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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

1.1 Purpose

This Response to Comments document is the finalizing addendum to the Draft Environmental
Impact Report (Draft EIR) prepared by the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) for
consideration of Southern California Edison’s (SCE’s) application to construct the San Joaquin
Cross Valley Loop Transmission Project (Proposed Project).

The Draft EIR detailed the Proposed Project, evaluated and described the potential environmental
impacts associated with the construction, operation and maintenance of SCE’s Proposed Project,
identified those impacts that could be significant, and presented mitigation measures, which, if
adopted by the CPUC or other responsible agencies, could avoid or minimize these impacts. The
Draft EIR also evaluated alternatives to the Proposed Project, including the No Project
Alternative, as required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

The Proposed Project would include the replacement of approximately 1.1 miles of two sets of
single circuit 220 kV transmission line with a single double circuit transmission line, and the
construction of an approximately 18.5 mile-long double circuit transmission line that would loop
the existing Big Creek 3-Springville 220 kV transmission line into the Rector Substation, in
northwestern Tulare County. The Proposed Project would also include installation of electrical
equipment, substation supporting structures and a mechanical and electrical equipment room at
the Rector Substation, as well as electrical system upgrades to Rector, Springville and Vestal
Substations in Tulare County, and Big Creek 3 Substation in Fresno County.

This Response to Comments document, together with the June 2009 Draft EIR, constitutes the
Final EIR for the Proposed Project. The CPUC, as the Lead Agency for this process, is required
by CEQA Guidelines Section 15089 to prepare a Final EIR. The Final EIR will be used by the
CPUC as part of its application approval process, which includes selecting project alternatives,
adopting mitigation measures, and reviewing project costs.

1.2 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;
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1. Introduction

(c)  Alist 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 16, 2009 through July 31, 2009).

This Response to Comments document is separated into two volumes.
Volume 1 consists of nine chapters.

° Chapter 1 is an introductory chapter that describes the purpose as well as the organization
of the Final EIR.

. Chapter 2 describes the organization of the comment letters, and the coding system used to
identify individual comments. It also describes the organization of the responses to the
comments received on the Draft EIR, and includes a list of all agencies, organizations, and
individuals that submitted comments.

o Chapter 3 contains copies of all comment letters received on the Draft EIR as well as a
copy of the transcript for the public meeting held on July 23, 2009, after publication of the
Draft EIR. Each individual comment is identified by alphanumeric code within the
comment letter or transcript.

. Chapter 4 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 codes
shown in Chapter 3.

. Chapters 5, 6 and 7 present the individual responses directed specifically to each comment
for organizations, individuals, and oral comments received at the public meeting,
respectively. These chapters also contain text changes to the Draft EIR that resulted from
changes made in response to comments. In some cases, the reader is referred to a master
response in Chapter 4, or to another individual response that addresses the same issue.

. Chapter 8 contains all text changes to the Draft EIR which include 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 presented in Chapters 4 through 7.

. Chapter 9 lists all agencies, organizations, and persons that are receiving the Final EIR.
This includes all organizations and individuals who submitted comments on the Draft EIR.

Volume 2: Appendices, provides supporting documentation for information presented in the
Response to Comments Document. A digital copy of the Draft EIR, published June 2009, and this
Response to Comments document is included on a compact disc (CD) at the end of this
document.
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CHAPTER 2

Introduction to Comments and Responses

2.1 Opportunities for Public Comment on the Draft EIR

Notification

On Tuesday, June 16, 2009, the CPUC published and distributed the Notice of Availability (NOA)
of a Draft EIR to advise interested local, regional, and state agencies, and the interested public, that
a Draft EIR had been prepared and published for the Proposed Project. The NOA solicited both
written and verbal comments on the Draft EIR during a 45-day comment period (June 16, 2009
through July 31, 2009), and provided information on a forthcoming public comment meeting.
Additionally, the NOA presented the background, purpose, description, and location of the
Proposed Project, as well as the contact name for additional information regarding the project.

In addition to the NOA, the CPUC notified the public about the public comment meeting through
multiple newspaper legal advertisements and the project website. The NOA, newspaper legal
advertisements, and the project website are presented in Appendices A, B, and C, respectively.
Notifications provided basic project information, the date, time, and location of the public
comment meeting, and a brief explanation of the public meeting process.

The CPUC published legal advertisements in English and Spanish in The Fresno Bee on June 16
and July 18, 2009; in English and in Spanish in The Foothills Sun-Gazette on June 17 and

July 22, 2009; and in English and Spanish in the Visalia Times-Delta on June 16 and July 18.
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/sjxvl/deir_toc.html.

The public was encouraged to submit written comments and concerns regarding the Proposed
Project and the adequacy of the Draft EIR by mail, facsimile, or email to the CPUC.

Public Comment Meeting

The CPUC conducted a public comment meeting on Thursday, July 23, 2009, from 6:30 to

9:30 pm at the Visalia Convention Center, at 303 East Acequia Avenue, Visalia, California.
Approximately 500 members of the public attended the public comment meeting, as well as five
agency representatives: Jensen Uchida of the CPUC, and Doug Cover, Jennifer Johnson, Claire
Myers and Larry Kass of ESA. Sign-in sheets from the public comment meeting are provided in
Appendix D. Meeting attendees were encouraged to sign in and materials including presentation
slides, a comment card, copies of the NOA, and a speaker card were made available.
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2. Introduction to Comments and Responses

A presentation (Appendix E) was given which included an overview of the environmental review
process, the regional context, project background, project objectives, project description, project
alternative, and role of the public comments. Following the presentation, public comments were
taken and documented by a court reporter (see Chapter 3, Section 3.3). All attendees were
encouraged to submit written comments (see Chapter 3, Sections 3.1 and 3.2).

2.2 Comments on the Draft EIR

Written Comments

One-hundred twenty-nine (129) comment letters were received during and after the Draft EIR
public review period, including 31 from organizations, the applicant, and public agencies
(organizations), and 98 from members of the public (individuals). The comment letters received
on the Draft EIR are listed below in Section 2.4, organized by organizations and individuals, and
further organized by order of arrival. Each comment letter has been assigned a corresponding
alphabet letter designation, as well as a unigue comment number designating order of receipt.
Letters from organizations are designated with a capital ‘O’, and individuals with a capital “I’.
For example, the first letter received from an organization was from the San Joaquin Valley Air
Pollution Control District, and is identified as letter O1. Individual comments within letters are
marked sequentially with numbers, such as O1-1, O1-2, etc. Copies of all letters received are
provided in Chapter 3.

Public Meeting Comments

As noted above, a public meeting was held on Thursday, July 23, 2009 at the Visalia Convention
Center in Visalia, California. Verbal comments made at the public meeting were documented by a
court reporter. Commenters were also 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. A transcript
of the verbal comments by the court reporter is provided in Chapter 3. Individual comments are
identified alphanumerically, consisting of a capital ‘PM’ followed by a number. Comments are
numbered sequentially. For example, the first comment is identified as PM-1.

Alternatives 2, 5 and 6 Comment Letters

During the process of reviewing SCE’s San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Project, the
EIR team at Environmental Science Associates (ESA) developed two transmission alignment
alternatives in addition to those proposed by SCE: Alternative 5 and Alternative 6 (Alternative 5
was eventually dismissed in the CEQA screening process). During the development of
Alternatives 5 and 6, information regarding the alternatives, including ESA’s data requests to
SCE and SCE’s data responses, was published on the CPUC’s project website,
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/esa/sjxvl/index.html.
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2. Introduction to Comments and Responses

In response to this public information, the CPUC received 60 letters as well as a petition with

64 signatures in late May 2009, commenting primarily on Alternatives 2 and 6. Appendix F
contains copies of these letters and the petition. Because the Draft EIR was in the process of final
formatting for printing, these comments were not included in the Draft EIR document. However,
to ensure that the comments in the letters are included as part of the CEQA process, ESA has
reviewed all letters. The major concerns expressed in the letters and petition includes:

. Strong opposition to Alternative 6 and Alternative 2 for reasons that include, but are not
limited to:

. Decreased property values

. Loss of use of prime agricultural land

. Concerns over loss of wells, pipelines, easements, etc. affecting agricultural and residential
needs

. Violation of Native American village and burial sites

. Violation of historic pioneer sites

. Health concerns, including cancer and other health risks from EMF and power lines
. Negative impact on wildlife

. Aesthetic impacts to the natural landscape

. Impacts to the community of Elderwood and the City of Woodlake

. Impact would be borne by residents who are served by PG&E, not SCE

. Support for Alternative 3, which would affect a smaller number or residents, have less
impacts to agriculture, and utilize more of an existing SCE line

The letters do not bring to light any potential impacts that were not already addressed in the Draft
EIR. As such, all comments are considered by ESA to be addressed by the Draft EIR, and
consequently, the Final EIR.

2.3 Responses to Comments

As required by Section 15132 of the Guidelines for CEQA, the responses in Chapters 4 through 8
address significant environmental issues raised by commenters during the review period. 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 strikeout, and
3)  Text changes are shown in indented paragraphs.

These text changes also appear in Chapter 8, Revisions to the Draft EIR, of this document.
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2. Introduction to Comments and Responses

Due to the repetitiveness of many issues raised by commenters, Chapter 4 includes master
responses that provide a more comprehensive discussion of related issues. Chapters 5, 6 and 7
include responses to every individual comment, although sometimes a response refers the reader
to either a master response or another response. Chapter 5 provides responses to comment letters
received from organizations and public agencies, while Chapter 6 provides responses to comment
letters received from individuals (i.e., members of the public). Responses to oral comments
receive during public hearings are located in Chapter 7.

Many 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.

As mentioned above, some issues received a substantial number of comments from numerous
commenters, demonstrating common concerns among agencies, special interest groups, and
members of the public. For these issues, a comprehensive discussion of the issues and related
topics is presented as a master response in Chapter 4 of this document. Each master response
provides an integrated and comprehensive response to a particular issue and related concerns.
The master responses are listed below:

4.1 Agricultural Issues

4.2  Cultural Resources

4.3  Electric and Magnetic Fields (EMF)
4.4  Groundwater

45 Wells

4.6  Alternatives

4.7 Non-CEQA issues

2.4 List of Commenters and Comment Letters on Draft
EIR

The following tables provide a list of all organizations and individuals who provided written or
oral comments on the Draft EIR during and after the public comment period (June 16, 2009
through July 31, 2009).

San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Project 2-4 ESA/207584.01
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2. Introduction to Comments and Responses

TABLE 2(RTC)-1

ORGANIZATIONS AND AGENCIES THAT SUBMITTED COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

Copy of
Comment Letter on
Letter ID | Name of Commenter Title Organization/Affiliation Page
o1 Dave Warner, Arnaud Director of Permit Services, San Joaquin Valley APCD 3.1-1
Marjollet Permit Services Manager
02 Conley Meling Partner Meling Bros 3.1-2
03 Eric Meling Partner Meling Bros 3.1-2to
3.1-3
04 John Meling Partner Meling Bros 3.1-3
05 William D. West Manager Stone Corral Irrigation District 3.14
06 Bob Blakely Director of Industry California Citrus Mutual 3.1-5
Relations
o7 Raul Gonzales Mayor City of Woodlake 3.1-6
o8 Kenneth Schmidt Certified Hydrologist Kenneth D. Schmidt and 3.1-6to
Associates (Groundwater 3.1-7
Quality Consultant for PACE)
09 Doug Phillips President Sentinel Butte Mutual 3.1-8
Water Company
010 Rene Miller City Manager City of Farmersville 3.1-8to
3.1-32
011 David Cairns Partner Kaweah Lemon Company 3.1-33t0
3.1-45
012 David Cairns Secretary/Manager Wallace Ranch 3.1-46
Water Company
013 Jeffrey Single Environmental Scientist CA Department of Fish and 3.1-47
Game
014 Ken W. Womack Owner CJ Hammers Pump Co. 3.1-48
015 Rocky Hill Incorporated 3.1-48
016 Lou W. House Ph.D PACE 3.1-49to
3.1-64
017 D. Zachary Smith Ruddell, Cochran, Stanton, 3.1-65to
Smith, Bixlar & Wisehart, LLC 3.1-67
(representing the Kaweah
Delta Water Conservation
District)
018 David Bean PG, CHg AMEC 3.1-67to
3.1-72
019 Christopher Campbell Attorney at Law Baker Manock & Jensen 3.1-73t0
(representing Paramount 3.1-91
Citrus Association)
020 Karen Norene Mills Attorney at Law California Farm Bureau 3.1-92 to
Federation and Tulare 3.1-110
County Farm Bureau
021 Donald L. Fulbright Builder/Developer Donald Lawrence 3.1-110to
Construction Company 3.1-119
022 Gregory S. Kirkpatrick Farmland Conservation 3.1-120to
Strategies 3.1-121
023 Winthrop Pescosolido Merryman Ranch Company 3.1-122
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2. Introduction to Comments and Responses

TABLE 2(RTC)-1 (Continued)
ORGANIZATIONS AND AGENCIES THAT SUBMITTED COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

Copy of
Comment Letter on
Letter ID Name of Commenter Title Organization/Affiliation Page
024 Albert J. Garcia Senior Attorney Southern California Edison 3.1-122 to
Company 3.1-147
025 Fran M. Layton, Attorney at Law Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger, 3.1-147 to
Erin Chalmers, LLP 3.1-190
Laurel L. Impett
026 Brian Monaghan Project Director/ Wildlands Inc. 3.1-191
Corporate Sales
027 Paul-Albert Marquez Central Planning Department of Transportation 3.1-191to
Branch Chief 3.1-192
028 Bill Gargan Owner Kaweah Pump Inc. 3.1-192 to
3.1-195
029 Allan Ishida District One Supervisor Tulare County Board of 3.1-196
Supervisors
030 David Cairns Secretary/Manager Lemon Cove Ditch Company 3.1-197
031 Dan Otis Williamson Act Property Department of Conservation, 3.1-198 to
Manager Division of Land Resource 3.1-200
Protection
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2. Introduction to Comments and Responses

TABLE 2(RTC)-2
INDIVIDUALS WHO SUBMITTED COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

Comment Letter ID Name of Commenter(s) Copy of Letter on Page

11 Dr. and Mrs. David Bockman 3.2-1
12 Kelly Anez 3.2-1
13 Jenna Mattison 3.2-2
14 Larry Ronk 3.2-2
15 Robert McKellar 3.2-3
16 Robert and Mary Edmiston 3.2-3t03.2-4
17 Evelyn Hodel 3.2-4
18 LaVerne Hodel 3.2-5
19 Barbara VanWellen 3.2-510 3.2-6
110 James Hitchcock 3.2-6
111 William Maurer 3.2-7
112 Barbara Ainley 3.2-8
113 Elaine Breitbach 3.2-8
114 Alan Hiatt 3.2-9
115 Richard and Bernice Marshall 3.2-10
116 Terrance Peltzer 3.2-11
117 Billy and Peggy Pensar 3.2-11
118 George Walton 3.2-12
119 Amy Alley 3.2-12
120 Ralph Alley 3.2-13
121 Chris Corbett 3.2-13
122 Gary and Rebecca Davis 3.2-14
123 Jacob Deitz 3.2-15
124 Melissa Deitz 3.2-16
125 Joseph Ferrara 3.2-16 t0 3.2-20
126 Joyce Frazier 3.2-20 to0 3.2-22
127 Jose Luis and Rose Ann Gutierrez 3.2-22
128 Terri Hacobian 3.2-23
129 Nancy Hamlin 3.2-23
130 Bob Hengst 3.2-24 t0 3.2-25
131 David Hengst 3.2-251t0 3.2-26
132 Foster Hengst 3.2-26
133 Linda Hengst 3.2-27
134 Tammi Hitchcock 3.2-28
135 Tom and Jennifer Logan 3.2-28t0 3.2-30
136 Leroy and Sandy Maloy 3.2-30
137 George McEwen 3.2-31t0 3.2-32
138 John Pehrson 3.2-33
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2. Introduction to Comments and Responses

TABLE 2(RTC)-2 (Continued)
INDIVIDUALS WHO SUBMITTED COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

Comment Letter ID Name of Commenter(s) Copy of Letter on Page
139 Barbara Peltzer 3.2-33
140 Larry Peltzer 3.2-34 t0 3.2-35
141 Sarah Peltzer 3.2-35
142 Karen Redfield 3.2-36
143 Randy Redfield 3.2-36 to 3.2-37
144 Del Strange 3.2-38
145 Gary and Colene Tarbell 3.2-39
146 Van Dellen (Lubbert) 3.2-40
147 Van Dellen (Nancy) 3.2-41
148 Van Dellen (Wayne) 3.2-42
149 James Canterbury 3.2-42 to 3.2-43
150 Kent and Gail Kaulfuss 3.2-43t0 3.2-45
151 Douglas and Kaye Rydberg 3.2-45t0 3.2-47
152 Cheryl Turner 3.2-47
153 Stacy Kelch 3.2-4810 3.2-49
154 Jay and Nancy Culter 3.2-49 to 3.2-50
155 B. Davis 3.2-51
156 Lindsay Turner 3.2-51
157 Delia Garza 3.2-52
158 Rhonda Montgomery 3.2-53
159 Jack and Kathy Pendley 3.2-53
160 Doyle Ritchie 3.2-54
161 Cliff Ronk 3.2-54 t0 3.2-55
162 Connie Sing 3.2-55
163 Patricia Whitendale and family 3.2-56 to 3.2-59
164 Lenora Graves 3.2-59
165 Bowe and Brenda McMahon 3.2-60
166 William Pensar 3.2-60 to 3.2-61
167 Joe Sing 3.2-61
168 Tony Calcagno 3.2-62 t0 3.2-63
169 Diane Heaton 3.2-64
170 Joel Heaton 3.2-64 to 3.2-65
171 Dale Kersten 3.2-65
172 Trudy Wischemann 3.2-66 to 3.2-68
173 Suzanne Bidwell 3.2-69
174 Lorene Clark 3.2-69
175 James Gordon 3.2-70 to 3.2-73
176 Mary Gordon 3.2-7310 3.2-74
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2. Introduction to Comments and Responses

TABLE 2(RTC)-2 (Continued)

INDIVIDUALS WHO SUBMITTED COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

Comment Letter ID

Name of Commenter(s)

Copy of Letter on Page

177 Courtney Hengst 3.2-75

178 Hayley Hengst 3.2-75

179 John O. and Shirley B. Kirkpatrick 3.2-76 to 3.2-88
180 McKenzie Family 3.2-88

181 Arturo Ramirez 3.2-89

182 Lynette Ramirez 3.2-89

183 Hudson Rose 3.2-90

184 Corky and Laura Wynn 3.2-90

185 Scott Belknap 3.2-91

186 Deleondaris Family 3.2-91

187 Bill Ferry 3.2-92

188 James Jordan 3.2-92

189 Robert Bennett Lea llI 3.2-93

190 Gus Marroquin 3.2-93

191 Mike Olmos (City of Visalia) 3.2-94 t0 3.2-95
192 Alex Peltzer (City of Visalia) 3.2-95 to 3.2-96
193 Mike and Sharon Potts 3.2-96

194 Tami Tarbell-Lea 3.2-97

195 Robert Ward 3.2-97

196 Diane King 3.2-98

197 Patty Colson 3.2-98 t0 3.2-99
198 Tony Calcagno 3.2-100 to 3.2-103
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2. Introduction to Comments and Responses

TABLE 2(RTC)-3

INDEX OF PUBLIC HEARING TRANSCRIPT

VISALIA CONVENTION CENTER, VISALIA, CA —JULY 23, 2009

Comment ID Commenter Title and Organization Transcript Page #
PM 1-5 Jim Sullins UC Coop Extension, County Director, | 3.3-2 t0 3.3-4
Tulare County
PM 6 Foster Hengst Christian Services Brigade 3.34
PM 7 David Hengst 3.3-410 3.3-6
PM 8 Linda Hengst 3.3-6t03.3-8
PM 9 Bob Hengst 3.3-810 3.3-9
PM 10 Darwin Hacobian 3.3-910 3.3-10
PM 11 Bob Blakely Director of industrial relations for 3.3-10t0 3.3-12
California Citrus Mutual
PM 12 Robert Edminston 3.3-12t0 3.3-13
PM 13 William Fox Senior Pastor of Foothill Bible Church | 3.3-14
PM 14-18 Jack Allwardt Exeter City Council member 3.3-14 t0 3.3-15
PM 19 Jose Martinez Councilman for the City of Woodlake 3.3-15t0 3.3-16
PM 20-23 Eric Meling Partner in Meling Brothers Citrus 3.3-16 to 3.3-17
Ranches
PM 24 Rudy Garcia 3.3-17
PM 25 Bill Ferry 3.3-17 t0 3.3-18
PM 26 James Jordan 3.3-18t0 3.3-19
PM 27-31 Doug Carman Vice president of farming, Paramount | 3.3-19 to 3.3-21
Citrus
PM 32 David Bean Principal hydro geologist with AME 3.3-22t0 3.3-24
Geometrics in Fresno
A professional geologist and certified
Hydro geologist in California
PM 33 Randy Redfield 3.3-24 t0 3.3-26
PM 34 Del Strange 3.3-26 to 3.3-27
PM 35-38 Tom Logan 3.3-27 10 3.3-28
PM 39 Doug Phillips President -Sentinel Butte Mutual 3.3-28 t0 3.3-30
Water Company and also Owner-of
Phillips Farms
PM 40 Scott Belknap Owner of Belknap Pump Company 3.3-30t0 3.3-31
PM 41 Joe Ferrara 3.3-31t0 3.3-34
PM 42 James Gorden 3.3-34 to X35
PM 43 Wayne Van Dellen 3.3-35t0 3.3-36
PM 44 Joyce Frazier 3.3-36 to 3.3-36
PM 45 George McEwen 3.3-36 to 3.3-38
PM 46 Robert Ward 3.3-39t0 3.3-39
PM 47 Steve Worthley Supervisor of Tulare County 3.3-39 to 3.3-40
representing District 4
PM 48-50 Tricia Stever Tulare County Farm Bureau 3.3-40 to0 3.3-42
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2. Introduction to Comments and Responses

TABLE 2(RTC)-3 (Continued)
INDEX OF PUBLIC HEARING TRANSCRIPT
VISALIA CONVENTION CENTER, VISALIA, CA —JULY 23, 2009

Comment ID Commenter Title and Organization Transcript Page #
PM 51-52 John Kirkpatrick 3.3-42t0 3.3-44

PM 53 Greg Kirkpatrick 3.3-44 t0 3.3-46

PM 54 Johnny Sartuche On behalf of the local Native 3.3-46

American tribe, the Wuksachi

PM 55 Bill Pensar 3.3-46 to 3.3-48

PM 56 Trish Whitendale 3.3-48

PM 57-60 Paul Boyer 3.3-48 to 3.3-49

PM 61 Suzanne Farag Member of Foothill Bible Church 3.3-49
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3.1 Letters from Organizations

Comment Letter O1

w San Joaquin Valley

AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT
July 1, 2009

Jensen Uchida

San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Project
c/o Environmental Service Associates
225 Bush Street, Suite 1700

San Francisco, CA 94104

Project: San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Project

District Reference No: 20080526

Dear Mr. Uchida:

The San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District (District) has reviewed the
subject project, consisting of replacing transmission lines, constructing an 18.5 mile
long double circuit transmission line; installation of supporting structures; removal of
wave traps;tuners,:and:installation. of .additional protective relays at Rector Sprmgwlle
Vestal, and ‘Big Creek:3 Substations;.and offers the foIIowmg comments .

A. Constructlon Emlssmns - The EIR concludes that constructlon em|SS|ons W|I|
have a potentially significant impact on air quality but with mitigation these
impacts from .construction exhaust would be reduced to a less than significant
impact. In order to conclude that-the. construction exhaust emissions would be
less than - significant, - mitigation measures: reducing construction exhaust
emissions must be fully enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or
other legally binding instruments (CEQA Guidelines §15126.4, subd.(a)(2)).
Feasible mitigation. of construction exhaust emission.includes use of construction |01-1
equipment - powered by engines meeting, at a minimum, Tier Il emission
standards, as set forth in §2423 of Title 13 of the California.Code of Regulations,
and Part 89 of Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations. The District recommends
incorporating, as a condition of project approval,.a requirement that off-road
construction equipment used on site achieve fleet average emissions equal to or
less than the Tier Il emissions standard of 4.8 NOx g/hp-hr. This can be

““achieved -throughany :combination. .of . uncontrolled . engmes “and engines
: .scomplylng W|th Tier I| and above englne standards .

Se ed Sadrsdm
" Executived Ditector/Air Pofiution Control Officer -

Northern Region Central Region (Main Office) Southern Region
4800 Enterprise Way 1990 E. Gettysburg Avenue 34946 Flyover Court
Modesto, CA 95356-8718 Fresno, CA 93726-0244 Bakersfield, CA 93308-9725
Tet: (209) 557-6400 FAX: (209} 557-6475 Tel: (559) 230-6000 FAX: {559) 230-6061 Tel: (661) 392-5500 FAX: (661) 392-5585
. www.valleyair.org
Printed on recycled paper. &3y

Comment Letter O1

San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Project Page 2
District Reference No. 20080526

B. Table 4.3-4 in the DEIR presents a quantification of uncontrolled emissions that
may be generated from the construction activities associated ‘with this project.
PM10 exhaust can be mitigated using a construction fleet that is equal to or less
than Tier Il emissions standards. Conversely, fugitive dust emissions can be
mitigated using the measures detailed in mitigation measure 4.3-1b. For clarity,
the District recommends the PM10 column be separated into two columns with

separate total emissions values, one for fugitive dust emissions and the other for |

PM10 exhaust.

C. The District uses an applied threshold of 15 tons per year to -determine
significance of PM10 emissions from fugitive dust. While most projects are not
required to quantify fugitive dust emissions, large projects like this one may
require quantification (GAMAQI Pg. 64, sect. 6.5.1, p. 3). The District
recommends the emissions and mitigation measures be quantified to determine
whether fugitive dust emissions will be less than significant after mitigation
measures have been applied.

If you have any questions or require further information, please call Kanya Ellington,
M.S., at (559) 230-5934.

Sincerely,

Dave Warner
Director of Permit Services

Arnaud Marjollet
Permit Services Manager

DW:ke
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Comment Letter 02

July 21, 2009

Mr. Jensen Uchida

San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Project
Environmental Science Associates

225 Bush Street, Suite 1700

San Francisco, CA 94104-4207

Dear Mr. Uchida:

My family has farmed in the Elderwood area for over 50 years. One of our 70-acre citrus groves T

is in the path of the San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Project. The power line will
cut the grove approximately in half and require the relocation of possibly four wind machines.

The problems associated with this action make our ability to farm this section of land difficult

and perhaps impossible.

Relocation of the wind machines will move them closer to wind machines in the next citrus
block. As a result, there will be less frost protection on the top half of the 70-acre block. Frost
protection in this area of Elderwood is important as it can be colder than other areas and there is
less water available to run in the winter for frost protection. Without water or wind protection,
frost damage is assured and much of the fruit will be lost for the season. Trees will also suffer
damage and will become weaker with each year of frost damage.

Obviously, the loss of the frost protection and the construction of the power line would mean the
loss of much more acreage in this block of 70 acres than the DEIR states. The land would have
no value to us for farming another crop as we farm only citrus products and are not equipped to
dry farm. The land would also be worthless for sale as home sites since no one would want to
live under the power line. It seems unreasonable to ask my family to sacrifice the value of this
citrus producing acreage and be left with land that cannot be farmed.

Finally, farming under the power lines is not a liability we wish to assume. We will be losing the|

acreage under the power line because our current farming practices would require equipment
with spray booms, etc. to operate under the lines. We are not willing to put our employees at risk
of injury from working under the lines so we feel we cannot farm under the power line. That
will mean a loss of acreage extending across the 70 acres in the path of the power line.

It is our sincere hope that SCE and the CPUC will reconsider the placement of the power line
and locate it where there are fewer acres of permanent crops, which appears to be alternate route
3. The loss to our family as well as other small family farms on this route will be devastating.

Sincerely,

Conley Meling, partner
Meling Bros.

17456 Ave. 344
Visalia, CA 93292

02-1
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Visalia, CA 93292

Comment Letter O3
July 21, 2009

Mr. Jensen Uchida

San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Project
Environmental Science Associates

225 Bush Street, Suite 1700

San Francisco, CA 94104-4207

Dear Mr. Uchida:

I am a third generation citrus grower and one of the many family farms that will be af-
fected by the Cross Valley Loop Transmission Project proposed by Southern California
Edison. The recent draft environmental report preferred alternate route 2, which will
cross one of the citrus properties my family owns. After reading the DEIR and consid-
ering its points, I have several concerns that I believe the report does not address or dis-
misses as unimportant.

First, the DEIR estimates the loss of acreage for route 2 at approximately 23 acres and
the loss of acreage for SCE proposed route at approximately 30 acres. However, the re-
port makes clear that the loss of acreage is based only on the footing size for each tower
and not the 50-foot clearance area that SCE would require (4.2-13). Since the specifica-
tions for the tubular towers have a footing size of approximately 6-10 feet (3-14), the
additional trees lost to gain a 50-foot clearance (2-40) increases the acres lost to much
higher than 23 or 31 acres.

Second, the DEIR acknowledges that during construction there will be a loss of trees T
due to the excavation site of 100 x 100 feet at a minimum (3-14). During construction,
the loss of acreage rises from the 20 acres to over 80 acres (4.2-17). The report further
acknowledges that trees can be replanted in part of this area after construction but that
production will not be regained for approximately 10 years (4.2-12). Under current eco-
nomic conditions, such a loss of production for the timeline of construction and after
could be devastating to many family farms. A reduction in profitability for any family
farm during these uncertain times puts it at risk and increases the possibility of addi-
tional jobs lost for the community.

Next, the report seems to be unclear about the effects of construction and the final
power line on irrigation systems. While it states that irrigation will be rerouted during
construction, it fails to acknowledge that pumps as well as irrigation lines will need to
be moved. Yet the DEIR makes clear on page 2-40, “no valves or controllers of any type]
would be permitted in the ROW.” To move an existing pump is easier said than done.
Water is a vital resource but also an clusive one in our area. The current drought has al-
ready weakened some wells and the prospect of moving a well that is currently produc-
ing enough volume is unreasonable. The chances that a new well wouid produce the
same volume of water are slim-to-none, which would leave the property in danger of ad-
ditional acres lost for production. The report alludes to this problem when it states on
page 4.2-19, “Alternate route 2 could result in impacts to irrigation systems and/or ancil
lary farming systems that could result in the indirect conversion of Farmland to nonagri-
cultural use.” The mitigation measures simply state that irrigation will be re-routed intQ

031
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temporary systems during construction (4.2-16). There is no mention in the mitigatiorOmensen¢ iftel 0, con-
trollers, wells, and pumps are under the proposed ROW and need to be relocated. Once again, if a viable well
is eliminated from use, the entire acreage is in danger of being lost. Existing wells that function well are too
valuable to be lost.

The acreage lost to agriculture on alternate route 3 is much less than any of the other routes. The DEIR ac-
knowledges that this route is the preferred one when it comes to agricultural resources. Much of the route
crosses grassland that does not require pumps and irrigation systems like those needed for permanent crops.
The likelihood is that wells and lines will need to be moved on all the routes except for route 3, which makes it
better suited for SCE purposes. The only negative for route 3 is the vernal pools that are under the existing

SCE line. It is my understanding that viable options have already been proposed to mitigate this issue by mov-

ing the line east of the vernal pools.

Finally, the report does not consider the importance of wind machines and their placement in a grove to protect
it from frost. One wind machine is strategically placed to protect 10 acres. The power line would force the re-
moval of some wind machines and thereby compromise the frost protection for those 10 acres of fruit. The
loss of production and eventually trees will increase when wind machines must be relocated and cannot ade-
quately protect all sections of the grove.

It is important to take into consideration the difficulties that the DEIR fails to adequately address. The water,
wells, and pumps that will be lost unnecessarily are my greatest concern since water is so difficult to locate.
The loss of agricultural land will surely increase from the estimate given in the DEIR. [ would only support a
route that would eliminate or severely limit the intrusion of the power line and its construction on permanent
crops; thus, at this time, I would support route 3 as the best route. The risk to the existence of all family farms
in our area is too great under the proposed DEIR report.

Thank/x, |

Meling Bros.
Eric M. Meling, partner
17456 Ave. 344
Visalia, CA 93292

03-3
cont.
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Comment Letter O4
July 21, 2009

Mr. Jensen Uchida

San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Project
Environmental Science Associates

225 Bush Street, Suite 1700

San Francisco, CA 94104-4207

Dear Mr. Uchida:

The Southern California Edison power line for alternate route 2, the Elderwood Gap line, would T

affect the ability of my family to run a profitable citrus business. During these uncertain
economic times, the profitability of all businesses should be protected and encouraged. Instead,
we find ourselves at risk of losing vital acreage and having our profits cut by the intrusion of the
power line across our property.

The SCE power line will cross a 70-acre section of our citrus property. Over the past 5 years we
have worked to improve this property by replacing an older grove with new trees. These trees
are just beginning to come into production and will take another 5 years to be in full production.
As aresult, we have already limited the profits from this section in order to plan for the future.
The power line will remove many of our new trees and put us back to square one. As with any
business, improvements are made at a cost and in citrus production that cost is not just in the
taking out and replanting a grove but also in the loss of production. These costs are then
projected over 10 years in order to ensure that the farm is able to absorb the costs. With the
additional loss of trees to the power line, the projections we had assumed for this project are now|
incorrect. The economy in general is already unstable and additional losses will make it even
more difficult to operate in the “black”. E

In addition, farming under the power lines is not a liability we wish to assume. We will be
losing the acreage under the power line because our current farming practices would require
equipment with spray booms, etc. to operate under the lines. We are not willing to put our
employees at risk of injury from working under the lines so we feel we cannot farm under the
power line. That will mean a loss of acreage extending across the 70 acres in the path of the
power line. The loss of acreage stated in the draft environmental impact report is much lower
than the actual loss of acres.

Finally, we would hope that the SCE and CPUC would select a route that would not impact the
farmer at a time when the economy makes it more difficult to sustain such a loss. Select the
route that will not impact permanent crops and put the family farmer at risk of failure. That
route appears to be alternate route 3. Thank you.

Sincerely,

John Meling, partner
Meling Bros.

17456 Ave. 344
Visalia, Ca 93292
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STONE CORRAL IRRIGATION DISTRICT™"

Phone: 559-734-1370
Fax: 559-528-4408
Email: scid@clearwire.net

37656 Road 172
Visalia CA 93292-919

July 21, 2009

SCE San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Project, (A.08-05-039)
(Alternate 2)

Attn: Mr. Jensen Uchida, Environmental Project Manager
San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Project
c/o Environmental Science Associates

My name is William D. West, Manager of Stone Corral Irrigation District. I am
submitting written comments on behalf of Stone Corral Irrigation District to give you the
district’s opinion on SCE’s San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Project (A. 08-
05-039), proposed (Alternate 2).

First, let me thank you for giving the opportunity to submit comments on Edison’s
proposed transmission loop project. I will be making my comments regarding the
(Alternate 2 project). Alternate 2 is proposed to run through my district after it crosses
from the west to Road 156 entering the district with new Tubular Steel Pole structures
(59-74) and increasing a 150° ROW traveling through the district to the east, crossing
over the Friant-Kern Canal at Road 176 and Ave. 376 approximately 3,200 feet to the
north, to parallel Road 176 until Avenue 376. The alignment would then proceed east,
paralleling Avenue 376 and then southeast through a saddle along the base of Colvin
Mountain until Road 194.

The district has (3) sub-laterals that run perpendicular through Edison’s ROW
that range from 10”-12” ID transite pipe, (1) 24” ID Cenviro main lateral pipe and (1)
54” ID flood control pipe which is 48” from top of pipe to ground surface. Edison’s
ROW would also run perpendicular over one of the districts flood control ditches that is
127 “feet” wide. Alternate 2 ROW would also require at least (1) grower turnout to be re-
located and (1) continuous air-vacuum vent to also be re-located depending on the final
constructed steel power pole ROW.

Alternate 2 not only permanently removes some prime agricultural land, it would
also reduce the acreage in the district due to the fact that the landowners land is reduced.
This affect would cause the district to increase its cost to all land to achieve the same
operating expense in the district. The district has tried to reduce its operating cost every
year to help its landowners. The district can’t continue to reduce costs without harming
the integrity of the district. This lose of acreage is small, but could increase an estimated

3.1-4

Comment Letter O5

cost of $ 7-10 per/acre for all the landowners. T

Your project description on the installation of new tubular steel pole structures
indicate they will be buried 20-60 feet deep and have an excavated diameter of six to ten
feet. You had also specified that if the Foundations that extend into groundwater would
require that mud slurry be placed in the hole after drilling to prevent the sidewalls from
sloughing. The district has undefined aquifers throughout the entire district. Most of the
wells have underground water stratus. The landowners that have wells are pumping on a
very limited capacity because of very limited groundwater resources. Should any of the
deep holes required for the steel poles have an underground water stratus, you could very
well eliminate some underground water pumping capabilities for some landowners. This,
in the view of my district is absolutely unacceptable to put its landowners at risk on
damaging or even eliminating a precious water resource they rely on. Taken everything in

consideration the district feels that Alternate 3 approach would be in the best interest of |

its landowners and everyone for the following reasons:

1. It uses more of the existing right-of-way, which meets the Garamendi
Principles in SB2431

2. The route’s primary negative is the Stone Corral Ecological Preserve
which can easily be circumvented by moving the line a little to the
west.

3. There is less damage to prime agricultural land-permanent crop, wells,
drive rows, etc.

4. Alternates 1, 2 and 6 have more of a negative environmental impact to
agriculture, communities and people.

5. The land use impacts to the City of Farmersville weren’t adequately

addressed in the DEIR. -

Please accept this letter as the official disapproval of SCE San Joaquin Cross
Valley Loop Transmission Project, (A.08-05-039)-Alternate 2.

Sincerely,

William D. West
Secretary/Manager

05-2
cont.
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Comment Letter O6

California Citrus Mutual Comments to The California Public Utilities Commission
July 23, 2009
Visalia, California

Subject: Southern Calif. Edison’s San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Project
CPUC A.08-05-039
SCH #: 2008081090
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT - Dated June 2009
Presenter: Bob Blakely, Director of Industry Relations

Representing: California Citrus Mutual
Located: 512 N. Kaweah Ave., Exeter, California

California Citrus Mutual (CCM), is the voice of the California citrus industry. CCM is a
voluntary grower association of over 2100 members. Many of whom are family farmers in
Tulare County and who stand to be impacted by this project. I appreciate the time and effort that
has gone into the preparation of this draft EIR. Ialso appreciate this opportunity to comment on
the EIR and the direct impact the project will have on citrus in Tulare County and more broadly
on the California citrus industry. CCM members will be negatively impacted by any of the
alternatives currently proposed for this project.

California and specifically the Central Valley is the world’s largest producer of fresh citrus;
supplying 80% of the fresh citrus produced in the U.S. Citrus production in California is
primarily confined to a narrow band, approximately 10 miles wide and 200 miles long running
along the foothills on the east side of the San Joaquin Valley. This is a unique microclimate of
soil, water and temperature ideal for citrus production that is not duplicated anywhere else in
California. It is truly an endangered industry. This project will eliminate land from citrus
production that cannot be replaced.

There is a provision of the Williamson Act which may prohibit SCE from taking prime Ag land
within the agricultural preserve. Section 51290, a) states, “It is the policy of the state to avoid,
whenever practicable, the location of any federal, state, or local public improvements and any
improvements of public utilities, and the acquisition therefor, in agricultural preserves.”

All three of the alternatives currently being proposed for the SIVLTP will negatively impact
prime irrigated, primarily citrus, Ag land. A California Citrus Impact Analysis and Policy
Simulation conducted by Arizona State University determined that the California citrus industry
represents nearly $1.8 billion of economic value to the California economy and almost 15,000
jobs. Additionally, the industry represents $825.6 million of direct economic output and $1.633
billion when all upstream suppliers and downstream retailers are included, employing a total of
nearly 25,000 direct and indirect workers. The study looked at the impact of losing 1,000 acres
of oranges in one year, on the total California economy, and the orange sub-sector and found the

loss in economic benefit to California to be substantial. Some $4.39 million in total output for

3.1-5

Comment Letter O6

the industry and $7.4 million less activity for the state as a whole. Each 1,000 acres lost takes
with it some 220 jobs and nearly $1 million in annual state tax revenue. The long-term effect
would be many times this. These dollar figures do not include the loss in aesthetic value of
orchards or the environmentally beneficial sequestration capacity of the citrus trees.

CCM is opposed to the taking of any citrus acreage for additional rights-of-way where existing
rights-of-way may be utilized to the same end. Additionally, when existing rights would be
utilized for the STVLTP, Southern California Edison should work with growers to minimize loss
of production and the economic impact on affected growers. Growers in the existing right-of-
way have recently sustained economic loses due the NERC mandate, which required growers to
provide access and to remove trees in proximity of the existing towers within the right-of-way.
In many cases this resulted in loss of trees not in the existing right-of-way. Growers within the
affected right-of-way will be subjected to additional compounded loses as a result of the
SIVLTP. As the old towers are removed growers will be left with unplanted areas where
productive trees were recently removed. They will, in all probability, be required to remove
additional trees for the new, albeit, fewer towers. Had Southern California Edison been more
forward looking the economic loss to growers and a public relations nightmare could have been
avoided.

06-2
cont.

Table 5-1 of the Draft EIR summarizes the significant unmitigable environmental impacts of
each alternative. The statement under each alternative states in part: “Significant unmitigable
impacts on agricultural resources include permanent removal ....”. In the coarse of rendering a
decision California Citrus Mutual requests that the CPUC reject the San Joaquin Cross Valley
Loop Transmission Project.

06-3
Alternatively, if the CPUC determines the project is essential, it would be the desire of the citrus
industry that the CPUC require Southern California Edison to construct the SIVLTP along a
route that minimizes the taking of additional prime Ag land for new right-of-way, but instead
utilizes only existing right-of-way wherever possible. Further, the CPUC should direct SCE to
work with affected growers to retain and/or reestablish as much vital production acreage within
the right-of-way as possible and still comply with the DHS and NERC requirements,

Thank you for this opportunity to provide these comments.

Gty = G

Director of Industry Relations

cc Mr. Jensen Uchida, San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Project




Comment Letter O7

THE CITY OF

OODLAKE

350 NORTH VALENCIA BOULEVARD * WOODLAKE, CA 93286-1244

PHONE (559) 564-8055 * FAX (559) 564-8776

July 23,2009 www.cityofwoodlake.com

California Public Utilities Commission
San Francisco Office
San Francisco, CA 94102

Re: DEIR — San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Project
To Whom It May Concern:

Recently the Woodlake City Council had the opportunity to review the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop
Transmission Project (Project). The City Council supports Edison’s attempt to deliver
electricity in the most efficient manner. After thoughtful consideration of the impact of
this project on our community, we, the Woodlake City Council, would like to go on
record as voicing our opposition to Alternative 2. Specific comments are as follows.

1. Mitigation Measure 4.2-2 provides for farmland conversion easements that are T
to be required be obtained in the same County as the farmland is taken out of | 07-1
production. We would like these same standards as to easements in the same
county, for Mitigation Measures 4.4-2b, 4.4.8, 4.4.9b.

2. Figure 4.4-4 on page 4.4-14 shows a map of critical habitat. Alternative 2
traverses through both Hoover’s Spurge as weil as the San Joaquin Valley 07-2
Orcutt Grass, but the narrative on page 4.4-18 only discusses these plants in
the context of alternative 3.

3. It seems to us that if you tell the Edison Co. to go back, re-route alternative 3
around the Stone Corral Ecological Reserve, do an addendum to the DEIR, 07-3
and incorporate that addendum in the Final EIR you have made alternative 3
the environmentally superior alterative.

4. In terms of “people impacts”, alternative 3 impacts fewer property owners and
fewer residents of our County. We should be working together to impact as 07-4
few of our residents as possible. Alternative 3 impacts the fewest people.

If you have any questions, or if I can be of assistance, please feel free to contact me.

icerel

Rdul Gonzales,
Mayor

KENNETH D. SCHMIDT AND ASSOCIATES oo o
GROUNDWATER QUALITY CONSULTANTS
600 WEST SHAW SUITE 250
FRESNO, CALIFORNIA 93704
TELEPHONE (559) 224-4412

July 23, 2009

Mr. Jensen Uchida, CPUC Project Manager

San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop
Transmission Project

c/o Environmental Science Associates

225 Bush Street, Suite 1700

San Francisco, CA 24104-4207

Re: Southern California Edison Co.

Cross Valley Loop Project
CPUC Applic. A.08-05~039

Dear Mr. Uchida:

We have been retained by PACE (Protect Agriculture Communities |

and Environment) to review the hydrogeologic aspects of the DEIR.
The focus of my comments are primarily on the issue of supply well
destruction and replacement. The proposed nmitigation measure 4.7-
11b indicates that a well inventory would be conducted and wells
identified that “would not have the minimum ground clearance to
perform any necessary well maintenance...”. “A qualified water
well drilling contractor” would be engaged to “relocate these wells
to another location”. This mitigating measure is indicated (Page
ES-21) to render the residual impact “less than significant”.

The groundwater discussion on Page 4.6-3 is very minimal and
inadequate. For example, there is virtually no discussion of
alluvial aquifers in the valley (ie depths, types of sediment,
layering, and other features). For the foothills, there is
virtually no discussion of groundwater in the weathered rock or
hardrock. Well depths, yields, drawdowns, and other charac-
teristics are not discussed. Lastly, there is no discussion of
types or numbers of wells in specific areas.

For example, in the alluvial part of the area, both gravel
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KENNETH D. SCHMIDT AND ASSOCIATES
GROUNDWATER QUALITY CONSULTANTS

packed wells with perforated casings (generally drilled by direct
or reverse rotary) and wells without gravel packs and sometimes
without perforated casing (open-~bottomed wells) are present. In
the foothills and near the east edge of the valley, many wells tap
hardrock or the overlying weathered rock. A unique type of well is
present in this area, and is termed the lateral, radial, or wagon-
wheel well. These wells are comprised of a large diameter vertical
shaft, and a lower part, where a chamber was blasted out and many
laterals generally hundreds of feet long were drilled by diamond
drilling, normally near the base of the weathered zone. To my
knowledge, these wells are no longer drilled, primarily because of
OSHA issues. Thus it may not be possible to “relocate” such wells.
In addition, water production and groundwater quality in the hard-
rock are often highly variable laterally. The DEIR infers that
wells everywhere in the area can be readily replaced. While this
may be possible in much of the alluvial area, it is not so easy
near the east edge of the valley or in the foothills. Replacement
of a well just for yield purposes could result in a well producing
different water quality. Common problems with groundwater quality
along the east edge of the valley are nitrate, iron, manganese,
arsenic, and uranium.

It is unlikely that one “drilling contractor” could do all of
this work. For example, many private domestic wells in the valley
are drilled by the direct rotary or cable-tool method. Large
capacity wells are usually done by the reverse rotary or cable-tool
method. Hardrock wells are done by the air-rotary method. These
types of wells are generally not done by the same contactor.

Lateral wells are no longer done. 1

My review of the alternative alignments indicates that Alter-
native No. 3 would generally be the least problem in terms of
having to mitigate existing water supply wells. This is primarily
because of its more westerly location, compared to other alter-
natives. On the other hand, Alternatives No. 1, 2, and 4 appear to
have the most problems in this regard.
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KENNETH D. SCHMIDT AND ASSOCIATES
GROUNDWATER QUALITY CONSULTANTS

Sincerely yours,

) )
ﬁQij;ébl%ﬂx@

Kenneth D. Schmidt

Geologist No.

1578

Certified Hydrogeologist No. 176

KENNETH D). SCHIOT

NO. 1578
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Sentinel Butte Mutual
Water Company

Supplying water since 1898
Incorporated 1948

P.O. Box 606
Woodlake, CA 93286

July 23, 2009
The Sentinel Butte Mutual Water Company has provided superior quantities and quality
of water in the Woodlake and Elderwood area since 1898.

The proposed routes 2 and 6 will cross multiple water lines and will travel directly over
one of the best producing water wells in our system. It is a wagon wheel type well that
cannot be duplicated due to government agency restrictions. Sentinel Butte is stretched
to its limits in drought years. The elimination of the well will jeopardize the entire water
company in a time that no water can be easily replaced. The wells have been placed in
the best areas for maximum yield. If we are forced to move our wells there is no
guarantee that we wil} obtain any water. You cannot simply move over a little bit and
expect to find a similar quantity of water or else it would have already been done. Any
loss of water will be significantly more costly than just an easement strip as hundreds of
acres of prime productive orchards will be eliminated. 4

Qur water lines crisscross and in some instances run parallel to the proposed Power
Lines. The relocation of these lines has not been properly addressed in the EIR. The 09-2
agricultural and irrigation distribution mitigation measures referenced in the EIR are
erroneous and incomplete.

We know that progress must take place in order to maintain a strong economic base.
However route 3 makes much more sense. Route 3 will negate much of the economic
and social problems associated with all of the other routes. The vernal pool area between
the towns of Yettem and Seville off of Avenue 384 have existing Edison towers and
easements. These are quite old and do not appear to be in great condition. Accordingly,
the additional cost of replacing this old section using route 3 shouldn’t be given much
consideration when weighing comparative expenses of other routes. I also believe that
they should be able o mitigate damage to the vernal pools by careful tower and line
placement. Sentinel Butte Mutual Water Company strongly urges that SCE and the
CPUC do the right thing and take the northern route.

h«g"“ N/
¥, N

Doug Phillips
President
Sentinel Butte Mutual Water Company
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July 24, 2009

Mr. Jensen Uchida

San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Project
c/o Environmental Science Associates

225 Bush Street, Suite 1700

San Francisco, CA 94104-4207

RE: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report —
Southern California Edison’'s San Joaquin Valley Cross Valley Loop
200KV Transmission Line Project
CPUC A.08/05-039
SCH # 2008081090

The purpose of this letter is to provide comments regarding the Southern
California Edison’s San Joaguin Valley Cross Valley Loop 200KV
Transmission Line Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) on
behalf of the City of Farmersville.

The City of Farmersville appreciates the opportunity to comment on the DEIR.
It is understood that the project is necessary to provide safe and reliable
electrical service and increase transmission capacity within the service area.
The City supports the project objectives.

The City concurs with the conclusions of the DEIR that the program
objectives can be achieved through any of a number of several project
alternatives that are environmentally superior to the Proposed Project,
however the City Council has voted to support Alternative 3, which the
Council believes would achieve the project's goals with the least amount of
impact — in particular to the City of Farmersville. Attached are City of
Farmersville Resolutions 2008-11 and 2009-08 which state that the City of
Farmersville formally opposes the Proposed Project (Route 1) and supports
Alternative 3.

PROJECT OVERVIEW AND CONCERNS

The Proposed Project would divide the city by the creation of a 100 foot wide
physical swath of undeveloped land and visual obstruction through the City of

909 W, Visalia Rd., Farmersville, CA 93223 « Phone: (559) 747-0458 * Fax: (559) 747-6724
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Farmersville’s existing City Limits and Urban Development Area — which
includes future planned neighborhoods, commercial and industrial areas.
The project would thwart the City's efforts to achieve a well planned
community that supports efficient development and respects the aesthetic
values of its citizens, as expressed in the Farmersville General Plan Land
Use, Circulation, Conservation/Open Space, Parks and Recreation Elements
adopted November, 2002 and the City of Farmersville Highway 198 Corridor
Specific Plan adopted in 2003.

Specific to the City of Farmersville, the DEIR does not adequately analyze
and address the effects of the Proposed Project associated with the following
potential impacts:

Aesthetics

Agricultural Resources

Land Use, Planning, and Policies
Recreation

Utilities and Services Systems

The following sections discuss the issues and concerns relative to impacts
associated with each potential category of impact.

AESTHETICS

The Proposed Project would traverse through Farmersville’s existing City
Limits and Urban Area Boundary to the complete east-west extent. The DEIR
states that “The visual analysis (in the DEIR) focuses on travel route views,
and parks and recreational views.” ' The DEIR does not include meaningfut
visual analysis of the views that would be experienced by the nearby
residents and residents of Farmersville as they work, play, go to school and
go about their daily activities in their homes and throughout the community,
and the document should be amended to include that analysis.

DEIR Section 4.1 Aesthetics refers several times to the “limited number of
viewers...” 2 of the proposed transmission lines in and around Farmersville.
There is little acknowledgement of the major residential subdivisions in
proximity the Proposed Project, specifically those located on the west side of
Farmersville, north of Walnut Avenue. The DEIR does not describe or
discuss the visibility of the Proposed Project from points of high
concentrations of people in the community, such as Liberty Park or
Farmersville High School. The DEIR does not describe the substantial

! Southern California Edison’s San Joaquin Valley Cross Valley Loop 200KV Transmission Line Project DEIR p. 4.1-
1

2 Southern California Edison’s San Joagquin Valley Cross Valley Loop 200KV Transmission Line Project DEIR, p. 4.1-
10
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Letter to California Public Utilities Commission

Draft EIR for San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Project
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alteration to the viewshed the Proposed Project would present to the
community as a whole.

The DEIR comment, page 4.1-45, that the “proposed alignment would not
appear visually prominent as the viewshed has been highly modified with
existing utility infrastructure, including wood poles along the left side of the
road (Farmersville Bivd) and utility poles in the background” does not
adequately describe the visual impacts of the Proposed Project. The
Proposed 