the fact that the PEA did not indicate that the CPUC’s EIR would not
include evaluation of the past construction activities has no bearing on the EIR’s
definition of the “Proposed Project,” which is based on CEQA requirements. In
addition, the CPUC has no obligation to present an EIR project description consistent
with that identified in SCE’s PEA if it would present a conflict with standard practice
of CEQA.

The CPUC provided the public with a consistent definition of the Proposed Project
multiple times in advance of the publication of the Draft EIR. The CPUC described
the “Proposed Project” when it issued the NOP on March 26, 2014, as follows:

Description of Proposed Project.

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the State of
California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) is preparing an EIR for the
Project identified below, and is requesting comments on the scope and
content of the EIR. Southern California Edison (SCE), in its CPUC
application (A.13-10-021), filed on October 28, 2013, seeks a permit to
construct (PTC) the remaining portions of the Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV
Subtransmission Line Project (Project) that have yet to be constructed...”

The NOP also states:

The EIR will identify the potentially significant environmental effects of the
Project, including those resulting from construction of the portions of the
Project that have yet to be developed, and operation and maintenance of the
entire Project.

The CPUC also discussed the EIR definition of the Proposed Project at the public
Scoping Meeting held on Thursday, April 10, 2014, in Camarillo California.
Several members of the public took the opportunity to comment on the EIR
definition of the Proposed Project at the Scoping Meeting and during the scoping
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011-2

011-3

3.2 Agencies and Organizations Responses

comment period. All comments received were recorded in the Scoping Report
published in July 2014, and were considered during the drafting of the Draft EIR.

The CPUC reiterated the definition of the Proposed Project in the Scoping Report
published in July 2014 (see Draft EIR Appendix A, page 4):

Through consultation with the CPUC Staff Council, the CPUC Energy
Division staff has determined that SCE’s past Project-related activities and
their associated environmental effects will be disclosed as part of the
environmental baseline conditions described in EIR Chapter 2, Background.
Chapter 3, Project Description, will include the description of SCE’s Project.
For CEQA purposes, the Project does not include SCE’s prior activities.
Chapter 5, Environmental Analysis, will examine the direct and indirect
effects of the proposed Project, as described in Chapter 3, as well as the
environmental effects of alternatives to the proposed Project based on the
significance thresholds identified in CEQA Guidelines Appendix G. To the
extent that SCE’s past activities on the site are causing continuing impacts
that could combine with those of the proposed Project, they will be
considered in Chapter 6, Cumulative Effects.

Additional information about baseline issues, including piecemealing, is provided
in Master Response 3, CEQA Baseline and Piecemeal Review of the Project.

Regarding the definition of the Proposed Project and the evaluation of past
construction activities, the commenter is referred to Master Response 3, CEQA
Baseline and Piecemeal Review of the Project, in Section 3.1.3, and Master
Response 4, Cumulative Effects Associated with Past Construction Activities, in
Section 3.1.4.

Regarding the commenter’s remark about “SCE’s proposed generation plant in
Oxnard that would utilize the same right of way;” it appears the commenter is
referring to the proposed new power plant that would replace the existing power
plant at the Mandalay Generating Station in Oxnard. The Mandalay Generating
Station is approximately 17 miles west of the Proposed Project, and it wound not
include facilities (e.g., subtransmission lines) that would use the same ROW as the
Proposed Project. Given the distance from the generation station to the Proposed
Project and the unrelated nature of the two projects, as well as the low probability
that there would be any overlapping environmental effects, the power plant
replacement project in Oxnard was appropriately not called out as an approved or
pending cumulative project in the Draft EIR. For the list of approved or pending
project’s associated with the Draft EIR cumulative scenario, refer to Draft EIR
Table 7-1 (page 7-3 through 7-5).

The commenter is referred to Master Response 3, CEQA Baseline and Piecemeal
Review of the Project.
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011-4

011-5

011-6

O11-7

011-8

011-9

The commenter is referred to Master Response 2, Non-CEQA Issues, in Section 3.1.2,
and Master Response 3, CEQA Baseline and Piecemeal Review of the Project.

Refer to Response O11-2.

The commenter claims that the Draft EIR fails to capture the closeness of pole sits
to neighborhood streets and residences. As described on Draft EIR p. 5.1-3, the
setting and simulation photos shown in Draft EIR Section 5.1, Aesthetics
emphasize key views from “representative public vantage points in the vicinity of
the Proposed Project and alternatives that portray the existing visual character of
the area. The photographs depicting viewsheds are limited in the sense that they
provide only several fixed viewpoints and cannot demonstrate all views of or from
the Proposed Project sites or along the Proposed Project site’s perimeter.” Several
of the setting photographs do show close-up views of the Proposed Project area
(see Photos 1, 2, 4, and 11 Draft EIR pages 5.1-7 et seq.). Moreover, two of the
simulations show close up views of the Proposed Project infrastructure: Figure 5.1-5
(p. 5.1-22) presents an existing view and visual simulation of the Proposed Project
as seen from SR 118 where Segment 2 crosses the road, looking west, and

Figure 5.1-6 (p. 5.1-23) presents an existing view and visual simulation of the
Proposed Project as seen from Santa Rosa Road where Segment 2 crosses the road,
looking west.

The Draft EIR analysis does not identify mitigation to reduce the effects of SCE’s
past construction activities because the past construction activities have already
occurred and are not considered to be part of the Proposed Project subject to this
CPUC approval. Regarding the definition of the Proposed Project and the
evaluation of past construction activities, the commenter is referred to Master
Response 3, CEQA Baseline and Piecemeal Review of the Project, in Section 3.1.3.

Refer to Master Response 1, Alternatives.

The commenter is referred to Master Response 5, SCE’s Forecasted Peak Load
Growth, in Section 3.1.5 regarding SCE’s growth forecasts in the ENA.

011-10 Comment acknowledged.
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From: Rosemary Allison, Estates Director [mailto:rosemaryallison@aol.com]

Sent: Saturday, July 25, 2015 1:53 PM

To: Moorpark-Newbury

Subject: OPPOSITION TO Draft Environmental Impact Report Moorpark-Newbury Project

Comment Letter 012

Mr. Michael Rosauer July 25, 2015
Moorpark-Newbury Project

c/o Environmental Science Associates

Email: Moorpark-Newbury@esassoc.com

1425 N. McDowell Blvd., Suite 200

Petaluma, CA 94954

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Report

| am the chair of the Wildwood Ranch Homeowner Association in the community of Santa
Rosa Valley, we are disappointed that the Scoping Report and Draft EIR utterly
disregarded the concerns of our community, as expressed in previous letters.

This Draft EIR should not be certified. Instead, it should be discarded and a new, impartial
review undertaken of the entire Moorpark-Newbury Project. The Scoping Report arbitrarily
segmented all remaining construction from “the Project.” ESA had to use a subtitle — “the
Proposed Project” - to show that it was reviewing something separate from “the Project”
as described in the PTC Application and NOP. Therefore, either the Draft EIR is
inadequate in its failure to analyze “the Project,” or the PTC Application and NOP failed to
properly give public notice that “the Project” under review was only a portion of the
Moorpark-Newbury Project. 1

012-1

Thus, the Draft EIR is incomplete. It omits facts. It is flawed in its scope. It is flawed in its

1
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Comment Letter 012
assumptions and methodology. The following are specific examples of its shortcomings:

1. It fails to review the impacts of “the Project” as a whole. It also fails to include all of 012.2
nearby projects that are pending approval, like SCE’s proposed generation plant in Oxnard i
that will utilize the same right of way.

2. It arbitrarily segments completed construction from remaining construction. I 012-3

3. It treats the first half of construction as “baseline.” It attempts to characterized prior
disruption as the state of the environment before “the Project,” even though all existing 012-4
disruption occurred as part of “the Project,” under the CPUC’s watch and during the last 3
months before it vacated project approval. -

4. It specifically fails to address the cumulative impact of past construction and other
“closely related” past projects. It also fails to consider “closely related” future projects, such
as the proposed Oxnard plant. -

012-5

5. It overlooks and underplays significant impacts. For example, the photographs in [
Chapter 5.1 are all distance shots. They fail to capture the closeness of pole sites to
neighborhood streets and residences, and thus, downplay the more significant impacts on 012-6
the public using and residents abutting the ROW along Chestnut Lane, the west end of
Presilla Road, Churchman Lane, Buggy Drive, Oatfield Way, and the north end of Yucca ]
Drive. -

6. Regarding mitigation, because of the skew of the report, it fails to disclose how SCE’s 012-7
self-policed mitigation measures to date have resulted in encroachments and disruptions
that it sought to avoid. 1

7. The report fails to independently analyze viable alternatives, instead accepting all of 012-8
SCE’s assertions of their shortcomings. It also give short shrift to all preferred resources,
such as solar and distributed energy, counter to Governor Brown’s instruction that we must
increase reliance on such. 1l

8. It fails to scrutinize SCE’s overload projections modeled to justify “the Project.” Those
projections have proven false from 2005 to 2010 (when overload was predicted in the 012-9
same year of each projection) and in 2011 and 2012 (when it was predicted in 2013, which
did not happen). For 2013 and 2014, SCE moved its projection to 2021, a long way away
given this dawning age of “green” resources and SCE’s recent Distributed Resources Plan. 1

For the foregoing reasons, we submit the Draft EIR should be abandoned. An independent

lead agency and an independent environmental firm should be appointed due to the

CPUC's involvement in the original project approval, CEQA exemption and approval of 012-10
construction during the pending appeal.

Respectfully,

Rosemary Allison
Chair, Wildwood Ranch HOA
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3. Comments and Responses

3.2 Agencies and Organizations Responses

3.2.12 Letter 012 — Responses to Comments from
Wildwood Ranch Homeowner Association

012-1

012-2

012-3

012-4

012-5

012-6

012-7

012-8

012-9

012-10

This comment has been addressed.

This comment has been addressed.

This comment has been addressed.

This comment has been addressed.

This comment has been addressed.

This comment has been addressed.

This comment has been addressed.

This comment has been addressed.

This comment has been addressed.

This comment has been addressed.

See Response O11-1.
See Response 0O11-2.
See Response 011-3.
See Response 011-4.
See Response 0O11-5.
See Response 0O11-6.
See Response O11-7.
See Response 011-8.
See Response 011-9.

See Response 011-10.

Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Subtransmission Line Project
(A.13-10-021) Final Environmental Impact Report
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3. Comments and Responses

3.3 Individuals Responses

This section includes the letters received from individuals, with individual comments delineated
as indicated above, followed by responses to each comment.

Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Subtransmission Line Project 3.3-1 ESA /207584.15
(A.13-10-021) Final Environmental Impact Report October 2015



Comment Letter 11

Kelly Hall Talking Points

My name is Kelly Hall. ] live at , Santa Rosa Valley. I am the
President of Santa Rosa Valley Estates, a collection of 31 homes located at the north
end of Yucca Drive, abutting the proposed project.

Residents of Santa Rosa Valley Estates have opposed the Moorpark-Newbury ]
Project since we first received notice in October 2008. We feel the new poles are
entirely too close to our homes, bringing the ignition source of wind-driven fires and
disaster during earthquakes within 40 feet of our families. A toppled pole or
snapped line could easily cross into our backyards. 1

1-1

We feel the limited scope of the Draft EIR, involving mostly the hanging of wires and 11-2
ignoring the nearly 17 acres of disruption to date, is evidence of the CPUC’s
continued bias in favor of Edison. Instead of protecting the public and the T
environment under CEQA, the CPUC has chosen to ally with Edison at every turn.
This was not the Legislature’s intention when it established the CPUC. It was 11-3
supposed to protect the public from the over-reaching by the corporations

controlling essential services - The public’s watchdog; not Edison’s best friend.

We urge the CPUC to reconsider doing what is right, to examine the impact of the
entire project—as it was originally proposed. By allowing this nonsensical
bifurcation of one into two, the CPUC is helping Edison duck examination of 11-4
disrupted private property and open space that spans more than 7 miles. This was
not the Legislature’s intention in passing CEQA.

We also urge deeper scrutiny into whether any actual need justifies this $23 M
project that will cost ratepayers upwards of $55 M. 11-5

Thank you for your time.

3.3-2
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3. Comments and Responses

3.3 Individuals Responses

3.3.1 Letter I1 — Responses to Comments from Kelly Hall

11-1

11-2

11-3

11-4

11-5

The commenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project is acknowledged. Regarding
impacts pertaining to hazards, including wildfires, see Draft EIR Chapter 5.9, Hazards
and Hazardous Materials. As discussed under Impacts 5.9-7 and 5.9-8 (titled

Impact 5.9-6 and Impact 5.9-7 in the Draft EIR, respectively, on pages 5.9-19 et seq.),
implementation of the Proposed Project would not result in a significant risk of loss,
injury, or death involving wildland fires. Impacts pertaining to earthquakes are
discussed in Draft EIR Chapter 5.7, Geology and Soils, and are also found to be less
than significant (see Draft EIR pages 5.7-19 to 5.7-22).

The commenter is referred to Master Response 2, Non-CEQA Issues, in Section 3.1.2
for a discussion on the CPUC’s decision to exempt past project activities from Permit
to Construct requirements, and regarding requests for CPUC staff to recuse themselves
from the General Proceeding for the Proposed Project.

This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the accuracy
or adequacy of the Draft EIR. The commenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project is
acknowledged.

The commenter is referred to Master Response 3, CEQA Baseline and Piecemeal
Review, in Section 3.1.3 for a discussion on baseline issues.

The commenter is referred to Master Response 2, Non-CEQA Issues, in Section 3.1.2
for a discussion on project need.

Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Subtransmission Line Project 3.3-3 ESA /207584.15
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Comment Letter 12

From: Marnie Volpe [mailto:marniev7@gmail.com]

Sent: Sunday, June 28, 2015 4:32 PM

To: Moorpark-Newbury

Subject: Opposition to SCE electrical lines in Santa Rosa Valley,

Dear Mr. Rosauer,

As residents of the beautiful Santa Rosa Valley, my
husband and I vehemently oppose the construction by SCE
of 9 miles of electrical lines to supply additional energy to
Newbury Park area (which it has not needed) from the
Moorpark Substation.

This will reduce our property values significantly, mar the
beauty of the natural landscape and provide no advantage
to us as tax payers and property owners here.

There are more modern, advanced alternatives to provide |

this electricity which should be used instead.

In addition, the Newbury Park area doesn't even have a
proven need for this electricity that would be provided at
our expense.

Thank you for your consideration of our request to oppose
it.

Marnie and Lou Volpe

12-1

12-2

12-3

12-4
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3. Comments and Responses

3.3 Individuals Responses

3.3.2 Letter I2 — Responses to Comments from Marnie and

12-1

12-2

12-3

12-4

Lou Volpe

This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the accuracy
or adequacy of the Draft EIR. The commenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project is
acknowledged.

Regarding aesthetic impacts of the Proposed Project, the commenter is referred to Draft
EIR section 5.1, Aesthetics (Draft EIR page 5.1-1 et seq.). The commenter is referred to
Master Response 2, Non-CEQA Issues in Section 3.1.2 for a discussion on economic
issues, including property values.

The Draft EIR describes alternatives considered for the Proposed Project in Chapter 4,
Project Alternatives. See Master Response 1, Alternatives in Section 3.1.1 for
additional discussion on alternatives.

Regarding the need for the Proposed Project, the commenter is referred to Draft EIR
Chapter 1, Introduction, Section 1.3, Proposed Project Objectives (Draft EIR page 1-2);
Master Response 2, Non-CEQA Issues in Section 3.1.2; and Master Response 5, SCE’s
Forecasted Peak Load Growth in Section 3.1.5.

Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Subtransmission Line Project 3.3-5 ESA /207584.15
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Comment Letter I3

From: Marnie Volpe

To: Moorpark-Newbury

Subject: Opposition to The Moorpark Newbury Proposed SCE Power Line
Date: Thursday, July 09, 2015 8:41:34 AM

Mr. Michael Rosauer,

Please accept this email as our expressed opposition to the Moorpark Newbury 13-1
Proposed SCE Power Line. 1

As homeowners in the Santa Rosa Valley where this line is proposed, we request
that an independent Lead Agency be appointed to conduct a completely unbiased 3.2
study of the whole project, its cumulative impact, its alternatives, and whether its
2005 design is needed in, or relevant to, the 2015 energy marketand beyond.
Thank you,

Lou and Marnie Volpe
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3. Comments and Responses

3.3 Individuals Responses

3.3.3 Letter I3 — Responses to Comments from Marnie and
Lou Volpe

13-1 This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the accuracy
or adequacy of the Draft EIR. The commenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project is
acknowledged.

13-2 Regarding the request for an independent Lead Agency to review the whole project, the
commenter is referred to Master Response 2, Non-CEQA Issues, in Section 3.1.2.
Regarding cumulative impacts associated with past construction activity, see Master
Response 4 in Section 3.1.4. The Draft EIR describes alternatives considered for the
Proposed Project in Chapter 4, Project Alternatives. See also Master Response 1,
Alternatives in Section 3.1.1 for additional discussion on alternatives. Regarding the
need for the Proposed Project, the commenter is referred to Draft EIR Chapter 1,
Introduction, Section 1.3, Proposed Project Objectives (Draft EIR page 1-2); Master
Response 2, Non-CEQA Issues in Section 3.1.2; and Master Response 5, SCE’s
Forecasted Peak Load Growth in Section 3.1.5.

Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Subtransmission Line Project 3.3-7 ESA /207584.15
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Comment Letter 14

From: Will Westerling

To: Moorpark-Newbury

Subject: Peggy Ludington

Date: Thursday, July 09, 2015 12:01:32 PM

I find it very funny that Peggy Ludington and her husband hired a bull-dozer operator to ]

come in and COMPLETELY bulldoze the entire 2 acre property of theirs in front of their 14-1

home about 5 years ago. Before that it was open habitat INSIDE the SCE easement. They
graded to whole property before landscaping it with no permit, no EIR, and no personal
concern for any environmental impacts they might be causing. But now she is railing against
the PUC and the CEQA exemption and demanding more EIR work as nothing more than a i
legal avenue to try and stop the project.

Sincerely,

A disgusted neighbor

3.3-8
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3. Comments and Responses

3.3 Individuals Responses

3.3.4 Letter 14 — Responses to Comments from Will Westerling

14-1 This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the accuracy
or adequacy of the Draft EIR. This comment is acknowledged.

Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Subtransmission Line Project 3.3-9 ESA /207584.15
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Comment Letter I5

RE: SCE’S MOORPARK-NEWBURY PROJECT June 24, 2015

PETITION CONTESTING DRAFT EIR

We, the undersigned, hereby oppose acceptance of the June 2015 Draft Environmental
Impact Report. It omits facts, is flawed in its scope and assumptions, and relies on faulty
methodology, based on the following:

1. It fails to study the impact of SCE’s whole project, and instead divides one project
into two illogical halves in violation of CEQA.

2. Itfails to study the cumulative impact of past construction on the Project.

3. Edison’s mitigation measures during past construction are overstated and/or were
ineffective, yet were not scrutinized.

4. Edison’s fuzzy math “need” data and overload projections do not support this

Project, which will significantly burden ratepayers and area residents.

No Alternatives were independently analyzed.

]: 15-1
:I[
6. The CPUC failed to seriously examine “green” alternatives, violating the CPUC’s I I5-6

15-2
15-3
15-4

15-5

o

Loading Order, AB 32 and the Governor’s mandate of 50% reduction by 2030.

7. The proposed Oxnard generation plant and this Project should be joined for
purposes of CEQA and for determination of the Project’s: (a) necessity and (b) the
cumulative impact.

8. The “No Project” Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative.

15-7

15-8

Because the CPUC may be biased toward Edison, to avoid the appearance of impropriety,

an independent third party Lead Agency with independent experts and analysis should be 15-9
assigned to undertake the environmental study of the WHOLE Moorpark-Newbury Project.
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Comment Letter I5

RE: SCE’S MOORPARK-NEWBURY PROJECT June 24,2015

PETITION CONTESTING DRAFT EIR

We, the undersigned, hereby oppose acceptance of the June 2015 Draft Environmental
Impact Report. It omits facts, is flawed in its scope and assumptions, and relies on faulty
methodology, based on the following:

1. It fails to study the impact of SCE’s whole project, and instead divides one project
into two illogical halves in violation of CEQA.

2. It fails to study the cumulative impact of past construction on the Project.

3. Edison’s mitigation measures during past construction are overstated and/or were
ineffective, yet were not scrutinized.

4. Edison’s fuzzy math “need” data and overload projections do not support this
Project, which will significantly burden ratepayers and area residents.

5. No Alternatives were independently analyzed.

6. The CPUC failed to seriously examine “green” alternatives, violating the CPUC’s
Loading Order, AB 32 and the Governor’s mandate of 50% reduction by 2030.

7. The proposed Oxnard generation plant and this Project should be joined for
purposes of CEQA and for determination of the Project’s: (a) necessity and (b) the
cumulative impact.

8. The “No Project” Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative.

Because the CPUC may be biased toward Edison, to avoid the appearance of impropriety,
an independent third party Lead Agency with independent experts and analysis should be
assigned to undertake the environmental study of the WHOLE Moorpark Newbury Project.
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Comment Letter I5

RE: SCE'S MOORPARK-NEWBURY PROJECT June 24, 2015

PETITION CONTESTING DRAFT EIR

We, the undersigned, hereby oppose acceptance of the June 2015 Draft Environmental
Impact Report. It omits facts, is flawed in its scope and assumptions, and relies on faulty
methodology, based on the following:

1.

2.
3.

8.

Because the CPUC may be biased toward Edison, to avoid the appearance of impropriety,

It fails to study the impact of SCE’s whole project, and instead divides one project
into two illogical halves in violation of CEQA.

It fails to study the cumulative impact of past construction on the Project.
Edison’s mitigation measures during past construction are overstated and /or were
ineffective, yet were not scrutinized.

Edison’s fuzzy math “need” data and overload projections do not support this
Project, which will significantly burden ratepayers and area residents.

No Alternatives were independently analyzed.

The CPUC failed to seriously examine “green” alternatives, violating the CPUC’s
Loading Order, AB 32 and the Governor’s mandate of 50% reduction by 2030.
The proposed Oxnard generation plant and this Project should be joined for
purposes of CEQA and for determination of the Project’s: (a) necessity and (b) the
cumulative impact.

The “No Project” Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative.

an independent third party Lead Agency with independent experts and analysis should be
assigned to undertake the environmental study of the WHOLE Moorpark-Newyoject.
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Comment Letter I5

RE: SCE'S MOORPARK-NEWBURY PROJECT June 24, 2015

PETITION CONTESTING DRAFT EIR

We, the undersigned, hereby oppose acceptance of the June 2015 Draft Environmental
Impact Report. It omits facts, is flawed in its scope and assumptions, and relies on faulty
methodology, based on the following:

1.

2.
3.

8.
Because the CPUC may be biased toward Edison, to avoid the appearance of impropriety,

assigned to undertake the environmenta

It fails to study the impact of SCE’s whole project, and instead divides one project
into two illogical halves in violation of CEQA.

It fails to study the cumulative impact of past construction on the Project.
Edison’s mitigation measures during past construction are overstated and/or were
ineffective, yet were not scrutinized.

Edison’s fuzzy math “need” data and overload projections do not support this
Project, which will significantly burden ratepayers and area residents.

No Alternatives were independently analyzed.

The CPUC failed to seriously examine “green” alternatives, violating the CPUC’s
Loading Order, AB 32 and the Governor’s mandate of 50% reduction by 2030.
The proposed Oxnard generation plant and this Project should be joined for
purposes of CEQA and for determination of the Project’s: (a) necessity and (b) the
cumulative impact.

The “No Project” Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative.

ury Project.

an independent third party Lead Agency with independent experts and anal;ms should be
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Comment Letter I5

RE: SCE'S MOORPARK-NEWBURY PROJECT June 24, 2015

PETITION CONTESTING DRAFT EIR

We, the undersigned, hereby oppose acceptance of the June 2015 Draft Environmental
Impact Report. It omits facts, is flawed in its scope and assumptions, and relies on faulty
methodology, based on the following:

1.

2.
3.

8.

It fails to study the impact of SCE’s whole project, and instead divides one project
into two illogical halves in violation of CEQA.

It fails to study the cumulative impact of past construction on the Project.
Edison’s mitigation measures during past construction are overstated and/or were
ineffective, yet were not scrutinized.

Edison’s fuzzy math “need” data and overload projections do not support this
Project, which will significantly burden ratepayers and area residents.

No Alternatives were independently analyzed.

The CPUC failed to seriously examine “green” alternatives, violating the CPUC’s
Loading Order, AB 32 and the Governor’s mandate of 50% reduction by 2030.
The proposed Oxnard generation plant and this Project should be joined for
purposes of CEQA and for determination of the Project’s: (a) necessity and (b) the
cumulative impact.

The “No Project” Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative.

Because the CPUC may be biased toward Edison, to avoid the appearance of impropriety,
an independent third party Lead Agency with independent experts and analysis should be
assigned to undertake the environmental study of the WHOLE Moorpark-Newb  Project.
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Comment Letter I5

RE: SCE'S MOORPARK-NEWBURY PROJECT June 24,2015

PETITION CONTESTING DRAFT EIR

We, the undersigned, hereby oppose acceptance of the June 2015 Draft Environmental
Impact Report. It omits facts, is flawed in its scope and assumptions, and relies on faulty
methodology, based on the following:

1. It fails to study the impact of SCE’s whole project, and instead divides one project
into two illogical halves in violation of CEQA.

2. It fails to study the cumulative impact of past construction on the Project.

3. Edison’s mitigation measures during past construction are overstated and/or were
ineffective, yet were not scrutinized.

4. Edison’s fuzzy math “need” data and overload projections do not support this
Project, which will significantly burden ratepayers and area residents.

5. No Alternatives were independently analyzed.

6. The CPUC failed to seriously examine “green” alternatives, violating the CPUC’s
Loading Order, AB 32 and the Governor’s mandate of 50% reduction by 2030.

7. The proposed Oxnard generation plant and this Project should be joined for
purposes of CEQA and for determination of the Project’s: (a) necessity and (b) the
cumulative impact.

8. The “No Project” Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative.

Because the CPUC may be biased toward Edison, to avoid the appearance of impropriety,

an independent third party Lead Agency with independent experts and analysis should be
assigned to undertake the environmental study of the WHOLE Moorpark Newbury Project.

Name and Signature % h?ﬁf m M)Dl”/ %{,}/ /77 %af{ﬁ__.

Email and Address /A)o)//laﬂéél?{ "“hﬂ?mm/ Cavr

Name and Signature 3(3\)\\“\\, \r\n Q% \j”)“ \Q& \‘L\\ \ﬁﬂ Q\\ \‘\T \)‘ @/

D N U
Email and Address

Name and Signature GUM_ [\4l”\ 4 &N N L \MW
J 3 ST
Email and Address 29521 Ch sut lare 1//0 13012

Name and Signature

Email and Address

Name and Signature

Email and Address
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3. Comments and Responses

3.3 Individuals Responses

3.3.5 Letter I5 — Responses to Comments from Numerous

15-1

15-2

15-3

15-4

15-5

15-6

(Petition)

The commenter is referred to Master Response 3, CEQA Baseline and Piecemeal
Review of the Project, in Section 3.1.3 for a discussion on the baseline chosen for the
Proposed Project and concerns that the project has been split into two projects in an
attempt to avoid environmental analysis.

The commenter is referred to Master Response 4, Cumulative Effects Associated with
Past Construction Activities, in Section 3.1.4.

As described in Draft EIR Chapter 2, Background, and reiterated in Master Response 2,
Non-CEQA Issues in Section 3.1.2 of this Final EIR, past project activities, including
applicant measures to minimize environmental impacts, are not analyzed as part of the
Proposed Project in this EIR.

The commenter is referred to Master Response 5, SCE’s Forecasted Peak Load Growth
in Section 3.1.5 for a discussion on the power flow forecasts conducted for the
Proposed Project.

See Master Response 1, Alternatives in Section 3.1.1 for a discussion of the
independent analysis of planning forecast data conducted by CPUC.

The commenter is referred to Draft EIR Chapter 4, Project Alternatives, which
considered the feasibility of numerous alternatives considered by the CPUC to be
“green.” Alternative 5, Demand-Side Management, looked at replacing the need for
subtransmission lines through implementation of energy conservation programs. This
alterative was not chosen for full evaluation because it would not serve projected
demand or reliability objectives for the Proposed Project, and because these programs
are not feasible on a scale that would be suitable to replace the Proposed Project within
a reasonable period of time (see Draft EIR page 4-29). Alternative 6, Renewable and
Distributed Energy Generation Resources, considered renewable or distributed energy
generation and provision of local sources of electricity. This alternative was not chosen
for full evaluation because there is limited potential for local renewable resources or
distributed generation to meet the projected demand or reliability objectives for the
Proposed Project, and because even local renewable or distributed resources would
require upgraded or new subtransmission and transmission infrastructure (see Draft
EIR page 4-30).

The commenter is also referred to Master Response 1, Alternatives in Section 3.1.1 for
additional discussion on demand-side management and renewable and distributed
energy generation alternatives.
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3. Comments and Responses

3.3 Individuals Responses

15-7 The comment indicates that the Oxnard Generation Plant replacement project and the
Proposed Project should be joined for the purposes of CEQA, but includes no facts or
data to support such a conclusion. Refer to Response O11-2 regarding cumulative
effects associated with the Oxnard Generation Plant and the Proposed Project.

15-8 The Draft EIR concurs with the commenter’s statement that the no project alternative is
the environmentally superior alternative. As stated in Draft EIR Section 6.3,
Environmentally Superior Alternative, No Project Alternative 1 would not result in any
significant and unavoidable impacts, and would therefore be the Environmental
Superior Alternative; however, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 15126(e)(2), if the
Environmentally Superior Alternative is the “no project” alternative, the EIR shall also
identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives (see Draft
EIR page 6-6). See Master Response 1, Alternatives, in Section 3.1.1 for additional
discussion on the Environmentally Superior Alternative.

15-9 Regarding the request for an independent Lead Agency to review the whole project, the
commenter is referred to Master Response 2, Non-CEQA Issues.
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3. Comments and Responses

3.3 Individuals Responses

3.3.6 Letter I6 — Responses to Comments from Cheryl

16-1

16-2

16-3

16-4

16-5

Crandall

The commenter is referred to Master Response 3, CEQA Baseline and Piecemeal
Review of the Project, in Section 3.1.3 for a discussion on baseline issues and concerns
about project segmentation.

See Master Response 1, Alternatives in Section 3.1.1 for a discussion on concerns that
the alternatives were inappropriately eliminated from detailed EIR consideration.

The commenter is referred to Master Response 2, Non-CEQA Issues, in Section 3.1.2
for a discussion on project need.

The commenter is referred to Master Response 5, SCE’s Forecasted Peak Load
Growth, in Section 3.1.5 for a discussion on CPUC review of SCE’s most recent
electrical demands for the electrical needs area (ENA).

This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the accuracy
or adequacy of the Draft EIR. The commenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project and
support for the No Project Alternative are acknowledged.
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Comment Letter |7
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3. Comments and Responses

3.3 Individuals Responses

3.3.7 Letter I7 — Responses to Comments from
Brooks Bonvenuto

The comments in this letter are identical to, or substantively the same as, those in the petition
provided in Letter I5.

17-1 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-1.
17-2 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-2.
17-3 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-3.
17-4 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-4.
17-5 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-5.
17-6 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-6.
17-7 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-7.
17-8 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-8.
17-9 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-9.
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Comment Letter I8

Mr. Michael Rosauer

Moorpark-Newbury Project

c/o Environmental Science Associates Email: Moorpark-Newbury@esassoc.com
1425 N. McDowell Blvd., Suite 200

Petaluma, CA 94954

RE: SCE’S MOORPARK-NEWBURY DRAFT EIR WRITTEN COMMENTS

Dear Mr. Rosauer;

I am writing you to oppose acceptance of the June 2015 Draft Environmental Impact Report. It is
inadequate, omits facts, is flawed in its scope and assumptions, and relies on faulty methodology,
based on the following:

1. Tt fails to study the impact of SCE’s whole project; instead divides one project into I
two in violation of CEQA.

2. It fails to study the cumulative impact of past construction on the Project. I

3. Mitigation during past construction was overstated and/or ineffective, yet is not I
scrutinized. (Nearly all disturbance done during 3 months, with some unauthorized)

4. The project is unnecessary, not supported by “need” data or overload projections

and will significantly burden ratepayers, area residents and the environment. 1
Alternatives are not independently analyzed, relying exclusively on SCE data. I

e

6. The report fails to examine “green” alternatives, violating the CPUC’s Loading
Order, AB 32 and the Governor’s mandate of 50% reduction by 2030.

7. The proposed Oxnard generation plant and this Project should be joined for
purposes of CEQA’s “whole project” and for determination of this Project’s: (a)

necessity and (b) the cumulative impact. =
8. The “No Project” Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative. I

Because the CPUC may be biased toward Edison, to avoid the appearance of impropriety, ]
an independent third party Lead Agency with independent experts and analyses should be
assigned to undertake a new environmental study of the WHOLE Moorpark-Newbury Project.

Dated: 7/22/15

Email: tombonvenuto@yahoo.com

Address: 2431 Glenside Lane Santa Rosa Valley CA 93012
Name

Signature: 2

Written comments must be postmarked or received in email by 7/27/15.

Mr. Michael Rosauer

Moorpark-Newbury Project

c/o Environmental Science Associates Email: Moorpark-Newbury@esassoc.com
1425 N. McDowell Blvd., Suite 200

Petaluma, CA 94954
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3. Comments and Responses

3.3 Individuals Responses

3.3.8 Letter I8 — Responses to Comments from
Tom Bonvenuto

The comments in this letter are identical to, or substantively the same as, those in the petition
provided in Letter I5.

18-1 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-1.
18-2 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-2.
18-3 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-3.
18-4 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-4.
18-5 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-5.
18-6 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-6.
18-7 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-7.
18-8 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-8.
18-9 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-9.
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Comment Letter 19

Mr. Michael Rosauer

Moorpark-Newbury Project

c/o Environmental Science Associates Email: Moorpark-Newbury @esassoc.com
1425 N. McDowell Blvd., Suite 200

Petaluma, CA 94954

RE: SCE’S MOORPARK-NEWBURY DRAFT EIR WRITTEN COMMENTS

Dear Mr. Rosauer:

I'am writing you to oppose acceptance of the June 2015 Draft Environmental Impact Report. It is
inadequate, omits facts, is flawed in its scope and assumptions, and relies on faulty methodology,
based on the following:

1. It fails to study the impact of SCE’s whole project; instead divides one project into
two in violation of CEQA. 1

2. It fails to study the cuamulative impact of past construction on the Project. I

3. Mitigation during past construction was overstated and/or ineffective, yet is not
scrutinized. (Nearly all disturbance done during 3 months, with some unauthorized} 1

4. The project is unnecessary, not supported by “need” data or overicad proiections

and will significantly burden ratepayers, area residents and the environment. -

Alternatives are not independently analyzed, relying exclusively on SCE data. I

6. The report fails to examine “green” alternatives, violating the CPUC’s Loading [
Order, AB 32 and the Governor’s mandate of 50% reduction by 2030.

7. The proposed Oxnard generation plant and this Project should be joined for
purposes of CEQA’s “whole project” and for determination of this Project’s: (a)
necessity and (b) the cumulative impact.

8. The “No Project” Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative.

i

Because the CPUC may be biased toward Edison, to avoid the appearance of impropriety,
an independent third party Lead Agency with independent experts and analyses should be
assigned to undertake a new environmental study of the WHOLE Moorpark-Newbury Project.

— Al

Dated:
7/22/2015
Email: Brenden@fitzpatrickdental.com

Address: 11998 Pradera Rd. Santa Rosa Rd. Santa Rosa Valley CA. 93021

Name : Brenden Fitzpatrick

Signature:
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Comment Letter 19

Written comments must be postmarked or received in email by 7/27/15.

Mr. Michael Rosauer

Moorpark-Newbury Project

c/o Environmental Science Associates Email: Moorpark-Newbury @esassoc.com
1425 N. McDowell Blvd., Suite 200

Petaluma, CA 94954

RE: SCE’s Moorpark-Newbury Draft EIR Written Comments

Dear Mr. Rosauer;

The June 2015 Draft Environmental Impact Report is insufficient and should not be certified. It
omits facts, is flawed in its scope and assumptions, and relies on faulty methodology, based on
the following:

Whole Project

CEQA law mandates environmental review of an entire project. It specifically proscribes T
segmenting one project into two to avoid environmental review. Yet, this is what appears to have 19-10
happened. Initial project approval with CEQA e¢xemption was followed by the CPUC allowing
construction during the opposition’s Petition for Rehearing process. Then, the CPUC reversed
project approval (because of its own legal error) and ordered an EIR, only to circumscribe any
meaningful assessment of damage done by “past construction” under the false CEQA exemption.
This looks exactly like piece-mealing with the CPUC’s active participation.

19-11

Cumulative Impact

CEQA law requires the study of a proposed project’s “cumulative impact” with any “closely
related past, present and future projects.” Yet, this Draft EIR ignores the cumulative impact of all
past construction under the vacated project approval [a disturbance of 16.68 acres of a known
environmentally sensitive region], instead relegating it to “baseline.” 19-12

The Draft EIR describes that it specifically excludes both “existing projects that have been
completed and are in operation” — the very definition of a past project — and the Project’s “past
construction activities.” In other words, the Draft EIR specifically excludes all past projects. This

is completely contrary to CEQA and alone should void the report.

Additionally, it fails to include the proposed Oxnard generation plant, which will utilize the same 19-13
right of way and serve the same Electrical Needs Area.

Alternatives

AB 32, the CPUC “loading order” and the Governor’s mandate that the State reduce greenhouse
gas emissions by 50% by 2030 all require that priority be given Preferred Resources, Demand 19-14
Response and Energy Efficiency Alternatives over generation and transmission projects.
However, the Draft EIR gives short shrift to these Alternatives.
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Comment Letter 19

As SCE’s shifting forecasts suggest, renewable energy has, and could continue to, address any
gaps. At the Public Comment Meeting it became clear that local governmental entities have
developed lists of ready projects that they represent could reduce demand by 8-10% in the near
term—*“without working very hard at it.” Yet, the report makes these Alternatives seem
implausible and eliminates them from review.

Moreover, the Draft EIR also glossed over the viable subtransmission, Camgen reconnection and
reconductoring Alternatives. Instead, it accepts at face value all of the assertions of SCE,
inserting no independent investigation.

Need

The Moorpark Newbury line project was proposed 7 years ago, based upon an urgent “need”
projection that has never come to fruition. That “need” moves out with each SCE annual
forecast. Part of the problem is that the project was designed based on the view of energy science
in 2005. Science changes, life changes. SCE’s inability to accurately predict overload in its eight
forecasts between 2005 and 2012, demonstrates that SCE’s forecasting model has failed to keep
pace with the rapid advances in energy technology.

We are nuw ten years down the line. We have witnessed the impact of new energy efficiency and
“green” resources on actual demand. To continue down a track laid by 2005 engineering as the
means for preventing overload now forecasted for 2021 would be poor environmental
stewardship, and a bad investment of ratepayer dollars in outdated science, like forcing the
public to buy a Chevy Suburban when it already knows Tesla is the environmentally-friendly
future. The latest overload projection of 2021 is a very long time away given what has already
occurred in the energy market in the wake of AB 32, and the Governor’s mandate the we rely
50% on renewable energy, self-generation, solar PV, thermal and battery storage, Demand
Response and Energy Efficiency by 2030. SCE’s ever-shifting forecasts are evidence that
renewable energy has, and will continue to, fill any gaps.

Bias

The streamline approval and exemption of this 9-mile project [which Mr. Rosauer admitted is
one of the largest every exempted] through a known environmentally sensitive area was the first
red flag that the CPUC may not be acting in the best interest of the public. Then the CPUC
allowed construction to begin, without notice to the public or parties, during the opposition’s
Petition For Rehearing process. During construction, the CPUC encouraged SCE to build
quickly, which SCE did, as evidenced by its long hours and weekend activities. All publicly
visible construction took place in the last 3 months of the 19 months it took for the CPUC to
grant the Petition For Rehearing. Finally, after the CPUC reversed its CEQA exemption and
ordered the long-requested environmental review, its Scoping Report excluded all past
construction from review.
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Comment Letter 19

The Draft EIR is contaminated by this bias.
Requested Relief

An independent Lead Agency should be appointed to conduct a completely unbiased study of the
whole project, its cumulative impact, its alternatives, and whether its 2005 design is needed in, or
relevant to, the 2015 energy market and beyond.

ez\s
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3. Comments and Responses

3.3 Individuals Responses

3.3.9 Letter |19 — Responses to Comments from

Brendan Fitzpatrick

The first nine comments in this letter are identical to, or substantively the same as, those in the

petition provided in Letter I5.

19-1 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-1.

19-2 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-2.

19-3 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-3.

19-4 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-4.

19-5 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-5.

19-6 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-6.

19-7 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-7.

19-8 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-8.

19-9 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-9.

19-10 The commenter is referred to Master Response 2, Non-CEQA Issues, in Section 3.1.2
for a discussion of past CPUC procedural activities, and Master Response 3, CEQA
Baseline and Piecemeal Review of the Project, in Section 3.1.3 for a discussion on
baseline issues.

19-11 As described in Draft EIR page 5-2, past actions were appropriately considered when
defining baseline conditions for the Proposed Project. The commenter is referred to
Master Response 2, Non-CEQA Issues, in section 3.1.2 for a discussion of past CPUC
procedural activities, and Master Response 3, CEQA Baseline and Piecemeal Review of
the Project, in Section 3.1.3 for a discussion on baseline issues.

19-12 The commenter is referred to Master Response 3, CEQA Baseline and Piecemeal
Review of the Project, and Master Response 4, Cumulative Effects Associated with Past
Construction Activities in Section 3.1.3 and Section 3.1.4, respectively, for a discussion
on baseline and cumulative issues.

19-13 This comment has been addressed. See Response O11-2.

19-14 The commenter is referred to response 15-6, and Master Response 1, Alternatives, in
Section 3.1.1 for a discussion on demand response and energy efficiency alternatives.
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3. Comments and Responses

3.3 Individuals Responses

19-15 The commenter is referred to Master Response 1, Alternatives, in Section 3.1.1
regarding concerns that alternatives were inappropriately eliminated from detailed EIR
consideration, and Master Response 5, SCE’s Forecasted Peak Load Growth, in
Section 3.1.5 regarding CPUC’s independent analysis of SCE’s load growth forecasts.

19-16 The commenter is referred to Master Response 2, Non-CEQA Issues, in Section 3.1.2
for a discussion on project need, and Master Response 5, SCE’s Forecasted Peak Load
Growth, in Section 3.1.5 for a discussion on electrical demands for the ENA.

19-17 The commenter is referred to Master Response 3, CEQA Baseline and Piecemeal
Review of the Project, in Section 3.1.3 for a discussion on baseline issues, and Master
Response 2, Non-CEQA, in Section 3.1.2 for a discussion on past CPUC procedural
activities.
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Comment Letter 110

Mr. Michael Rosauer

Moorpark-Newbury Project

c/o Environmental Science Associates Email: Moorpark-Newbury@esassoc.com
1425 N. McDowell Blvd., Suite 200

Petaluma, CA 94954

RE: SCE'S MOORPARK-NEWBURY DRAFT EIR WRITTEN COMMENTS

Dear Mr. Rosauer:

I am writing you to oppose acceptance of the June 2015 Draft Environmental Impact Report. It is
inadequate, omits facts, is flawed in its scope and assumptions, and relies on faulty methodology,
based on the following:

1. It fails to study the impact of SCE’s whole project; instead divides one project into
two in violation of CEQA.

2. It fails to study the cumulative impact of past construction on the Project.

3. Mitigation during past construction was overstated and/or ineffective, yet is not
scrutinized. (Nearly all disturbance done during 3 months, with some unauthorized)

4. The project is unnecessary, not supported by “need” data or overload projections

and will significantly burden ratepayers, area residents and the environment.

Alternatives are not independently analyzed, relying exclusively on SCE data.

6. The report fails to examine “green” alternatives, violating the CPUC’s Loading
Order, AB 32 and the Governor’s mandate of 50% reduction by 2030.

7. The proposed Oxnard generation plant and this Project should be joined for
purposes of CEQA’s “whole project” and for determination of this Project’s: (a)
necessity and (b) the cumulative impact.

8. The “No Project” Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative.

hd

Because the CPUC may be biased toward Edison, to avoid the appearance of impropriety,
an independent third party Lead Agency with independent experts and analyses should be
assigned to undertake a new environmental study of the WHOLE Moorpark-Newbury Project.

Dated: 7/22/15

Email: pamjubu@gmail.com

Address: 2431 Glenside Lane Santa Rosa Valley CA 93012
Name Pamela

Signature:

Written comments must be postmarked or received in email by 7/27/15.

Mr. Michael Rosauer

Moorpark-Newbury Project

c/o Environmental Science Associates Email: Moorpark-Newbury@esassoc.com
1425 N. McDowell Blvd., Suite 200

Petaluma, CA 94954
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3. Comments and Responses

3.3 Individuals Responses

3.3.10 Letter 110 — Responses to Comments from
Pamela Johnson

The comments in this letter are identical to, or substantively the same as, those in the petition
provided in Letter I5.

110-1 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-1.
110-2 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-2.
110-3 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-3.
110-4 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-4.
110-5 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-5.
110-6 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-6.
110-7 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-7.
110-8 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-8.

110-9 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-9.
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Comment Letter 111

From: Tammy Gunther [mailto:gunthertammy@gmail.com]

Sent: Saturday, July 25, 2015 5:16 PM

To: Moorpark-Newbury

Subject: RE: SCE'S MOORPARK-NEWBURY DRAFT EIR WRITTEN COMMENTS

July 24, 2015

Mr. Michael Rosauer
Moorpark-Newbury Project

c/o Environmental Science Associates
Email: Moorpark-Newbu €sassoc.com
1425 N. McDowell Blvd., Suite 200
Petaluma, CA 94954

RE: SCE’S MOORPARK-NEWBURY DRAFT EIR WRITTEN COMMENTS
Dear Mr. Rosauer:

[ am writing you to oppose acceptance of the June 2015 Draft Environmental Impact Report. It
is inadequate, omits facts, is flawed in its scope and assumptions, and relies on faulty
methodology, based on the following:

1. It fails to study the impact of SCE’s whole project; instead divides one I 111-1
project into two in violation of CEQA.

2. It fails to study the cumulative impact of past construction on the Project. I 111-2
3. Mitigation during past construction was overstated and/or ineffective, yet

1s not scrutinized. (Nearly all disturbance done during 3 months, with some I 111-3
unauthorized)

4. The project is unnecessary, not supported by “need” data or overload

projections and will significantly burden ratepayers, area residents and the I 11-4
environment.

5. Alternatives are not independently analyzed, relying exclusively on SCE I 111-5
data.

6. The report fails to examine “green” alternatives, violating the CPUC’s I 111-6
Loading Order, AB 32 and the Governor’s mandate of 50% reduction by 2030.
7. The proposed Oxnard generation plant and this Project should be joined for 111-7

purposes of CEQA’s “whole project” and for determination of this Project’s: (a)
necessity and (b) the cumulative impact.
8. The “No Project” Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative. I 111-8
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Comment Letter 111

Because the CPUC may be biased toward Edison, to avoid the appearance of impropriety, an
independent third party Lead Agency with independent experts and analyses should be
assigned to undertake a new environmental study of the WHOLE Moorpark-Newbury
Project.

111-9

Thank you for your attention.

Tammy Gunther
10231 Principe Place
Santa Rosa Valley, CA 93012

Email: gunthertammy(@gmail.com
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3. Comments and Responses

3.3 Individuals Responses

3.3.11 Letter 111 — Responses to Comments from

Tammy Gunther

The comments in this letter are identical to, or substantively the same as, those in the petition
provided in Letter I5.

111-1

111-2

111-3

111-4

111-5

111-6

111-7

111-8

111-9

This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-1.
This comment has been addressed.
This comment has been addressed.
This comment has been addressed.
This comment has been addressed.
This comment has been addressed.
This comment has been addressed.
This comment has been addressed.

This comment has been addressed.

See Response 15-2.
See Response 15-3.
See Response 15-4.
See Response 15-5.
See Response 15-6.
See Response 15-7.
See Response 15-8.

See Response 15-9.
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Comment Letter 112

Mr. Michael Rosauer

Moorpark-Newbury Project

c/o Environmental Science Associates Email: Moorpark-Newbury@esassoc.com
1425 N. McDowell Blvd., Suite 200

Petaluma, CA 94954

RE: SCE’s Moorpark-Newbury Draft EIR Written Comments

Dear Mr. Rosauer:

The June 2015 Draft Environmental Impact Report is insufficient and should not be certified. It
omits facts, is flawed in its scope and assumptions, and relies on faulty methodology, based on
the following:

Whole Project

CEQA law mandates environmental review of an entire project. It specifically proscribes
segmenting one project into two to avoid environmental review. Yet, this is what appears to have
happened. Initial project approval with CEQA exemption was followed by the CPUC allowing
construction during the opposition’s Petition for Rehearing process. Then, the CPUC reversed
project approval (because of its own legal error) and ordered an EIR, only to circumscribe any
meaningful assessment of damage done by “past construction” under the false CEQA exemption.
This looks exactly like piece-mealing with the CPUC’s active participation.

Cumulative Impact

CEQA law requires the study of a proposed project’s “cumulative impact” with any “closely
related past, present and future projects.” Yet, this Draft FIR ignores the cumulative impact of all
past construction under the vacated project approval [a disturbance of 16.68 acres of a known
environmentally sensitive region], instead relegating it to “baseline.”

The Draft EIR describes that it specifically excludes both “existing projects that have been
completed and are in operation” — the very definition of a past project — and the Project’s “past
construction activities.” In other words, the Draft EIR specifically excludes all past projects. This

is completely contrary to CEQA and alone should void the report.

Additionally, it fails to include the proposed Oxnard generation plant, which will utilize the same
right of way and serve the same Electrical Needs Area.

Alternatives

I 112-1

12-2

112-3

112-4
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Comment Letter 112

AB 32, the CPUC “loading order” and the Governor’s mandate that the State reduce greenhouse
gas emissions by 50% by 2030 all require that priority be given Preferred Resources, Demand
Response and Energy Efficiency Alternatives over generation and transmission projects.
However, the Draft EIR gives short shrift to these Alternatives.

As SCE’s shifting forecasts suggest, renewable energy has, and could continue to, address any 112-5
gaps. At the Public Comment Meeting it became clear that local governmental entities have
developed lists of ready projects that they represent could reduce demand by 8-10% in the near
term—"“without working very hard at it.” Yet, the report makes these Alternatives seem
implausible and eliminates them from review.

Moreover, the Draft EIR also glossed over the viable subtransmission, Camgen reconnection and
reconductoring Alternatives. Instead, it accepts at face value all of the assertions of SCE,
inserting no independent investigation. ]

112-6

Need

The Moorpark Newbury line project was proposed 7 years ago, based upon an urgent “need”
projection that has never come to fruition. That “need” moves out with each SCE annual
forecast. Part of the problem is that the project was designed based on the view of energy science
in 2005. Science changes, life changes. SCE’s inability to accurately predict overload in its eight
forecasts between 2005 and 2012, demonstrates that SCE’s forecasting model has failed to keep
pace with the rapid advances in energy technology.

We are now ten years down the line. We have witnessed the impact of new energy efficiency and
“green” resources on actual demand. To continue down a track laid by 2005 engineering as the 112-7
means for preventing overload now forecasted for 2021 would be poor environmental
stewardship, and a bad investment of ratepayer dollars in outdated science, like forcing the
public to buy a Chevy Suburban when it already knows Tesla is the environmentally-friendly
future. The latest overload projection of 2021 is a very long time away given what has already
occurred in the energy market in the wake of AB 32, and the Governor’s mandate the we rely
50% on renewable energy, self-generation, solar PV, thermal and battery storage, Demand
Response and Energy Efficiency by 2030. SCE’s ever-shifting forecasts are evidence that
renewable energy has, and will continue to, fill any gaps. 1

Bias

The streamline approval and exemption of this 9-mile project [which Mr. Rosauer admitted is 7
one of the largest every exempted] through a known environmentally sensitive area was the first
red flag that the CPUC may not be acting in the best interest of the public. Then the CPUC

allowed construction to begin, without notice to the public or parties, during the opposition’s
Petition For Rehearing process. During construction, the CPUC encouraged SCE to build \
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Comment Letter 112

visible construction took place in the last 3 months of the 19 months it took for the CPUC to 4
grant the Petition For Rehearing. Finally, after the CPUC reversed its CEQA exemption and
ordered the long-requested environmental review, its Scoping Report excluded all past

construction from review.

The Draft EIR is contaminated by this bias. 112-8
(cont.)

Requested Relief

An independent Lead Agency should be appointed to conduct a completely unbiased study of the
whole project, its cumulative impact, its alternatives, and whether its 2005 design is needed in, or L
relevant to, the 2015 energy market and beyond.

S'z and Date]
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3. Comments and Responses

3.3 Individuals Responses

3.3.12 Letter 112 — Responses to Comments from

Denise Elston

The comments in this letter are identical to, or substantively the same as, those in Letter 19.

112-1 This comment has been addressed.

112-2 This comment has been addressed.

112-3 This comment has been addressed.

112-4 This comment has been addressed.

112-5 This comment has been addressed.

112-6 This comment has been addressed.

112-7 This comment has been addressed.

112-8 This comment has been addressed.

See Response 19-10.
See Response 19-11.
See Response 19-12.
See Response 19-13.
See Response 19-14.
See Response 19-15.

See Response 19-16.

See Response 19-17
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Comment Letter 113

From: Kevin Cannon [mailto:avoking@roadrunner.com]

Sent: Saturday, July 25, 2015 11:15 AM

To: Moorpark-Newbury

Subject: RE: SCE,S MOORPARK.NEWBURY DRAFT EIR WRITTEN COMMENTS

Dear Sir;

See attached letter.
Respectfully,

Kevin Cannon

11621 Presilla Rd
Santa Rosa Valley, CA 93012
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3. Comments and Responses

3.3 Individuals Responses

3.3.13 Letter 113 — Responses to Comments from Kevin
Cannon

The comments in this letter are identical to, or substantively the same as, those in the petition
provided in Letter I5.

113-1 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-1.
113-2 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-2.
113-3 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-3.
113-4 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-4.
113-5 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-5.
113-6 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-6.
113-7 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-7.
113-8 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-8.

113-9 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-9.

Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Subtransmission Line Project 3.3-41 ESA /207584.15
(A.13-10-021) Final Environmental Impact Report October 2015



From: Tammy Gunther [mailto:gunthertammy@gmail.com]

Sent: Saturday, July 25, 2015 10:30 PM

To: Moorpark-Newbury

Subject: RE: SCE’s Moorpark-Newbury Draft EIR Written Comments

Mr. Michael Rosauer - Email: Moorpark-Newbu esassoc.com
Moorpark-Newbury Project

c/o Environmental Science Associates

1425 N. McDowell Blvd., Suite 200

Petaluma, CA 94954

RE: SCE’s Moorpark-Newbury Draft EIR Written Comments

Dear Mr. Rosauer:

Comment Letter 114

The June 2015 Draft Environmental Impact Report is insufficient and should not be certified.
It omits facts, is flawed in its scope and assumptions, and relies on faulty methodology, based

on the following:

Whole Project

CEQA law mandates environmental review of an entire project. It specifically proscribes
segmenting one project into two to avoid environmental review. Yet, this is what appears to
have happened. Initial project approval with CEQA exemption was followed by the CPUC
allowing construction during the opposition’s Petition for Rehearing process. Then, the CPUC
reversed project approval (because of its own legal error) and ordered an EIR, only to
circumscribe any meaningful assessment of damage done by “past construction” under the
false CEQA exemption. This looks exactly like piece-mealing with the CPUC’s active

participation.

Cumulative Impact

CEQA law requires the study of a proposed project’s “cumulative impact” with any “closely
related past, present and future projects.” Yet, this Draft EIR ignores the cumulative impact of
all past construction under the vacated project approval [a disturbance of 16.68 acres of a

known environmentally sensitive region], instead relegating it to “baseline.”

The Draft EIR describes that it specifically excludes both “existing projects that have been
completed and are in operation” — the very definition of a past project — and the Project’s
“past construction activities.” In other words, the Draft EIR specifically excludes all past

3.3-42

114-1

14- 2

114-3


mailto:/O=ESA/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=CLAIRE EARLY136
mailto:/O=ESA/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=MOORPARK-NEWBURY152
mailto:HConnell@esassoc.com
mailto:Moorpark-Newbury@esassoc.com
hlc
Line

hlc
Line

hlc
Line


Comment Letter 114

projects. This is completely contrary to CEQA and alone should void the report. /[(ch:rf)
Additionally, it fails to include the proposed Oxnard generation plant, which will utilize the |

same right of way and serve the same Electrical Needs Area. I 114-4
Alternatives

AB 32, the CPUC “loading order” and the Governor’s mandate that the State reduce W

greenhouse gas emissions by 50% by 2030 all require that priority be given Preferred
Resources, Demand Response and Energy Efficiency Alternatives over generation and
transmission projects. However, the Draft EIR gives short shrift to these Alternatives. 114-5

As SCE’s shifting forecasts suggest, renewable energy has, and could continue to, address any
gaps. At the Public Comment Meeting it became clear that local governmental entities have
developed lists of ready projects that they represent could reduce demand by 8-10% in the
near term—‘without working very hard at it.” Yet, the report makes these Alternatives seem L
implausible and eliminates them from review. -

Moreover, the Draft EIR also glossed over the viable subtransmission, Camgen reconnection 114-6
and reconductoring Alternatives. Instead, it accepts at face value all of the assertions of SCE,
inserting no independent investigation.

Need

The Moorpark Newbury line project was proposed 7 years ago, based upon an urgent “need”
projection that has never come to fruition. That “need” moves out with each SCE annual
forecast. Part of the problem is that the project was designed based on the view of energy
science in 2005. Science changes, life changes. SCE’s inability to accurately predict overload
in its eight forecasts between 2005 and 2012, demonstrates that SCE’s forecasting model has
failed to keep pace with the rapid advances in energy technology.

We are now ten years down the line. We have witnessed the impact of new energy efficiency 114-7
and “green” resources on actual demand. To continue down a track laid by 2005 engineering
as the means for preventing overload now forecasted for 2021 would be poor environmental
stewardship, and a bad investment of ratepayer dollars in outdated science, like forcing the
public to buy a Chevy Suburban when it already knows Tesla is the environmentally-friendly
future. The latest overload projection of 2021 is a very long time away given what has already
occurred in the energy market in the wake of AB 32, and the Governor’s mandate the we rely
50% on renewable energy, self-generation, solar PV, thermal and battery storage, Demand
Response and Energy Efficiency by 2030. SCE’s ever-shifting forecasts are evidence that
renewable energy has, and will continue to, fill any gaps.

Bias

The streamline approval and exemption of this 9-mile project [which Mr. Rosauer admitted is
one of the largest every exempted] through a known environmentally sensitive area was the 114-8
first red flag that the CPUC may not be acting in the best interest of the public. Then the
CPUC allowed construction to begin, without notice to the public or parties, during the
opposition’s Petition For Rehearing process. During construction, the CPUC encouraged SCE
to build quickly, which SCE did, as evidenced by its long hours and weekend activities. All
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Comment Letter 114

publicly visible construction took place in the last 3 months of the 19 months it took for the
CPUC to grant the Petition For Rehearing. Finally, after the CPUC reversed its CEQA
exemption and ordered the long-requested environmental review, its Scoping Report excluded
all past construction from review.

The Draft EIR is contaminated by this bias.
Requested Relief

An independent Lead Agency should be appointed to conduct a completely unbiased study of
the whole project, its cumulative impact, its alternatives, and whether its 2005 design is
needed in, or relevant to, the 2015 energy market and beyond.

Thank you for your consideration.
Tammy Gunther

10231 Principe Place

Santa Rosa Valley, CA 93012

gunthertammy(@gmail.com
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3. Comments and Responses

3.3 Individuals Responses

3.3.14 Letter 114 — Responses to Comments from
Tammy Gunther

The comments in this letter are identical to, or substantively the same as, those in Letter 19.
114-1 This comment has been addressed. See Response 19-10.
114-2 This comment has been addressed. See Response 19-11.
114-3 This comment has been addressed. See Response 19-12.
114-4 This comment has been addressed. See Response 19-13.
114-5 This comment has been addressed. See Response 19-14.
114-6 This comment has been addressed. See Response 19-15.
114-7 This comment has been addressed. See Response 19-16.

114-8 This comment has been addressed. See Response 19-17.

Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Subtransmission Line Project 3.3-45 ESA /207584.15
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Comment Letter 115

115-1

115-2

15-3
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3. Comments and Responses

3.3 Individuals Responses

3.3.15 Letter 115 — Responses to Comments from
Linda Cannon

115-1 The commenter is referred to Master Response 2, Non-CEQA Issues, in Section 3.1.2
for a discussion on project need, and Master Response 5, SCE’s Forecasted Peak Load
Growth, in Section 3.1.5 for a discussion on CPUC review of SCE’s most recent
electrical demands for the ENA.

115-2 The commenter is referred to Draft EIR Chapter 4, Project Alternatives, which
considered the feasibility of numerous alternatives considered by the CPUC to be
“green.” Alternative 5, Demand-Side Management, looked at replacing the need for
subtransmission lines through implementation of energy conservation programs. This
alterative was not chosen for full evaluation because it would not serve projected
demand or reliability objectives for the Proposed Project, and because these programs
are not feasible on a scale that would be suitable to replace the Proposed Project within
a reasonable period of time (see Draft EIR page 4-29). Alternative 6, Renewable and
Distributed Energy Generation Resources, considered renewable or distributed energy
generation and provision of local sources of electricity. This alternative was not chosen
for full evaluation because there is limited potential for local renewable resources or
distributed generation to meet the projected demand or reliability objectives for the
Proposed Project, and because even local renewable or distributed resources would
require upgraded or new subtransmission and transmission infrastructure (see Draft
EIR page 4-30).

The commenter is also referred to Master Response 1, Alternatives in Section 3.1.1 for
additional discussion on demand-side management and renewable and distributed
energy generation alternatives.

115-3 The Draft EIR considered one alternative that would have placed the new
subtransmission line poles along the north and west side of the Moorpark-Ormond
Beach 220 kV Transmissions line ROW referred to as Alternative 2 — West Side of
220 kV ROW. Rationale for elimination of this alternative begins on Draft EIR
page 4-16, and includes failure to meet Proposed Project objectives, construction
infeasibility, and the potential to result in greater environmental impacts than the
Proposed Project.

Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Subtransmission Line Project 3.3-47 ESA /207584.15
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From: Elliott Amy [mailto:Amy.Elliott@technicolor.com]
Sent: Sunday, July 26, 2015 10:00 AM

To: Moorpark-Newbury

Cc: Elliott Amy

Subject: Power Line

Dear Madame/Sir,

Please note the attached letters.

Thanks,

Amy Kline Elliott

International Freight Sourcing

TGL Freight Services/805 312 5189 Cell/805 445 4331 Office
http://www.technicolor.com/global-logistics

1
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Comment Letter 116

Mr. Michael Rosauer

Moorpark-Newbury Project

c/o Environmental Science Associates Email: Moorpark-Newbury@esassoc.com
1425 N. McDowell Blvd., Suite 200

Petaluma, CA 94954

RE: SCE’S MOORPARK-NEWBURY DRAFT EIR WRITTEN COMMENTS

Dear Mr. Rosauer:

I am writing you to oppose acceptance of the June 2015 Draft Environmental Impact Report. It is
inadequate, omits facts, is flawed in its scope and assumptions, and relies on faulty methodology,
based on the following:

1. Tt fails to study the impact of SCE’s whole project; instead divides one project into I 116-1
two in violation of CEQA. 116-2

2. It fails to study the cumulative impact of past construction on the Project. I

3. Mitigation during past construction was overstated and/or ineffective, yet is not 116-3
scrutinized. (Nearly all disturbance done during 3 months, with some unauthorized) I

and will significantly burden ratepayers, area residents and the environment.

Alternatives are not independently analyzed, relying exclusively on SCE data. [16-5
6. The report fails to examine “green” alternatives, violating the CPUC’s Loading :[ 116-6
Order, AB 32 and the Governor’s mandate of 50% reduction by 2030. L

W

4. The project is unnecessary, not supported by “need” data or overload projections ]: 116-4

7. The proposed Oxnard generation plant and this Project should be joined for ] 116-7
purposes of CEQA’s “whole project” and for determination of this Project’s: (a)
necessity and (b) the cumulative impact. 1
8. The “No Project” Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative. T 116-8
Because the CPUC may be biased toward Edison, to avoid the appearance of impropriety, |
an independent third party Lead Agency with independent experts and analyses should be 116-9
assigned to undertake a new environmental study of the WHOLE Moorpark-Newbury Project.

July 26", 2015

Dated:
Email:
aelliott6621@comcast.net
Address: 2226 Barbara Dr Santa Rosa Valley Ca
93012
Name : Amy S
Elliott
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Comment Letter 116

Signature: Amy S
Elliott

Written comments must be postmarked or received in email by 7/27/15.

Mr. Michael Rosauer

Moorpark-Newbury Project

c/o Environmental Science Associates Email: Moorpark-Newbury@esassoc.com
1425 N. McDowell Blvd., Suite 200

Petaluma, CA 94954

RE: SCE’s Moorpark-Newbury Draft EIR Written Comments

Dear Mr. Rosauer:

The June 2015 Draft Environmental Impact Report is insufficient and should not be certified. It
omits facts, is flawed in its scope and assumptions, and relies on faulty methodology, based on
the following:

Whole Project

CEQA law mandates environmental review of an entire project. It specifically proscribes
segmenting one project into two to avoid environmental review. Yet, this is what appears to have
happened. Initial project approval with CEQA exemption was followed by the CPUC allowing
construction during the opposition’s Petition for Rehearing process. Then, the CPUC reversed
project approval (because of its own legal error) and ordered an EIR, only to circumscribe any
meaningful assessment of damage done by “past construction” under the false CEQA exemption.
This looks exactly like piece-mealing with the CPUC’s active participation.

Cumulative Impact

CEQA law requires the study of a proposed project’s “cumulative impact” with any “closely
related past, present and future projects.” Yet, this Draft EIR ignores the cumulative impact of all
past construction under the vacated project approval [a disturbance of 16.68 acres of a known
environmentally sensitive region], instead relegating it to “baseline.”

The Draft EIR describes that it specifically excludes both “existing projects that have been
completed and are in operation” — the very definition of a past project — and the Project’s “past
construction activities.” In other words, the Draft EIR specifically excludes all past projects. This

is completely contrary to CEQA and alone should void the report.

Additionally, it fails to include the proposed Oxnard generation plant, which will utilize the same ]

right of way and serve the same Electrical Needs Area.

Alternatives
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Comment Letter 116

AB 32, the CPUC “loading order” and the Governor’s mandate that the State reduce greenhouse
gas emissions by 50% by 2030 all require that priority be given Preferred Resources, Demand
Response and Energy Efficiency Alternatives over generation and transmission projects.
However, the Draft EIR gives short shrift to these Alternatives.

As SCE’s shifting forecasts suggest, renewable energy has, and could continue to, address any
gaps. At the Public Comment Meeting it became clear that local governmental entities have
developed lists of ready projects that they represent could reduce demand by 8-10% in the near
term—“without working very hard at it.” Yet, the report makes these Alternatives seem
implausible and eliminates them from review.

Moreover, the Draft EIR also glossed over the viable subtransmission, Camgen reconnection and
reconductoring Alternatives. Instead, it accepts at face value all of the assertions of SCE,
inserting no independent investigation.

Need

The Moorpark Newbury line project was proposed 7 years ago, based upon an urgent “need”
projection that has never come to fruition. That “need”” moves out with each SCE annual
forecast. Part of the problem is that the project was designed based on the view of energy science
in 2005. Science changes, life changes. SCE’s inability to accurately predict overload in its eight
forecasts between 2005 and 2012, demonstrates that SCE’s forecasting model has failed to keep
pace with the rapid advances in energy technology.

We are now ten years down the line. We have witnessed the impact of new energy efficiency and
“green” resources on actual demand. To continue down a track laid by 2005 engineering as the
means for preventing overload now forecasted for 2021 would be poor environmental
stewardship, and a bad investment of ratepayer dollars in outdated science, like forcing the
public to buy a Chevy Suburban when it already knows Tesla is the environmentally-friendly
future. The latest overload projection of 2021 is a very long time away given what has already
occurred in the energy market in the wake of AB 32, and the Governor’s mandate the we rely
50% on renewable energy, self-generation, solar PV, thermal and battery storage, Demand
Response and Energy Efficiency by 2030. SCE’s ever-shifting forecasts are evidence that
renewable energy has, and will continue to, fill any gaps.

Bias

The streamline approval and exemption of this 9-mile project [which Mr. Rosauer admitted is
one of the largest every exempted] through a known environmentally sensitive area was the first
red flag that the CPUC may not be acting in the best interest of the public. Then the CPUC
allowed construction to begin, without notice to the public or parties, during the opposition’s
Petition For Rehearing process. During construction, the CPUC encouraged SCE to build
quickly, which SCE did, as evidenced by its long hours and weekend activities. All publicly
visible construction took place in the last 3 months of the 19 months it took for the CPUC to
grant the Petition For Rehearing. Finally, after the CPUC reversed its CEQA exemption and
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Comment Letter 116

ordered the long-requested environmental review, its Scoping Report excluded all past
construction from review.

The Draft EIR is contaminated by this bias.

Requested Relief 116-17
(cont.)
An independent Lead Agency should be appointed to conduct a completely unbiased study of the
whole project, its cumulative impact, its alternatives, and whether its 2005 design is needed in, or
relevant to, the 2015 energy market and beyond.

[Sign and Date]
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3. Comments and Responses

3.3 Individuals Responses

3.3.16 Letter 116 — Responses to Comments from Amy Elliot

The comments in this letter are identical to, or substantively the same as, those in Letters 15 and 19.
116-1 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-1.
116-2 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-2.
116-3 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-3.
116-4 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-4.
116-5 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-5.
116-6 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-6.
116-7 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-7.
116-8 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-8.
116-9 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-9.
116-10  This comment has been addressed. See Response 19-10.
116-11  This comment has been addressed. See Response 19-11.
116-12  This comment has been addressed. See Response 19-12.
116-13  This comment has been addressed. See Response 19-13.
116-14  This comment has been addressed. See Response 19-14.
116-15  This comment has been addressed. See Response 19-15.
116-16  This comment has been addressed. See Response 19-16.

116-17  This comment has been addressed. See Response 19-17.
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Comment Letter 117

Mr. Michael Rosauer

Moorpark-Newbury Project

c/o Environmental Science Associates Email: Moorpark-Newbury@esassoc.com
1425 N. McDowell Blvd., Suite 200

Petaluma, CA 94954

RE: SCE’S MOORPARK-NEWBURY DRAFT EIR WRITTEN COMMENTS

Dear Mr. Rosauer:

I am writing you to oppose acceptance of the June 2015 Draft Environmental Impact Report. It is
inadequate, omits facts, is flawed in its scope and assumptions, and relies on faulty methodology,
based on the following:

1. It fails to study the impact of SCE’s whole project; instead divides one project into
two in violation of CEQA.

2. It fails to study the cumulative impact of past construction on the Project.

3. Mitigation during past construction was overstated and/or ineffective, yet is not
scrutinized. (Nearly all disturbance done during 3 months, with some unauthorized)

4. The project is unnecessary, not supported by “need” data or overload projections

and will significantly burden ratepayers, area residents and the environment.

Alternatives are not independently analyzed, relying exclusively on SCE data.

6. The report fails to examine “green” alternatives, violating the CPUC’s Loading
Order, AB 32 and the Governor’s mandate of 50% reduction by 2030.

7. The proposed Oxnard generation plant and this Project should be joined for
purposes of CEQA’s “whole project” and for determination of this Project’s: (a)
necessity and (b) the cumulative impact.

8. The “No Project” Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative.

o

Because the CPUC may be biased toward Edison, to avoid the appearance of impropriety,
an independent third party Lead Agency with independent experts and analyses should be
assigned to undertake a new environmental study of the WHOLE Moorpark-Newbury Project.

July 26", 2015

Dated:
Email:
aelliott6621@comcast.net
Address: 2226 Barbara Dr Santa Rosa Valley Ca
93012
Name : John. W. Elliott

3.3-54

117-5

]; 17-6

.

L

I 17-s

17-7

17-9


hlc
Line

hlc
Line

hlc
Line

hlc
Line

hlc
Line

hlc
Line

hlc
Line

hlc
Line

hlc
Line


Comment Letter 117

Signature: John W
Elliott

Written comments must be postmarked or received in email by 7/27/15.

Mr. Michael Rosauer

Moorpark-Newbury Project

c/o Environmental Science Associates Email: Moorpark-Newbury@esassoc.com
1425 N. McDowell Blvd., Suite 200

Petaluma, CA 94954

RE: SCE’s Moorpark-Newbury Draft EIR Written Comments

Dear Mr. Rosauer:

The June 2015 Draft Environmental Impact Report is insufficient and should not be certified. It
omits facts, is flawed in its scope and assumptions, and relies on faulty methodology, based on
the following:

Whole Project

CEQA law mandates environmental review of an entire project. It specifically proscribes
segmenting one project into two to avoid environmental review. Yet, this is what appears to have
happened. Initial project approval with CEQA exemption was followed by the CPUC allowing
construction during the opposition’s Petition for Rehearing process. Then, the CPUC reversed
project approval (because of its own legal error) and ordered an EIR, only to circumscribe any
meaningful assessment of damage done by “past construction” under the false CEQA exemption.
This looks exactly like piece-mealing with the CPUC’s active participation.

Cumulative Impact

CEQA law requires the study of a proposed project’s “cumulative impact” with any “closely
related past, present and future projects.” Yet, this Draft EIR ignores the cumulative impact of all
past construction under the vacated project approval [a disturbance of 16.68 acres of a known
environmentally sensitive region], instead relegating it to “baseline.”

The Draft EIR describes that it specifically excludes both “existing projects that have been
completed and are in operation” — the very definition of a past project — and the Project’s “past
construction activities.” In other words, the Draft EIR specifically excludes all past projects. This
is completely contrary to CEQA and alone should void the report.

Additionally, it fails to include the proposed Oxnard generation plant, which will utilize the same
right of way and serve the same Electrical Needs Area.

Alternatives
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Comment Letter 117

AB 32, the CPUC “loading order” and the Governor’s mandate that the State reduce greenhouse [
gas emissions by 50% by 2030 all require that priority be given Preferred Resources, Demand
Response and Energy Efficiency Alternatives over generation and transmission projects.
However, the Draft EIR gives short shrift to these Alternatives.

As SCE’s shifting forecasts suggest, renewable energy has, and could continue to, address any
gaps. At the Public Comment Meeting it became clear that local governmental entities have

developed lists of ready projects that they represent could reduce demand by 8-10% in the near
term—*"“without working very hard at it.” Yet, the report makes these Alternatives seem J
implausible and eliminates them from review. -

17-14

Moreover, the Draft EIR also glossed over the viable subtransmission, Camgen reconnection and
reconductoring Alternatives. Instead, it accepts at face value all of the assertions of SCE, 117-15
inserting no independent investigation. 1

Need

The Moorpark Newbury line project was proposed 7 years ago, based upon an urgent “need” T
projection that has never come to fruition. That “need” moves out with each SCE annual
forecast. Part of the problem is that the project was designed based on the view of energy science
in 2005. Science changes, life changes. SCE’s inability to accurately predict overload in its eight
forecasts between 2005 and 2012, demonstrates that SCE’s forecasting model has failed to keep
pace with the rapid advances in energy technology.

We are now ten years down the line. We have witnessed the impact of new energy efficiency and
“green” resources on actual demand. To continue down a track laid by 2005 engineering as the
means for preventing overload now forecasted for 2021 would be poor environmental
stewardship, and a bad investment of ratepayer dollars in outdated science, like forcing the
public to buy a Chevy Suburban when it already knows Tesla is the environmentally-friendly
future. The latest overload projection of 2021 is a very long time away given what has already
occurred in the energy market in the wake of AB 32, and the Governor’s mandate the we rely
50% on renewable energy, self-generation, solar PV, thermal and battery storage, Demand
Response and Energy Efficiency by 2030. SCE’s ever-shifting forecasts are evidence that
renewable energy has, and will continue to, fill any gaps.

117-16

Bias

The streamline approval and exemption of this 9-mile project [which Mr. Rosauer admitted is

one of the largest every exempted] through a known environmentally sensitive area was the first

red flag that the CPUC may not be acting in the best interest of the public. Then the CPUC

allowed construction to begin, without notice to the public or parties, during the opposition’s
Petition For Rehearing process. During construction, the CPUC encouraged SCE to build

quickly, which SCE did, as evidenced by its long hours and weekend activities. All publicly

visible construction took place in the last 3 months of the 19 months it took for the CPUC to

grant the Petition For Rehearing. Finally, after the CPUC reversed its CEQA exemption and \

17-17
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Comment Letter 117

ordered the long-requested environmental review, its Scoping Report excluded all past
construction from review.

The Draft EIR is contaminated by this bias.

Requested Relief

An independent Lead Agency should be appointed to conduct a completely unbiased study of the
whole project, its cumulative impact, its alternatives, and whether its 2005 design is needed in, or

relevant to, the 2015 energy market and beyond.

[Sign and Date]
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3. Comments and Responses

3.3 Individuals Responses

3.3.17 Letter 117 — Responses to Comments from John Elliot

The comments in this letter are identical to, or substantively the same as, those in Letters 15 and 19.

117-1

117-2

117-3

117-4

117-5

117-6

117-7

117-8

117-9

117-10

117-11

117-12

117-13

117-14

117-15

117-16

117-17

This comment has been addressed.

This comment has been addressed.

This comment has been addressed.

This comment has been addressed.

This comment has been addressed.

This comment has been addressed.

This comment has been addressed.

This comment has been addressed.

This comment has been addressed.

This comment has been addressed.

This comment has been addressed.

This comment has been addressed.

This comment has been addressed.

This comment has been addressed.

This comment has been addressed.

This comment has been addressed.

This comment has been addressed.

See Response 15-1.
See Response 15-2.
See Response 15-3.
See Response 15-4.
See Response 15-5.
See Response 15-6.
See Response 15-7.
See Response 15-8.

See Response 15-9.

See Response 19-10.
See Response 19-11.
See Response 19-12.
See Response 19-13.
See Response 19-14.
See Response 19-15.
See Response 19-16.

See Response 19-17.

Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Subtransmission Line Project
(A.13-10-021) Final Environmental Impact Report

3.3-58

ESA/207584.15
October 2015



Comment Letter 118

From: BARBARA MOORE [mailto:bleemoore@prodigy.net]

Sent: Sunday, July 26, 2015 9:35 PM

To: Moorpark-Newbury

Subject: SCE'S MOORPARK-NEWBURY DRAFT EIR WRITTEN COMMENTS

Mr. Michael Rosauer

Moorpark-Newbury Project

c/o Environmental Science Associates Email: Moorpark-Newbury@esassoc.com
1425 N. McDowell Blvd., Suite 200

Petaluma, CA 94954

RE: SCE’'S MOORPARK-NEWBURY DRAFT EIR WRITTEN COMMENTS

Dear Mr. Rosauer:

I am writing you to oppose acceptance of the June 2015 Draft Environmental Impact Report. It is inadequate,
omits facts, is flawed in its scope and assumptions, and relies on faulty methodology, based on the following:

1. It fails to study the impact of SCE’s whole project; instead divides 8.1
one project into two in violation of CEQA. =

2. It fails to study the cumulative impact of past construction on the Project. :[I 18-2

3. Mitigation during past construction was overstated and/or ineffective, yet is not scrutinized. (Nearly |118-3
all disturbance done during 3 months, with some unauthorized)

4. The project is unnecessary, not supported by “need” data or overload projections and will signiﬁcantlyI 118-4

burden ratepayers, area residents and the environment.

5. Alternatives are not independently analyzed, relying exclusively on SCE data. I| 18-5
6. The report fails to examine “green” alternatives, violating the CPUC’s Loading Order, AB 32 and the :[| 18-6

Governor’s mandate of 50% reduction by 2030.

7. The proposed Oxnard generation plant and this Project should be joined for purposes of CEQA’s IH 8-7

“whole project” and for determination of this Project’s: (a) necessity and (b) the cumulative impact.

8. The “No Project” Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative. I|1 8-8

Because the CPUC may be biased toward Edison, to avoid the appearance of impropriety, an
independent third party Lead Agency with independent experts and analyses should be assigned to undertake a
new environmental study of the WHOLE Moorpark-Newbury Project.

Dated: _July 26, 2015
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Comment Letter 118

Email: Bleemoore@prodigy.net

Address: 2493 Roxy St. Simi Valley, Ca

Name :  Barbara L. Moore - Owner of unimproved property on Palo Verde Circle

Signature: _Barbara L. Moore




3. Comments and Responses

3.3 Individuals Responses

3.3.18 Letter 118 — Responses to Comments from
Barbara Moore

The comments in this letter are identical to, or substantively the same as, those in Letter 15.
118-1 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-1.
118-2 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-2.
118-3 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-3.
118-4 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-4.
118-5 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-5.
118-6 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-6.
118-7 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-7.
118-8 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-8.

118-9 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-9.

Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Subtransmission Line Project 3.3-61 ESA /207584.15
(A.13-10-021) Final Environmental Impact Report October 2015



Comment Letter 119

From: Krista Pederson [mailto:ladybuggk@aol.com]

Sent: Sunday, July 26, 2015 2:12 PM

To: Moorpark-Newbury

Subject: SCE MOORPARK=NEWBURY DRAFT EIR Written Comments

Krista Pederson
10767 Citrus Dir.
Moorpark CA 93021
ladybuggk@aol.com

Mr. Michael Rosauer

Moorpark-Newbury Project

c/o Environmental Science Associates Email: Moorpark-Newbury@esassoc.com
1425 N. McDowell Blvd., Suite 200

Petaluma, CA 94954

RE: SCE’'S MOORPARK-NEWBURY DRAFT EIR WRITTEN COMMENTS
Dear Mr. Rosauer:

My family lives at 10767 Citrus Dr., and our property is just 500 feet away from the proposed power line. (Please see

enclosed photos from the front of the house, the play structure and barn, and from my back fence.) | join in the objections| |1g_1
set forth in Ludington's Written Comment Letter.

| am writing to you today regarding the June 2015 Draft Environmental Impact Report. This Draft EIR is fatally flawed. It is

based on false assumptions and faulty methodology.

The CPUC has accepted SCE'’s representations at face value. Its conclusions about impact, mitigation, alternatives, and ]
the environmentally preferred alternative are all based on SCE’s assertion, computations and science. The Draft EIR 119-2
essentially restates SCE’s representations as the CPUC’s own. It does not reflect “independent judgement” on the part of

the Commission.

1
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Comment Letter 119

Once the CPUC reversed itself on the summary exemption of the Project from CEQA, it was only logical the Commission

should not have played a role in subsequent environmental review. To avoid even the appearance of impropriety, it should

have recused itself from becoming Lead Agency.

The initial CEQA exemption of the Project, the encouragement of rapid construction before approval was vacated, and the| |9_4

truncated Scoping Report are all evidence of possible collusion between the CPUC and SCE.

Under the circumstances, an Independent Lead Agency should be appointed to direct the environmental review. An
independent environmental review agency should be assigned to conduct analyses of the impacts of all Project 119-5

construction, both past and proposed. Additionally, on the issue of Project justification, an independent engineering expert

should assess projected overload. 4

Please note that | oppose acceptance of the June 2015 Draft Environmental Impact Report. It is inadequate, omits facts,

is flawed in its scope and assumptions, and relies on faulty methodology, based on the following:

1. It fails to study the impact of SCE’s whole project; instead divides one project into two in violation of CEQA. ]:HQ_G
2. It fails to study the cumulative impact of past construction on the Project. I 119-7
3. Mitigation during past construction was overstated and/or ineffective, yet is not scrutinized. (Nearly all disturbance done[ 119-8
during 3 months, with some unauthorized) L

4. The project is unnecessary, not supported by “need” data or overload projections and will significantly burden 119-9
ratepayers, area residents and the environment. B

5. Alternatives are not independently analyzed, relying exclusively on SCE data. I 119-10
6. The report fails to examine “green” alternatives, violating the CPUC’s Loading Order, AB 32 and the Governor’s T 119-11
mandate of 50% reduction by 2030. -

7. The proposed Oxnard generation plant and this Project should be joined for purposes of CEQA’s “whole project” and "|19_12
for determination of this Project’s: (a) necessity and (b) the cumulative impact. -

8. The “No Project” Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative. I|19'13

Because the CPUC may be biased toward Edison, to avoid the appearance of impropriety, an independent third party
Lead Agency with independent experts and analyses should be assigned to undertake a new environmental study of the | 1g.14
WHOLE Moorpark-Newbury Project.

July 26, 2015

Ladybuggk@aol.com

10767 Citrus Dr.
Moorpark CA 93021

Krista Pederson

2
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3. Comments and Responses

3.3 Individuals Responses

3.3.19 Letter 119 — Response to Comment from

Krista Pederson

119-1 This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the accuracy
or adequacy of the Draft EIR. The commenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project is
acknowledged. Regarding comments in the Ludington comment letter, see Responses
127-1 through 127-73.

119-2 The Draft EIR analysis reflects the CPUC Energy Division’s independent assessment
of SCE’s data. See Master Response 1, Alternatives, in Section 3.1.1, and Master
Response 5, SCE’s Forecasted Peak Load Growth, in Section 3.1.5, which describe
independent review by the CPUC, the CPUC’s environmental consultant, and the
CPUC:s electrical transmission planning consultant of SCE-provided data.

119-3 The commenter is referred to Master Response 2, Non-CEQA Issues, in Section 3.1.2
for a discussion on past CPUC procedural activities and the general proceeding.

119-4 The commenter is referred to Master Response 2, Non-CEQA Issues, in Section 3.1.2
for a discussion on past CPUC procedural activities.

119-5 The commenter is referred to Master Response 2, Non-CEQA Issues, in Section 3.1.2
for a discussion on past CPUC procedural activities; Master Response 3, CEQA
Baseline and Piecemeal Review of the Project, in Section 3.1.3, for a discussion of why
past construction was not included in the baseline; and Master Response 5, SCE’s
Forecasted Peak Load Growth, in Section 3.1.5, for a discussion on CPUC’s
independent review of SCE’s most recent load growth projections.

119-6 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-1.

119-7 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-2.

119-8 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-3.

119-9 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-4.

119-10  This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-5.

119-11  This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-6.

119-12  This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-7.

119-13  This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-8.

119-14  This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-9.

Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Subtransmission Line Project 3.3-66 ESA /207584.15

(A.13-10-021) Final Environmental Impact Report October 2015



Comment Letter 120

From: Patricia Becker [mailto:patriciabecker@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Monday, July 27, 2015 2:44 PM

To: Moorpark-Newbury

Subject: SCE's Moorpark-Newbury Draft EIR Written Comments

Mr. Michael Rosauer
Moorpark-Newbury Project

c/o Environmental Science Associates
1425 N. McDowell Blvd., Suite 200
Petaluma, CA 94954

RE: SCE'S MOORPARK-NEWBURY DRAFT EIR WRITTEN COMMENTS

Dear Mr. Rosauer:

I am writing you to oppose acceptance of the June 2015 Draft Environmental Impact Report. It is inadequate, omits
facts, is flawed in its scope and assumptions, and relies on faulty methodology, based on the following:

1.

2.
3.

b

7.

8.

It fails to study the impact of SCE’s whole project; instead divides one project into two in violation of
CEQA.

It fails to study the cumulative impact of past construction on the Project.

Mitigation during past construction was overstated and/or ineffective, yet is not scrutinized. (Nearly all
disturbance done during 3 months, with some unauthorized)

The project isunnecessary, not supported by “need” data or overload projections and will significantly
burden ratepayers, area residents and the environment.

Alternatives are not independently analyzed, relying exclusively on SCE data.

The report failsto examine “green” alternatives, violating the CPUC’s Loading Order, AB 32 and the
Governor’s mandate of 50% reduction by 2030.

The proposed Oxnar d generation plant and this Project should be joined for purposes of CEQA’s
“whole project” and for determination of this Project’s: (a) necessity and (b) the cumulative impact.
The “No Project” Alternative isthe environmentally superior alternative.

Because the CPUC may be biased toward Edison, to avoid the appearance of impropriety, an independent
third party Lead Agency with independent experts and analyses should be assigned to undertake a new
environmental study of the WHOLE Moorpark-Newbury Project.

Dated: July 27,

2015 e
Email:

__Patrici ker lobal.n

Address: ----2999 Yucca Dr., Santa Rosa Valley, CA

93012

Name : ----Patricia Becker

Signature: Patricia Becker
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3. Comments and Responses

3.3 Individuals Responses

3.3.20 Letter 120 — Response to Comment from

Patricia Becker

The comments in this letter are identical to, or substantively the same as, those in Letter 15.

120-1 This comment has been addressed. See Response 15-1.

120-2 This comment has been addressed.

120-3 This comment has been addressed.

120-4 This comment has been addressed.

120-5 This comment has been addressed.

120-6 This comment has been addressed.

120-7 This comment has been addressed.

120-8 This comment has been addressed.

120-9 This comment has been addressed.

See Response 15-2.
See Response 15-3.
See Response 15-4.
See Response 15-5.
See Response 15-6.
See Response 15-7.
See Response 15-8.

See Response 15-9.

Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Subtransmission Line Project
(A.13-10-021) Final Environmental Impact Report
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Comment Letter 121

From: merrill berge [mailto:merrillberge@gmail.com]

Sent: Monday, July 27, 2015 9:56 PM

To: Moorpark-Newbury

Subject: SCE's Moorpark-Newbury Draft EIR Written Comments

Mr. Michael Rosauer
Moorpark-Newbury Project

c/o Environmental Science Associates
1425 N. McDowell Blvd., Suite 200
Petaluma, CA 94954

RE: SCE’s Moorpark-Newbury Draft EIR Written Comments

Dear Mr. Rosauer:

The June 2015 Draft Environmental Impact Report is insufficient and should not be certified.
It omits facts, is flawed in its scope and assumptions, and relies on faulty methodology, based
on the following:

Whole Project

CEQA law mandates environmental review of an entire project. It specifically proscribes
segmenting one project into two to avoid environmental review. Yet, this is what appears to
have happened. Initial project approval with CEQA exemption was followed by the CPUC
allowing construction during the opposition’s Petition for Rehearing process. Then, the CPUC
reversed project approval (because of its own legal error) and ordered an EIR, only to
circumscribe any meaningful assessment of damage done by “past construction” under the
false CEQA exemption. This looks exactly like piece-mealing with the CPUC’s active
participation.

Cumulative Impact

CEQA law requires the study of a proposed project’s “cumulative impact” with any “closely
related past, present and future projects.” Yet, this Draft EIR ignores the cumulative impact of
all past construction under the vacated project approval [a disturbance of 16.68 acres of a
known environmentally sensitive region], instead relegating it to “baseline.”

The Draft EIR describes that it specifically excludes both “existing projects that have been
completed and are in operation” — the very definition of a past project — and the Project’s
“past construction activities.” In other words, the Draft EIR specifically excludes all past
projects. This is completely contrary to CEQA and alone should void the report.

3.3-69
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Comment Letter 121

same right of way and serve the same Electrical Needs Area.

Additionally, it fails to include the proposed Oxnard generation plant, which will utilize the I
121-4

Alternatives

AB 32, the CPUC “loading order” and the Governor’s mandate that the State reduce
greenhouse gas emissions by 50% by 2030 all require that priority be given Preferred
Resources, Demand Response and Energy Efficiency Alternatives over generation and
transmission projects. However, the Draft EIR gives short shrift to these Alternatives.

As SCE’s shifting forecasts suggest , renewable energy has, and could continue to, address
any gaps. At the Public Comment Meeting it became clear that local governmental entities
have developed lists of ready projects that they represent could reduce demand by 8-10% in
the near term—*“without working very hard at it.” Yet, the report makes these Alternatives
seem implausible and eliminates them from review.

Moreover, the Draft EIR also glossed over the viable subtransmission, Camgen reconnection
and reconductoring Alternatives. Instead, it accepts at face value all of the assertions of SCE,
inserting no independent investigation.

Need

The Moorpark Newbury line project was proposed 7 years ago, based upon an urgent “need”
projection that has never come to fruition. That “need” moves out with each SCE annual
forecast. Part of the problem is that t he project was designed based on the view of energy
science in 2005. Science changes, life changes. SCE’s inability to accurately predict overload
in its eight forecasts between 2005 and 2012, demonstrates that SCE’s forecasting model has
failed to keep pace with the rapid advances in energy technology.

We are now ten years down the line. We have witnessed the impact of new energy efficiency
and “green” resources on actual demand. To continue down a track laid by 2005 engineering
as the means for preventing overload now forecasted for 2021 would be poor environmental
stewardship, and a bad investment of ratepayer dollars in outdated science, like forcing the
public to buy a Chevy Suburban when it already knows Tesla is the environmentally-friendly
future. The latest overload projection of 2021 is a very long time away given what has already
occurred in the energy market in the wake of AB 32, and the Governor’s mandate the we rely
50% on renewable energy, self-generation, solar PV, thermal and battery storage, Demand
Response and Energy Efficiency by 2030. SCE’s ever-shifting forecasts are evidence that
renewable energy has, and will continue to, fill any gaps.

Bias -

The streamline approval and exemption of this 9-mile project [which Mr. Rosauer admitted is
one of the largest every exempted] through a known environmentally sensitive area was the
first red flag that the CPUC may not be acting in the best interest of the public. Then the
CPUC allowed construction to begin, without notice to the public or parties, during the
opposition’s Petition For Rehearing process. During construction, the CPUC encouraged SCE
to build quickly, which SCE did, as evidenced by its long hours and weekend activities. All
publicly visible construction took place in the last 3 months of the 19 months it took for the
CPUC to grant the Petition For Rehearing. Finally, after the CPUC reversed its CEQA
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Comment Letter 121 4

exemption and ordered the long-requested environmental review, its Scoping Report excluded
all past construction from review.

The Draft EIR is contaminated by this bias.

Requested Relief 121-8

. . , (cont.)
An independent Lead Agency should be appointed to conduct a completely unbiased study of
the whole project, its cumulative impact, its alternatives, and whether its 2005 design is
needed in, or relevant to, the 2015 energy market and beyond.

Merrill Berge |
11 Natalie Way -
Camarillo, CA 93010

July 27, 2015
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3. Comments and Responses

3.3 Individuals Responses

3.3.21 Letter 121 — Responses to Comments from

Merrill Berge

The comments in this letter are identical to, or substantively the same as, those in Letter 19.

121-1 This comment has been addressed.

121-2 This comment has been addressed.

121-3 This comment has been addressed.

121-4 This comment has been addressed.

121-5 This comment has been addressed.

121-6 This comment has been addressed.

121-7 This comment has been addressed.

121-8 This comment has been addressed.

See Response 19-10.
See Response 19-11.
See Response 19-12.
See Response 19-13.
See Response 19-14.
See Response 19-15.
See Response 19-16.

See Response 19-17.

Moorpark-Newbury 66 kV Subtransmission Line Project
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Comment Letter 122

From: gmechoc@aol.com [mailto:gmechoc@aol.com]
Sent: Monday, July 27, 2015 3:42 PM

To: Moorpark-Newbury

Subject: Moorpark Newbury Draft EIR Written Comments

Nina Brandt
381 Pepperwood Ct.
Thousand Oaks CA 91360

Mr. Michael Rosauer

Moorpark-Newbury Project

c/o Environmental Science Associates Email: Moorpark-Newbury@esassoc.com
1425 N. McDowell Blvd., Suite 200

Petaluma, CA 94954

RE: SCE'S MOORPARK-NEWBURY DRAFT EIR WRITTEN COMMENTS
Dear Mr. Rosauer:

| am the parent/grandmother of the Pederson family who lives at 10767 Citrus Dr. Their property is just
500 feet away from the proposed power line. 1 join in the objections set forth in Ludington's Written
Comment Letter.

Please note that | oppose acceptance of the June 2015 Draft Environmental Impact Report. It is
inadequate, omits facts, is flawed in its scope and assumptions, and relies on faulty methodology, based
on the following:

1. It fails to study the impact of SCE’s whole project; instead divides one project into two in violation of
CEQA.

2. It fails to study the cumulative impact of past construction on the Project.

3. Mitigation during past construction was overstated and/or ineffective, yet is not scrutinized. (Nearly all
disturbance done during 3 months, with some unauthorized)

4. The project is unnecessary, not supported by “need” data or overload projections and will significantly
burden ratepayers, area residents and the environment.

5. Alternatives are not independently analyzed, relying exclusively on SCE data.

6. The report fails to examine “green” alternatives, violating the CPUC’s Loading Order, AB 32 and the
Governor’s mandate of 50% reduction by 2030.

7. The proposed Oxnard generation plant and this Project should be joined for purposes of CEQA’s
“whole project” and for determination of this Project’s: (a) necessity and (b) the cumulative impact.

8. The “No Project” Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative.

Because the CPUC may be biased toward Edison, to avoid the appearance of impropriety, an

independent third party Lead Agency with independent experts and analyses should be assigned to
undertake a new environmental study of the WHOLE Moorpark-Newbury Project.

3.3-73

] H——

122-1
122-2

122-3
122-4
122-5
122-6
122-7
122-8

122-9


m