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5.  Comments and Responses 
The Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Valley South Subtransmission Project was circulated for 
public and agency review from January 29, 2016 to March 14, 2016. A public meeting was held on Monday 
February 22, 2016 at the Residence Inn Marriott (25407 Madison Avenue, Murrieta). The public meeting 
provided an opportunity for questions and comments to be heard, although these comments were not 
recorded or entered into the formal record. Attendees were advised to submit all comments in writing. 
During the review period, comments could be submitted by email, fax, or US Mail. At the public meeting, a 
comment form was provided to facilitate the submittal of written comments.  

A Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Draft EIR was filed with the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, 
State Clearinghouse (SCH Number 2015051012) and the County of Riverside, County Clerk (California 
Environmental Quality Act [CEQA] Guidelines §15087(d)) on January 29, 2016. A NOA letter was mailed to 
over 130 interested parties (CEQA Guidelines §15087(a)) and a NOA postcard was mailed to over 625 
residences located within 300 feet of the proposed and alternative alignment (CEQA Guidelines 
§15087(a)(3)). Additionally, notices were published in three newspapers:  The Press-Enterprise on January 30, 
2016 and February 12, 2016, The Californian (An Edition of the UT San Diego) on February 12, 2016, and The 
Anza Valley Outlook on February 19, 2016 (CEQA Guidelines §15087(a)(1)). The newspaper notices included 
information on the proposed Project, where to obtain information on the EIR, and details regarding the 
public meeting. This level of notification exceeds the legal requirements of the CEQA Guidelines. 

Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15132, the Final EIR shall consist of comments and recommendations received 
on the Draft EIR (verbatim or in summary); a list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting 
on the Draft EIR, and responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review 
and consultation process.  

This section presents responses to the comments received during the public review period for the Draft EIR. 
The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) received 45 comment letters/emails on the Draft EIR. Table 
5-1 lists the agencies, organizations, and individuals that submitted comments. Each comment letter has 
been categorized as Agency (A), Organization (B), Individual (C), or Applicant (D) and numbered. The 
individual comments within each letter are also numbered; responses immediately follow each comment 
letter. 

Several of the comments received on the Draft EIR requested or resulted in revisions to the document. These 
revisions have been incorporated into this Final EIR. These revisions are indicated as strikeout text for 
deletions and underlined text for new text. 
 

Table 5-1. Commenters on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Commenter Submitted By Date 
Comment 

Set 

Agencies (A)    

Eastern Municipal Water District Maroun El-Hage, MS, PE, Senior Civil Engineer  02/05/2016 A1 

City of Menifee Community Development 
Department 

Ryan Fowler, Senior Planner (Postmark 03/31/2016) 03/14/2016 A2 

Organizations (B)    

Blum Collins LLP Craig M. Collins 03/14/2016 B1 

Pechanga Band of Luiseno Indians Anna M. Hoover, Cultural Analyst 03/14/2016 B2 

Individuals (C)    

Angela D. Little  02/11/2016 C1 
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Table 5-1. Commenters on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Commenter Submitted By Date 
Comment 

Set 

Clyde Bacon  02/19/2016 C2 

Kirk Douglas  02/23/2016 C3 

Resident 1   02/23/2016 C4 

Adam Jaramillo  02/24/2016 C5 

Barbara Stevens  02/24/2016 C6 

Matt Gordon  02/23/2016 C7 

Madelyn Berson  02/22/2016 C8 

Dan Long  02/23/2016 C9 

Resident 2   02/23/2016 C10 

Kathy Heckathorn & David Hidley 02/27/2016 C11 

Sayegh Family  02/27/2016 C12 

David McFarland  02/28/2016 C13 

Clyde & Catherine Bacon  02/23/2016 C14 

Resident 3   02/23/2016 C15 

Susan Jolly  02/28/2016 C16 

Paul Reasbeck and Family, Sssentago Family, and Flores Family 02/29/2016 C17 

George & Celia Mohr  02/24/2016 C18 

Resident 4   02/25/2016 C19 

Chad Barley & Bridgit Mcginty  02/29/2016 C20 

Melinda & Thomas Newburn  02/29/2016 C21 

Cecilia Rubalcava  03/01/2016 C22 

Paul and Alba Chassey  03/03/2016 C23 

Harold Stovall  03/06/2016 C24 

Jaime Corral  03/05/2016 C25 

Syvret Warner  02/27/2016 C26 

Jennifer Roane  02/28/2016 C27 

Moses & Ruby Menchaca  03/04/2016 C28 

Gary Tripodi  03/06/2016 C29 

Frank & Donna Williams  03/13/2016 C30 

Heather & Jeffrey Gagliano  03/13/2016 C31 

Tina Heims (Postmark 03/11/2016) 03/01/2016 C32 

Jacquelyn Can  03/13/2016 C33 

Sheryl Saenz  03/14/2016 C34 

Robert LaFond  03/14/2016 C35 

Melissa Mohr  03/14/2016 C36 

Ednalyn Kerr (Postmark 03/15/2016) 03/01/2016 C37 

Jerred DeJang (Postmark 03/15/2016) 03/01/2016 C38 

Melinda Y Hosley  03/14/2016 C39 

Nahid Behnawa & Mohammad Abbass (Postmark 03/21/2016) 03/01/2016 C40 

Applicant (D)    

Southern California Edison Thomas E. Diaz, Regulatory Affairs Project Manager 03/14/2016 D1 
Note: Individuals requesting that their personal information remain confidential are identified as “Resident”. Personal information was provided 

as part of the original submittal, on-file with the CPUC.  
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Comment Set A1 – Eastern Municipal Water District  

A1-1 
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Responses to Comment Set A1 

A1-1 Thank you for your comment. If the Valley South Subtransmission Project is approved, SCE will 
be required to coordinate with all directly affected landowners prior to construction (See MM 
LU-1). In addition, by inclusion of this comment letter in the Final EIR, SCE will have the correct 
contact information for any future coordination.  
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Comment Set A2 – City of Menifee Community Development Department 

 

A2-1 
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A2-1 Cont. 

A2-2 

A2-3 

A2-4 
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Responses to Comment Set A2 

A2-1 Thank you for your comments. As stated in EIR Section B.3.5 (Right-of-Way Requirements), the 
proposed 115-kV subtransmission line route would be located within existing easements and 
public rights-of-way (ROWs) where SCE holds franchise rights; however, approximately 37 
private properties/parcels would require new or upgraded land rights and/or agency permits as 
required. 

A2-2 As stated in EIR Section B.4.7.1 (Subtransmission Survey), SCE would secure encroachment 
permits for trenching in public streets, as required.  For conductor/cable installation (EIR Section 
B.4.8), it is also stated that SCE would work closely with the applicable jurisdiction to secure the 
necessary permits to string conductor over the applicable infrastructure. Additionally, Section 
B.4.13 (Construction Schedule) of the EIR states construction would commence following CPUC 
approval, final engineering, procurement activities, land rights acquisition, and receipt of all 
applicable permits. This would include an encroachment permit from the City of Menifee for all 
improvements constructed within the City’s public ROW. 

A2-3 The placement of individual poles within the City’s ROWs would be determined during final 
engineering. As noted in Section C.11.2.3 of the Land Use Section, investor-owned utilities are 
exempt from local land use and zoning regulations under General Order No. 131-D. However, 
Section XIV.B requires public utilities to consult with local agencies.  Under this order, SCE is required 
to consult with local agencies regarding land use issues, including the City of Menifee as appropriate.  

A2-4 Ryan Fowler, Senior Planner, from the City of Menifee Community Development Department 
has been included on the mailing list since receipt of the scoping letter dated June 4, 2015. A 
hard copy of the Draft EIR was provided to the City for review. Any future mailings related to the 
environmental review process will be provided to the City.  
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Comment Set B1 – Blum Collins LLP 

 

B1-1 
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B1-2 

B1-3 

B1-4 

B1-5 

B1-6 
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B1-7 

B1-8 

B1-9 
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B1-10 

B1-11 

B1-12 

B1-13 

B1-14 

B1-15 
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B1-18 

B1-19 

B1-15 Cont. 

B1-16 

B1-17 
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B1-19 Cont. 

B1-21 

B1-24 

B1-23 

B1-22 

B1-20 
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B1-26 

B1-28 

B1-25 

B1-27 

B1-29 
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B1-30 

B1-32 

B1-31 

B1-33 
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B1-34 

B1-35 

B1-36 

B1-37 



Valley South Subtransmission Project 
APPENDIX 5. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

June 2016 Ap.5-18 Final EIR 

B1-37 Cont. 

B1-38 

B1-39 



Valley South Subtransmission Project 
APPENDIX 5. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

  

Final EIR Ap.5-19 June 2016 

B1-39 Cont. 

B1-40 

B1-41 

B1-42 

B1-43 
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B1-43 Cont. 

B1-44 

B1-45 

B1-46 

B1-47 
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B1-51 

B1-47 Cont. 

B1-48 

B1-49 

B1-50 
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B1-51 Cont. 

B1-52 

B1-53 

B1-54 
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B1-54 Cont. 

B1-55 

B1-58 

B1-57 

B1-56 
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B1-59 

B1-62 

B1-60 

B1-61 
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B1-62 Cont. 

B1-65 

B1-63 

B1-64 
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B1-65 Cont. 

B1-68 

B1-66 

B1-67 
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B1-69 

B1-70 

B1-71 
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B1-72 

B1-73 

B1-74 

B1-75 
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B1-76 

B1-77 

B1-78 

B1-79 
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B1-79 Cont. 

B1-80 

B1-83 

B1-82 

B1-81 
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B1-84 

B1-86

 
 B1-1 

B1-85 

B1-88

 
 B1-1 

B1-89

 

 B1-3

 
 B1-1 

B1-87

 
 B1-1 

B1-90

 

 B1-3

 
 B1-1 
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B1-90 Cont.

 
 B1-1 

B1-91

 
 B1-1 

B1-92 

B1-93 
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B1-93 Cont. 

B1-95 

B1-94 

B1-96 

B1-97 
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B1-97 Cont. 

B1-98 

B1-99 

B1-100 

B1-101 
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B1-101 Cont. 

B1-102 

B1-103 

B1-104 
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B1-104 Cont. 

B1-105 

B1-106 

B1-107 

B1-108 

B1-109 

B1-110 
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Comment Set B1 – Blum Collins LLP, Attachment A 

 

B1-111 
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Responses to Comment Set B1 

B1-1 As stated in the Executive Summary (Section ES.1, Introduction and Background, “Overview of 
the Proposed Project) and in the Introduction (Section A.1.1, Project Details), the proposed 
Project would include installation of telecommunications equipment at Triton Substation in 
Temecula and Valley Substation in Menifee. Channel equipment would be installed in the 
existing Mechanical and Electrical Equipment Rooms (MEERs) at these substations. This same 
information is noted in Project Description Section B.3.2 (Telecommunications). Since these 
modifications are minor and require no ground disturbance they are not discussed in Section 
B.3.4 (Modifications to Existing Substations). To clarify that Section B.3.4 applies to the Valley 
Substation, the title of this section has been revised. 

Project Description and Background 

B1-2 Section A.3 of the EIR has been revised to include the United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) as an agency that may require permits and/or approvals prior to construction of the 
proposed Project. As stated in Section B.7 of the EIR, Applicant Proposed Measures, SCE intends 
to apply to participate in the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation 
Plan (MSHCP). If SCE is approved as a Participating Special Entity (PSE) then consultation with 
the USFWS may be not be required. Should SCE not be approved as a PSE then the USACE would 
be a conduit for consultation with the USFWS under Section 7 of the federal Endangered Species 
Act (provided that the project would impact federally jurisdictional wetlands/waters). CEQA 
does not require that Section 7 consultation be initiated prior to the completion of an 
environmental document. This process is typically initiated once the environmental document is 
approved and alternative has been chosen. If the proposed Project would not impact any 
wetlands/waters that fall under the jurisdiction of the USACE, and there is no other federal 
nexus, then SCE would be required to consult with the USFWS under Section 10 of the federal 
Endangered Species Act.  

 In response to the need of surveys for specific listed species, protocol surveys for southwestern 
willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimus), coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila 
californica), and least Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus) were conducted in both 2012 and 2014. 
Small mammal trapping events, focused on Stephens’ kangaroo rat (Dipodomys Stephensi), were 
conducted within the Survey Area in both 2012 and 2014. A habitat assessment and protocol 
surveys for the federally endangered Quino checkerspot butterfly (Euphydryas editha quino) 
were conducted in 2013. Please refer to the SCE’s PEA for additional survey information; the 
PEA is available on the CPUC Valley South project website.  

B1-3 As stated in Section B.7 (Applicant Proposed Measures), SCE intends to apply to participate in 
and be approved as a PSE under the MSHCP.  

B1-4 To clarify, approximately 230 existing distribution wood poles would be removed along the 115-
kV distribution route. The distribution lines from the old wood poles would be moved onto the 
subtransmission poles installed as part of the Project, which includes 243 wood poles, 12 light-
weight steel poles, and 30 tubular steel poles, as identified in Table B-1 (Typical Subtransmission 
Structures to be Installed).   

B1-5 As stated in Section B.4.1 (Table B-4) it is anticipated that one or more of the six proposed 
temporary staging yards would be required to construct the proposed Project. All of the 
proposed staging yards were assessed for impacts to biological resources as part of the EIR. Four 
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of the six staging yards would occur within existing SCE facilities while the other two would 
occur on disturbed lands in industrial areas. Refer to Figure B-7 in the EIR for the location of 
each staging yard.  

 All of the access and spur roads, along with many of the laydown/staging areas are contained 
within the impact corridor shown on Figures C.5-1a through C.5-1d.  The four potential staging 
areas not included in the Survey Area (refer to Figure B-7) were found to occur within existing   
SCE facilities or within disturbed/industrial areas that do not provide suitable habitat for 
sensitive wildlife. Impacts to biological resources, including permanent and temporary impacts 
to vegetation communities, were analyzed for the entire impact corridor. Acreages for 
vegetation communities and land cover types occurring within the impact corridor are 
presented in Table C.5-9 (Section C.5) of the EIR. 

B1-6 Mitigation Measure BIO-4 (Develop a Habitat Restoration and Monitoring Plan), as described in 
Section C.5.4.2 of the EIR, requires that SCE prepare a Habitat Restoration and Monitoring Plan 
(HRMP) to explicitly identify the process by which all temporarily disturbed areas shall be restored 
to pre-construction conditions. This mitigation measure has been revised to include additional 
specificity as to the requirement of the HRMP to also address habitat restoration and/or 
creation required as compensation for impacts to sensitive vegetation communities. The HRMP 
will develop a schedule by which the creation/restoration of habitat will occur and will be driven 
by the targeted vegetation communities. Some creation/restoration activities may be limited to 
specific times of the year as to promote seed germination and/or container plant success and 
may not occur immediately after construction activities are complete in a specific area. It should 
be noted that if SCE becomes a PSE with the MSHCP, compensation for impacts to sensitive 
vegetation communities may be accomplished through participation and implementation of the 
MSHCP requirements and additional mitigation (i.e., Mitigation Measure BIO-3) may not be 
required. 

B1-7 All proposed pull and tension, splicing, and guard structure sites included as part of the 
proposed Project are contained within the proposed impact corridor as shown on Figures C.5-1a 
through C.5-1d in Section C.5 of the EIR. Impacts to biological resources, including permanent 
and temporary impacts to vegetation communities, were analyzed for the entire impact 
corridor. Acreages for vegetation communities and land cover types occurring within the impact 
corridor are presented in Table C.5-9 (Section C.5) of the EIR. As stated in Section C.5 of the EIR 
it was assumed that impacts could occur within any portion of the impact corridor. As previously 
stated, all proposed pull and tension, splicing, and guard structure sites are located within the 
identified impact corridor; therefore, impacts to biological resources, related to these sites, have 
been analyzed in Section C.5.4.2 of the EIR. A biological monitor would be present for the 
placement of all guard structures so that components may be micro-sited to avoid direct 
impacts to sensitive resources. 

B1-8 Refer to response to Comment B1-6, above. 

B1-9 Potential Health Risks of EMF. As discussed in the Draft EIR, several reviews of multiple clinical 
and laboratory studies have not identified any causal link between exposure to magnetic fields 
at the levels encountered from transmission lines and cancer.  

 The results of epidemiological studies, which show an increased risk for childhood leukemia 
among populations living in the vicinity of power lines, form the basis for the World Health 
Organization (WHO) and California Department of Health Services (DHS) labeling electric 
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magnetic fields (EMF) as a possible carcinogen. The term “possible” denotes an exposure for 
which epidemiologic evidence points to a statistical association, but other explanations cannot 
be ruled out as the cause of that statistical association (e.g., bias and confounding) and 
experimental evidence does not support a cause-and-effect relationship. 

 Despite additional research, it has not prompted scientific organizations to recommend that the 
classification of “possible carcinogen” be changed to any other International Agency for 
Research on Cancer (IARC) category such as “probable” or “known human carcinogen” (SSI, 
2008; ICNIRP, 2009; SCENIHR, 2009). The WHO and these more recent views have stressed the 
importance of reconciling the epidemiologic data on childhood leukemia and the lack of 
evidence from experimental studies through innovative research. Just like any other cancer, 
researchers believe that the development of childhood leukemia is influenced by a multitude of 
different factors (e.g., genetics, environmental exposures, and infectious agents) (Buffler et al., 
2005; McNally et al., 2006). 

 Standards for Public Health Exposure to EMF. The Draft EIR points out that there are no State 
of California or national guidelines and regulations defining limits for public exposure to 
magnetic fields that could be used for evaluating impacts. 

 A number of local governments, states, and national and international bodies have adopted or 
considered guidelines, regulations or policies related to EMF exposure. The reasons for these 
actions have been varied; in some cases, the guidelines draw upon the experience of specific 
groups, such as industrial hygienists, to establish worker protections in environments where 
EMF levels are far in excess of exposures experienced by the general public. In other cases, 
related to limits for general public exposure, the actions can be attributed to maintaining a 
status quo of existing exposures or addressing public reaction to and perception of EMF as 
opposed to responding to the findings of any specific scientific research. 

 The focus of the guidelines and standards established by international groups, such as the 
International Commission on Non-Ionizing Radiation Protection (ICNIRP) and the International 
Committee on Electromagnetic Safety (ICES), is not to set exposure levels related to effects from 
long-term exposure to low levels of EMF. Rather, the guidelines developed by these 
organizations are characterized as setting limits to protect against acute health effects (i.e., 
perception or the stimulation of nerves and muscles), those effects that occur upon direct 
exposure to EMF at the values specified. Although ICNIRP and ICES have the same objectives and 
used similar methods, the safety factors used by these two entities differ substantially with the 
recommended limits for magnetic field exposure of the general public differing accordingly.  

 The table below identifies exposure guidelines set by some of the entities discussed above and it 
is noted that the magnetic field levels are at least 50 times greater than the levels identified in 
the Field Management Plan, and as revised by SCE (see Final EIR, Section B.6.3, Table B-17) for 
the proposed Project. 

Various Guideline Limits for EMF Exposure 

Organization/Agency 
Magnetic Field Electric Field 

General Public Occupational General Public Occupational 

International     

ICNIRP 2,000 mG 10,000 mG 4.2 kV/m 10 kV/m 

ICES 9,040 mG N/A 
5 kV/m 

10 kV/m (a) 
20 kV/m 
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National     

ICGIH N/A 10,000 N/A 25 kV/m 

OSHA N/A No adopted limits N/A No adopted limits 

California     

CPUC No adopted limits No adopted limits No adopted limits No adopted limits 

 Sources: 

 Buffler PA, Kwan ML, Reynolds P, Urayama KY. 2005. Environmental and Genetic Risk Factors for 
Childhood Leukemia: Appraising the Evidence. 

 ICNIRP (International Commission on Non-Ionizing Radiation Protection), Standing Committee 
on Epidemiology. 2009. Guidelines for limiting exposure to time-varying electric, 
magnetic, and electromagnetic fields up to 300 GHz, Health Physics. 

 McNally RJ, Parker L. 2006. Environmental Factors and Childhood Acute Leukemias and 
ymphomas. 

 SCENIHR (Scientific Committee on Emerging and Newly Identified Health Risks). 2009. Health 
Effects of Exposure to EMF. 

 SSI’s Independent Expert Group on Electromagnetic Fields, Swedish Radiation Protection 
Agency. 2008. Recent Research on EMF and Health Risks: Fifth Annual Report, Revised 
edition. 

Aesthetics 

B1-10 As stated in the Draft EIR Section C.2.1.12.2 (Approach to Data Collection and Regional Setting), 
KOPs were generally selected to be representative of the various types of views of the proposed 
Project (e.g., in-line, or perpendicular) while capturing different Project aspects (e.g., new 
subtransmission line, replacement of existing structures, or replacement of existing conductors 
only) and evaluating the potential impacts on different landscapes and viewing populations 
(e.g., residents, travelers on roadways, or pedestrians on recreational trails).  The group of 
selected KOPs was considered a reasonable representation of available proposed Project views, 
and while more KOPs could have been utilized, the overall conclusions would not have changed.  
Specific considerations for each KOP included the following. 

 KOP 1 – This in-line view north along a paved portion of Leon Road captures a portion of the 
proposed Project that would parallel the east side of Leon Road and introduce new facilities 
where none presently exist.  It also includes a backdrop by a major middleground terrain feature 
in the otherwise predominantly flat, rural valley landscape. 

 KOP 2 – This perpendicular view to the east along Domenigoni Parkway illustrates (a) the 
replacement of an existing facility with the new, larger facility, and (b) the span of a major travel 
corridor in the Project area.  It also illustrates one aspect of the visual impact on views to the 
more distant, but regionally prominent San Gorgonio Mountains. 

 KOP 3 – This view to the northeast along an un-paved and relatively un-developed portion of 
Leon Road captures a slightly more complex, in-line view of the proposed Project with a turn 
around a foreground topographic feature.  It also shows the replacement of existing wood poles 
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with taller wood poles that incorporate a shift in position to the east as well as a mix of wood 
and steel poles. 

 KOP 4 – This in-line view is representative of north-bound views along Leon Road, where the 
proposed Project parallels the west side of Leon Road and passes in front of rural residences.  
This view also illustrates the replacement of existing wood poles with taller wood poles. 

 KOP 5 – This view to the north from the recreational trail adjacent to Leon Road is illustrative of 
the visual effects of the proposed Project where it would pass through newer, developed 
residential areas where the majority of existing utilities have been placed underground.  The 
view shows the addition of a prominently visible wood-pole line, where none presently exist in 
the suburban landscape. 

 KOP 6 – This generally perpendicular view to the southwest captures the span of SR- 79, another 
major roadway in the proposed Project area but from a different view direction.  In this view, 
the poles are skylined (have minimal backdrop), which shows their structural prominence.  As 
with other spans, the new poles would be taller than the existing poles. 

 KOP 7 – This location provides a view to the east along Benton Road and illustrates both the 
span of a roadway and the interconnection to an existing line. 

 KOP 8 – This perpendicular view to the west-southwest along westbound Murrieta Hot Springs 
Road illustrates the visual effect of conductor replacement as viewed from a major cross-valley 
roadway. 

 KOP 9 – This in-line view to the north from Suzi Lane illustrates the visual effect of conductor 
replacement along a portion of the proposed Project as it passes through a residential area.  
This viewpoint also captures the variable terrain on which the Project would be located, 
affording a variety of viewing angles and perspectives. 

 KOP 10 – This KOP captures an eastbound view of Alternative 1 and illustrates the visual effect 
of adding a new line on the opposite side of a roadway from an existing, smaller line (instead of 
co-locating the two facilities on common poles as proposed elsewhere).  This viewpoint location 
was also important for illustrating the effects on views toward Mount San Jacinto.  

B1-11 In reference to the Linear Viewpoint Analysis for KOP 2 (see Section C.2.1.2, Environmental 
Setting by Segment), the commenter questions the validity of the assumed traffic conditions 
(i.e., travel speed of 65 miles per hour) that contribute to the calculation of viewing duration.  
Clearly, traffic conditions will affect traffic speeds.  During commute hours, traffic speeds would 
likely be lower, while traffic speeds during non-commute hours would be greater. Signalization 
at the intersection of Domenigoni Parkway and Leon Road would also affect travel speed.  
Therefore, it should be understood that utilizing the posted speed limits in the view duration 
calculations provides approximate or relative view durations from which to make comparisons.  
In some cases, the view durations would be less than calculated, and in some cases the view 
durations would be greater than calculated.  While the absolute view durations could vary 
somewhat, relative view durations would remain consistent among the various categories of 
visibility (see EIR Table C.2-1, Domenigoni Parkway Linear Viewpoint Analysis).  Therefore, the 
use of the posted speed limit in the view duration calculations is considered reasonable. 

 The commenter also asserts that including road segments past the span (where the span would 
no longer be visible) in the visibility calculations is highly arbitrary (EIR Table C.2-1).  However, 
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this assertion misses the purpose of the linear viewpoint analysis, which has been conducted to 
answer the question: “To what extent would the driving experience along Domenigoni Parkway 
in Domenigoni Valley be affected by the proposed Project?”  As noted in both EIR Section 
C.2.1.2 and Figure C.2-3c, the overall affected travel distance is utilized in the calculations 
because all of the road segments (including those past the span) provide important viewing 
opportunities that contribute to the overall viewing experience along Domenigoni Parkway in 
Domenigoni Valley.  For example, while one could assume from the conclusions presented for 
KOP 2 that the proposed Project would substantially affect the eastbound viewing experience 
along Domenigoni Parkway in Domenigoni Valley, Figure C.2-3c and Table C.2-1 actually tell us 
that the majority of the eastbound views of Mount San Jacinto and the San Jacinto Mountains 
would be unaffected by the proposed Project because said views would occur east of (or past) 
the transmission line span at Leon Road.  This is an important distinction in determining the 
extent to which the proposed Project would affect views along Domenigoni Parkway.  Therefore, 
the inclusion of non-impacted road segments is not considered arbitrary but, in fact is integral to 
the full understanding of the viewing context, and accurate characterization of the proposed 
Project’s effects on the overall viewing experience along this important roadway. 

B1-12 The commenter asserts that in the context of a moderate to high visual sensitivity, the resulting 
visual impact of the taller, more prominent poles and conductors should be classified as 
significant, and not less than significant as presented in the EIR for KOP 4.  As noted in EIR 
Section C.2.4.2 (Impact Analysis – Direct and Indirect Effects), the less-than-significant impact 
conclusion is based in large part on the attenuation of the incremental visual impact by the 
structural context provided by the existing poles and conductor, without which the resulting 
visual effect would be substantially greater.  Specifically, the existing poles and conductor 
exhibits structural form, line, and color; structure skylining; and industrial character, similar to 
that which would occur with implementation of the proposed Project.  Though the resulting 
less-than-significant impact conclusion is a judgment call of the visual specialist, the conclusion 
is reasonable given the existing landscape characteristics and anticipated Project outcome. 

B1-13 The commenter notes that the EIR determined a high level of visual sensitivity for the landscape 
visible from KOP 5, which is consistent with the EIR conclusion. 

B1-14 The commenter disagrees with the KOP 6 impact conclusion, asserting that in the context of a 
moderate to high visual sensitivity, the resulting visual impact of the taller, more prominent 
poles and conductors should be classified as significant, and not less than significant as 
presented in the EIR.  As noted in EIR Section C.2.4.2 (Impact Analysis – Direct and Indirect 
Effects), although the resulting incremental visual impact is considered adverse, it would be less 
than significant based in large part on the attenuation of the incremental visual impact by the 
structural context provided by the existing poles and conductor, without which the resulting 
visual effect would be substantially greater.  Specifically, the existing poles and conductor 
exhibits structural form, line, and color; structure skylining; and industrial character similar to 
that which would occur with implementation of the proposed Project, though the resulting 
structural prominence would be greater.  Although the resulting less-than-significant impact 
conclusion represents a judgment call of the visual specialist, the conclusion is reasonable given 
the existing landscape characteristics and anticipated project outcome. 

B1-15 The commenter disagrees with the EIR’s no impact conclusion under Criterion AES3 (Would the 
Project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?) because the CEQA Guidelines 
address “scenic vistas” in a general sense and are not limited to officially designated vistas.  As 
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discussed in the EIR under Criterion AES3 (Section C.2.4.2), scenic vistas are frequently officially 
designated by public agencies and are often signed and accessible to the public for the express 
purposes of viewing and sightseeing.  Although not all scenic vistas are “officially designated,” 
they would typically at least be known to the general public or community as a location or 
destination for scenic viewing.  As pointed out in the EIR, there are no such officially designated 
or community recognized scenic vistas in the proposed Project study area.  Therefore, the no 
impact conclusion under Criterion AES3 is reasonable.  Also, as noted in the EIR, although there 
are expansive views of the surrounding landscape throughout the proposed Project study area, 
such views are adequately captured with the selected KOPs, none of which would be considered 
specific scenic viewing destinations.  

B1-16 The commenter inaccurately states that the EIR concludes that the construction of the proposed 
Project, in combination with the potential construction of other projects, could lead to 
significant, cumulative visual impacts.  While the EIR concludes that such impacts could be 
substantial (see Section C.2.4.4, Cumulative Impacts), they would not exceed the significant 
(Class I) impact threshold.  In fact, none of the anticipated cumulative construction or 
operational impacts is expected to be significant. 

 The commenter disagrees with the EIR conclusion that construction would not result in 
significant, cumulative visual effects due to the presence of equipment, vehicles, materials, and 
workforce (Impact AES-1) because not all of the equipment and materials would be completely 
screened from view at all times (particularly at staging areas). In addition, the presence of 
equipment, materials, and workforce would be temporary in nature and would, therefore, not 
result in a long-term visual impact that would be considered significant. 

B1-17 The commenter disagrees with the EIR’s conclusion that the proposed Project would not result 
in cumulative operational impacts when compared to the two identified relevant projects 
(Project No. 24 - cell tower and Project No. 37 - transmission line replacement).   As discussed in 
the EIR (see Section C.2.4.4, Criterion AES1 under Operational Impacts), while the cell tower 
(Project No. 24) would be marginally within the field of view of the proposed Project, the 
incremental changes made to the tower would be minimally noticeable, and from some vantage 
points would be very difficult to discern when backdropped by the terrain to the west.  
Therefore, it is reasonable to conclude that while the cumulative visual impact of the proposed 
Project combined with Project No. 24 could be adverse, it would be less than significant (Class 
III).  Additionally, the reconfiguration of an existing subtransmission line (Project No. 37) south 
of the proposed Project would be visible within the same field of view as the conductor 
replacement aspect of the proposed Project (Segment 2), which would only involve the 
replacement of existing conductors with slightly larger diameter conductors.  As a result, the 
incremental change would largely go unnoticed by the casual observer, as would the 
replacement and reconfiguration of Project No. 37.  Therefore, it is reasonable to conclude that 
while the cumulative visual impact of the proposed Project combined with Project No. 37 could 
be adverse, it would be less than significant (Class III).  

 The commenter also suggests that the urban/suburban development projects in Table C.1-1 
should have been considered in combination with the proposed Project because significant 
cumulative impacts would result. As noted in EIR Section C.2.4.4, the 31 urban/suburban 
projects would not exhibit the industrial characteristics similar to the proposed Project, and the 
casual observer would not perceive any type of visual association or comparability between the 
urban/suburban development projects and the proposed subtransmission line.  Therefore, it is 
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reasonable to drop those 31 urban/suburban development projects from further cumulative 
visual analysis. 

B1-18 The commenter notes a discrepancy between the identification of two significant (Class I) 
impact locations in Table C.2-3 and only one Class I impact discussion in the text (at KOP 5).  The 
commenter is correct in that Table C.2-3 was not updated following the completion of a linear 
viewpoint analysis for KOP 2.  The text in Table C.2-3 (Reason for Conclusion for AES-6) has been 
revised. 

 The commenter also states that photos of KOP 10 were not provided for the alternative route, 
which is incorrect.  EIR Figures D-2a and D-2b in Section D (Alternatives) present the exiting and 
simulated views for Alternatives 1 along Scott Road just east of El Centro Lane (KOP 10). For 
Alternative 2, a viewpoint along Scott Road at Menifee Road (Viewpoint A) is presented in Figure 
D-3, and another viewpoint from Mussa Lane just east of Whitewood Road is presented in 
Figure D-4 (Viewpoint B). 

Agriculture 

B1-19 As noted in the comment and stated in EIR Impact AG-1, the proposed Project would 
permanently convert 5.92 acres of Farmland to non-agricultural use. This is not considered a 
significant impact as it is less than the minimum area necessary for sustainable agriculture, as 
stated on Draft EIR page C.3-11. The proposed Project’s poles, anchors, and access roads would 
occupy these Farmlands (5.92 acres), which would not inherently remove an obstacle to growth 
of residential development in the community. As discussed in Section C.3.4.3 (Cumulative 
Impacts), cumulative projects, which include a large number of new housing developments, 
could result in the conversion of Farmland (if developed); however, the proposed Project’s 
contribution to this cumulative impact is not cumulatively considerable because the Project’s 
infrastructure would primarily be placed within an existing utility corridor and the area needed 
for new right-of-way (ROW) would not directly impact Prime Farmland or substantially impede 
the use of land for agricultural uses. The growth-inducing effects of the Project are analyzed in 
EIR Section E.4. As stated, growth in the Project area is expected to occur with or without 
implementation of the Project. The proposed Project would accommodate future load growth in 
a timely manner and would be consistent with local planning documents and policies regarding 
population growth. While the Project would not directly result in growth in the area, the EIR 
acknowledges that its implementation would remove future obstacles to population growth by 
facilitating the transmission of future projected power generation in the Project area. 

B1-20 The Projects impacts to Agricultural Preserve lands would be a permanent conversion of 
approximately 0.79 acres, which is considered to be a negligible loss. The potential cumulative 
impacts are addressed in Section C.3.4.3.  

CEQA Section 15130 (Discussion of Cumulative Impacts), states that an EIR “shall discuss 
cumulative impacts of a project’s incremental effect is cumulatively considerable as defined in 
section 15065(a)(3).”  Section 15065 (a)(3) defines cumulatively considerable as “…incremental 
effects of an individual project are significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past 
projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of other future projects.”  The 
analysis has considered the project’s effect in relation to other projects in the area (past, 
present, and future) and determined that the incremental contribution of the project would not 
contribute to significant cumulative impacts to agricultural resources. 
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Air Quality 

B1-21 The total disturbed area for the proposed Project over its construction life may be over 50 acres; 
however, the definition of a large operation is any “active operation on property which contains 
50 or more acres of disturbed surface area; or any earth moving operation with a daily earth-
moving or throughput volume of 3,850 cubic meters (5,000 cubic yards) or more three times 
during the most recent 365-day period.” This linear project would be constructed over 16 
months, with much of the disturbance being temporary, and so would not have active 
operations on 50 or more acres at any one time. Therefore, the proposed Project would not 
meet the definition of a large operation. 

 Additionally, South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Rule 403 does not actually 
require a fugitive dust plan for defined large operations, although such plans can be submitted. 
The requirement is the submittal of a Large Operation Notification along with recordkeeping to 
show compliance with the Large Operation requirements of this rule.  

 Text has been added to Final EIR Section C.4.2.3 (Local) under “South Coast Air Quality 
Management District” to clarify the Rule 403 requirements and the Project assumptions related 
to Rule 403 defined Large Operations. 

B1-22 Appendix 2 includes the air quality calculations for this project. Tables provided in Section C.4 
(Air Quality) summarize the results of the calculations and, where applicable, each table cross-
references the reader to Appendix 2 (corrected in the Final EIR from Appendix 3 to Appendix 2). 
The emissions estimates were prepared using accepted methodologies and provided to 
SCAQMD for review. The SCAQMD did not provide any comments on the emissions estimates.  

 With respect to vehicle speeds on unpaved roads, the assumption used for unpaved roads speed 
control is based on the SCAQMD CEQA website reference cited at the bottom of Table 37 in 
Appendix 2 (TABLE XI-A MITIGATION MEASURE EXAMPLES: FUGITIVE DUST FROM 
CONSTRUCTION & DEMOLITION). That reference notes a linear relationship between the 
uncontrolled emissions factor, based on 35 miles per hour, and the controlled factor for lower 
speeds. The use of this reference, which is appropriate for the construction site/private unpaved 
roads, would be conservative for public unpaved roads. For public unpaved roads, the SCAQMD 
TABLE XI-D MITIGATION MEASURE EXAMPLES: FUGITIVE DUST FROM UNPAVED ROADS 
reference would likely be more appropriate. Had that reference been used instead, which 
assumes a linear relationship for emissions control based on an uncontrolled speed of 45 miles 
per hour, the emissions control factor would have been increased from the 29 percent [(35-
25/35)] that was used to 44 percent [(45-25)/45]. Therefore, the emissions from the public 
unpaved road travel was likely somewhat overestimated.  

B1-23 The determination of localized significance thresholds (LSTs) for Impact AQ-4 are based on the 
SCAQMD LST threshold table, the construction area size, and the distance to the nearest 
receptor. This is noted in Table C.4-7 (SCAQMD LST and TACs Air Quality Emissions Significance 
Thresholds), and the text around this table provides the rationale used to determine the lookup 
area within the SCAQMD table for the different types and areas of construction for the Project. 
The analysis estimates that the emissions from the marshalling yards would be reduced to 2.74 
lbs/day with implementation of the various control measures and the recommended mitigation 
measures. Appendix 2 provides both controlled and uncontrolled emissions estimates, and 
provides the control assumptions used to determine the control efficiencies. Specifically, the 
marshalling yard assumptions relate to the control of unpaved road fugitive dust emissions 
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based on graveling the surface and controlling vehicle speed within the yard to 10 mph. These 
assumptions are detailed under the “Motor Vehicle Fugitive Particulate Matter Emissions” table 
within Table 9 (Subtransmission Line Construction Emissions Marshalling Yard) in the controlled 
emissions portion of Appendix 2.  

B1-24 The table reference in the Final EIR Under Impact AQ-5 should have identified Table C.4-7 (the 
Final EIR has been changed to identify Table C.4-7). The Project’s emissions do not include 
acutely hazardous air contaminants. As noted in the impact analysis, the TAC emissions are 
primarily comprised of diesel particulate matter (DPM) emissions. This pollutant can have long-
term cancer impacts and other long-term chronic impacts; however, given the long linear layout 
of this Project there would not be a substantial amount of DPM emissions in any one area and 
the timeframe for emissions in any area would be very limited; therefore, the total DPM 
emissions exposure to any specific receptor would not have the potential to exceed SCAQMD 
health risk thresholds. SCAQMD did not request the completion of a Health Risk Assessment or 
have any comments on the Draft EIR.  

B1-25 Air quality has improved within the South Coast Air Basin over time. Stage 1 and Stage 2 smog 
alerts that were common in the past have not occurred in over a decade. Great strides have 
been made in reducing pollutant concentrations within the air basin. While some PM10 data 
shows fairly flat recent trends, PM10 in the basin as a whole improved to the point that the air 
basin was designated as attainment of the federal PM10 standard in 2013. A graph of the air 
basin’s PM10 annual average reported by the California Air Resources Board 
(http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/trends/trends1.php) shows how average PM10 concentrations 
have improved over time. 
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B1-26 Criterion AQ-2 strictly relates to the Project’s ability to cause a new violation or contribute to an 
existing or projected air quality violation. Violations of air quality standards are not the same as 
exceedances of ambient air quality standards. Violations of air quality standards are based on 
actual monitoring data at the specific monitoring station sites located within the air basin.  

 As noted in the impact analysis, the proposed Project would not cause emissions of a magnitude 
to cause or substantially contribute to air quality violations. The magnitude of emissions 
necessary to cause or substantially contribute to violations of an air quality standard recorded at 
the nearest monitoring stations would be orders of magnitude greater than the emissions that 
would occur during the construction of the proposed Project or from the known cumulative 
projects. This criterion better relates to the potential impacts of major stationary sources like 
power plants or refineries or major transportation hubs like major seaports or airport or 
railyards. Also, this criterion should not be confused with Criteria AQ-3 and AQ-4 (and associated 
impacts AQ-3 and AQ-4) that assess, based on the SCAQMD regional and LST thresholds, the 
potential for the Project to cause SCAQMD defined regional air quality impacts or potentially 
cause near-field pollutant exceedances (not violations) of standards or substantial contributions 
to existing exceedances of standards. 

B1-27 In assessing cumulative impacts there are many factors to consider, including the fact that the 
Project is linear with emissions constantly moving over a 15.4-mile route, and that some of the 
emissions (on-road emissions) occur away from the construction site areas. Additionally, the 
high-peak daily regional emissions shown for the proposed Project consider the absolute worst-
case potential for overlapping construction phases that would occur all along the 15.4-mile 
Project route. The peak emissions at any given site is well below the SCAQMD regional 
thresholds, as can be seen in the Impact AQ-4 analysis for localized impacts; specifically, the 
construction site emissions shown in Tables C.4-10 and C.4-11 for all pollutants are a small 
fraction of the SCAQMD regional emissions thresholds. While the proposed Project’s schedule 
and worst-case emission potential have been estimated, the emissions estimates or specific 
construction schedules are not available for most of the identified cumulative projects. In fact, 
there is the potential that many of these projects may never be built or be built years after the 
proposed Project has completed construction. In the context of the known Project’s linear 
emissions estimate and the available cumulative project information, it was determined that 
Project emissions that could occur cumulatively within one mile of other project emissions 
would not create cumulative significant regional or localized impacts or be cumulatively 
considerable with the emissions of those other projects, if those other projects were 
determined to have significant air quality impacts.   

B1-28 Please see response to Comment B1-27, above. 

Biological Resources 

B1-29 All of the access and spur roads, along with many of the laydown/staging areas are contained 
within the impact corridor identified on Figures C.5-1a through C.5-1d. The four potential 
staging areas not included in Survey Area (refer to Figure B-7) were found to occur within 
existing SCE facilities or within disturbed/industrial areas that do not provide suitable habitat for 
sensitive wildlife. Table C.5-1 in the Final EIR has been revised to note that these four potential 
staging areas were surveyed, but because of their location/condition were not included in the 
Survey Area.  
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 The impact corridor occurs within a variety of land uses including agriculture, open space, and 
developed/residential; some of these areas already contain some type of transmission 
structure(s). A 500-foot wide survey area is typical for linear projects of this nature and has been 
used for analysis on other transmission line projects of a similar size.  

B1-30 Section C.5.2.3 of the Final EIR has been revised to include additional information on the 
location of the proposed Project in relation to Area Plans described in the MSHCP. 

B1-31 Refer to response to Comment B1-6, above. 

B1-32 As stated in Section C.5.4.2 of the EIR, the location of some project components will not be 
determined until final construction plans are developed (i.e., access/spur roads, splicing setup 
areas, etc.) or at the time of construction (i.e., anchors). Permanent and temporary impacts 
associated with these components would occur within the same types of habitats and impact 
the same resources as for the known locations and would be subject to the same mitigation 
measures. Impacts related to these additional components would not change any of the 
significance determinations made in the EIR. Table C.5-8 in the EIR provides a summary of the 
types and acreages of these additional impacts. While the exact location of components 
presented in Table C.5-8 is not known at this time, the dimensions provided in Table B-7 were 
used to calculate the total acreage of impact resulting from these components and resulted in 
the acreages presented in Table C.5-8. Table B-7, in Section B.4.6.7 of the EIR, provides the 
dimensions, estimated impact acreages, and estimated numbers for individual project 
components with tentative locations identified by SCE.  

B1-33 As stated under Impact BIO-1, the majority of VSSP related impacts (permanent and temporary) 
would occur within disturbed/ruderal habitat, agricultural lands, and urban/developed areas. 
Impacts would include a total of 0.20 acres of permanent and 6.16 acres of temporary impacts 
to riparian habitats or sensitive natural communities. The proposed impact corridor for the VSSP 
is shown on Figures C.5-1a through C.5-1d in the EIR. These figures show the location of 
vegetation communities and land cover types occurring within both the survey area and impact 
corridor. Table C.5-9 of the EIR lists each of the vegetation communities and land cover types 
that occur within the proposed impact corridor, including sensitive communities, along with the 
acreages of permanent and temporary impacts.  

B1-34 Mitigation Measure BIO-4 (Develop a Habitat Restoration and Monitoring Plan), as described in 
Section C.5.4.2 the EIR, requires that SCE prepare a Habitat Restoration and Monitoring Plan 
(HRMP) to explicitly identify the process by which all temporarily disturbed areas shall be restored 
to pre-construction conditions.  

B1-35 As presented in Table C.5-9 in the EIR, approximately 15.44 acres on non-native grassland occur 
within the proposed impact corridor of the VSSP. Although non-native grasslands have the 
potential to support special-status species (i.e., Stephens’s kangaroo rat) it is not considered a 
sensitive community; however, because of its potential to support special status species, it is 
subject to a 1:1 compensation ratio for impacts as described under Mitigation Measure BIO-3 
(Compensation for Permanent Impacts to Sensitive Vegetation Communities). Mitigation 
Measure BIO-16 (Compensate for Permanent Impacts to Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat) requires that 
if construction activities must occur within occupied Stephens’s kangaroo rat habitat SCE must 
compensate for the impacts by acquiring parcels of suitable habitat at a ratio of 4:1. The 
acquired parcels must be comprised of grassland or open sage scrub habitat that would help to 
offset impacts to annual grassland habitats.  
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B1-36 The Worker Environmental Education Program, renamed to Worker Environmental Awareness 
Program (WEAP) in the Final EIR, is intended to educate all on-site personnel to the sensitive 
biological resources that occur on or near the VSSP, ensure that personnel are aware of the 
laws/regulations protecting these resources, and make clear any special VSSP related 
requirements. For example, the WEAP will discuss protocols to be followed when road kill is 
encountered. This will involve notification to the appropriate agency and on-site biological staff; 
other than the notification, VSSP construction personnel will not be directly involved with 
instances of road kill.  

 The WEAP is intended as an educational tool and on-site personnel will not be expected to 
identify wildlife to species. Mitigation Measure BIO-5 (Implement Biological Construction 
Monitoring) requires that a qualified biologist(s) shall be present at all times during ground-
disturbing activities immediately adjacent to, or within, habitat that supports populations of 
listed or special-status species. The construction personnel will be instructed to alert the 
qualified biologist when wildlife is observed and the biologist will be responsible for identifying 
the species and determining if work can continue.  

B1-37 Compliance with Best Management Practices (BMPS) will be done on a daily basis as part of 
VSSP requirements. The annual report required as part of Mitigation Measure BIO-2 (Implement 
Best Management Practices) is intended to provide a summary of compliance issues and 
subsequent remedial actions that occurred within the previous year. As stated in Mitigation 
Measure BIO-2, prior to ground disturbance of any kind the VSSP work areas shall be clearly 
delineated by stakes, flags, or other clearly identifiable system. The delineation of the work 
areas allows for high visibility of work limits to on-site construction personnel and prevent 
additional impacts to sensitive biological resources. Mitigation Measure BIO-5 (Implement 
Biological Construction Monitoring) requires that a qualified biologist(s) shall be present at all 
times during ground-disturbing activities immediately adjacent to, or within, habitat that 
supports populations of listed or special-status species; the biologist will ensure that all 
construction activities are within approved (delineated) work areas.  

 A speed limit of 15 miles per hour will be maintained for all onsite unpaved roads within the 
VSSP. Mitigation Measure AQ-1 (Fugitive Dust Control) identifies a speed limit of 15 miles per 
hour for private unpaved roads and a speed limit of 25 miles per hour for public unpaved roads. 
There is no conflict between these two measures because MM BIO-2 refers to onsite roads and 
MM AQ-1 only allows a higher speed for offsite public unpaved roads where a speed limit may 
already be posted, where soil is likely to be more compacted because of more frequent use as a 
public road, and where traffic other than project-related traffic would occur.  For safety reasons, 
the higher speed limit was identified for offsite public unpaved roads.    

 As stated under Mitigation Measure BIO-2 all general trash, food-related trash items (e.g., 
wrappers, cans, bottles, food scraps, cigarettes, etc.) and other human-generated debris will be 
stored in animal proof containers and/or removed from the site each day. This measure also 
states that vehicles or equipment shall not be refueled within 100 feet of an ephemeral 
drainage or wetland unless a bermed and lined refueling area is constructed; the bermed and 
lined area would be such that any spills would be wholly contained within the refueling area and 
not impact or enter any drainage feature. 

 Mitigation Measure BIO-2 requires compliance with all local, State and federal regulations when 
using chemicals, fuels, lubricants, or biocides. All uses of such compounds shall observe label 
and other restrictions mandated by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, California 
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Department of Food and Agriculture, and other State and federal legislation, as well as 
additional VSSP-related restrictions deemed necessary by the USFWS and CDFW. This measure 
has been revised to include additional specificity in terms of rodenticide use, noting that its use 
is restricted in areas that may support special status wildlife. 

 The WEAP training (refer to Mitigation Measure BIO-1) provided to on-site construction 
personnel will discuss protocols to be followed when road kill is encountered. This will involve 
notification to the appropriate agency and on-site qualified biologist(s); other than the 
notification, VSSP construction personnel will not be directly involved with instances of road kill. 
The qualified biologist(s) will be responsible for determining the species of animal injured or 
killed. As stated in Mitigation Measure BIO-2, during the site disturbance and/or construction 
phase, grading and construction activities before dawn and after dusk, is prohibited. The 
commenter notes a reference to night lighting under Impact BIO-11. This text has been revised 
to provide additional specificity by indicating that potential indirect impacts could occur from 
artificial lighting during periods immediately following dawn and prior to dusk.  

 Mitigation Measure BIO-2 requires avoidance and minimization of vegetation removal within 
active construction areas, including the flagging of sensitive vegetation communities or plants. 
As is common place on most construction projects that have the potential to impact sensitive 
biological resources, a specific color of flagging and/or paint is chosen at the start of the project 
to represent sensitive resources. One of the items under this same mitigation measure requires 
that all excavation, steep-walled holes, or trenches in excess of six inches in depth be covered at 
the close of each working day with plywood or similar materials, or provided with one or more 
escape ramps constructed of earth dirt fill or wooden planks. Trenches will also be inspected for 
entrapped wildlife each morning prior to onset of construction activities, and immediately prior 
to covering with plywood at the end of each working day. Before such holes or trenches are 
filled, they will be thoroughly inspected for entrapped wildlife. Any wildlife discovered will be 
allowed to escape before construction activities are allowed to resume, or removed from the 
trench or hole by a qualified biologist holding the appropriate permits (if required). As noted 
above, on-site construction personnel will not be responsible for identifying wildlife species, but 
will be able to make an observation and contact the qualified biologist to determine the species 
and best course of action. 

B1-38 As stated in the first sentence under Mitigation Measure BIO-3 (Compensation for Permanent 
Impacts to Sensitive Vegetation Communities), to compensate for impacts to sensitive 
vegetation communities from the construction of the VSSP, SCE shall restore all temporary 
impact areas; restoration shall be completed as described in the Habitat Restoration and 
Monitoring Plan outlined under Mitigation Measure BIO-4 (Develop a Habitat Restoration and 
Monitoring Plan).  

Mitigation Measure BIO-3 also states that the creation or restoration of habitat shall be required 
for all permanent impacts to sensitive vegetation communities. The replacement ratios for 
permanent impacts to riparian vegetation are 3:1; a ratio of 1:1 shall be applied to all other 
sensitive communities (including non-native annual grassland). All created or restored habitats 
shall be monitored per the requirements in the Habitat Restoration and Monitoring Plan (see 
Mitigation Measure BIO-4).  If SCE becomes a PSE with the MSHCP, compensation for impacts to 
sensitive vegetation communities may be accomplished through participation and 
implementation of the MSHCP requirements. Documentation of participation (i.e., Certificate of 
Inclusion) and compliance with the MSHCP, including mitigation fee payment confirmation, shall 
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be submitted to the CPUC prior to site mobilization activities. Impacts to sensitive communities 
not covered under the MSHCP would be subject to the compensation requirements discussed 
above. In response to compensation for impacts to non-native annual grassland, please refer to 
response to Comment B1-35, above. 

B1-39 If SCE becomes a PSE with the MSHCP, compensation for impacts to sensitive vegetation 
communities may be accomplished through participation and implementation of the MSHCP 
requirements. Documentation of participation (i.e., Certificate of Inclusion) and compliance with 
the MSHCP, including mitigation fee payment confirmation, shall be submitted to the CPUC prior 
to site mobilization activities. Impacts to sensitive communities not covered under the MSHCP 
would be subject to the compensation requirements discussed in Mitigation Measure BIO-3 
(Compensation for Permanent Impacts to Sensitive Vegetation Communities). 

 In response to the link provided by the commenter, this provides a list of entities that are 
authorized to hold and manage mitigation lands whose interest in real property has been 
transferred to CDFW. If SCE elects to transfer interest in real property to CDFW, then one of the 
entities on this list may be chosen to manage the lands. If they do not elect to transfer interest 
to CDFW, SCE must comply with the requirements outlined in Mitigation Measure BIO-3. The 
terms of the conservation easement and amount of the required non-wasting endowment will 
be determined once the project design is finalized and the environmental document is 
complete. CEQA does not require that the conservation easement terms be completed prior to 
this point. 

B1-40 Refer to response to Comment B1-6, above. 

B1-41 Mitigation Measure BIO-2 (Implement Best Management Practices) requires the avoidance and 
minimization of vegetation removal within active construction areas, including the flagging of 
sensitive vegetation communities or plants. During the pre-construction surveys the qualified 
biologist(s) will flag sensitive areas for avoidance. Mitigation Measure BIO-5 (Implement 
Biological Construction Monitoring) requires that any special-status terrestrial species found 
within a VSSP impact area shall be relocated by the authorized biologist to suitable habitat 
outside the impact area (permits and/or MOU’s may be required for some species). Clearance 
surveys for special-status species shall be conducted by the authorized biologist prior to the 
initiation of construction each day during initial ground disturbance, and weekly thereafter. If 
nesting birds are found during the pre-construction surveys, appropriate buffers shall be 
installed (as prescribed in Mitigation Measure BIO-6 [Conduct Pre-construction Surveys for 
Nesting and Breeding Birds and Implement Avoidance Measures]). 

B1-42 As stated under Impact BIO-2, over half (approximately 138.42 acres) of the habitat/land cover 

types within the VSSP impact areas are mapped as disturbed/ruderal or urban/developed. For 

many common species including rabbits, ground squirrels, and some birds, the VSSP would not 

lead to a substantial loss of foraging habitat. New structures constructed as part of the VSSP 

may actually provide additional perches, refugia, and increased access to some prey, for species 

such as Cooper’s hawks and kestrels. While additional perching locations may be provided by 

the VSSP, construction of the VSSP would not result in an increase in the population of raptors 

within the Project area; small mammals would remain subject to predatory birds such as they 

were prior to construction of the VSSP.  

As stated under Mitigation Measure BIO-4 (Develop a Habitat Restoration and Monitoring Plan), 

the intent of this mitigation measure is to require SCE to restore temporarily disturbed areas to 
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pre-construction conditions or better and provide for habitat creation/restoration resulting from 

permanent impacts to sensitive vegetation communities (refer to Mitigation Measure BIO-3). 

 In regards to the Avian Power Line Interaction Committee’s standards, Mitigation Measure BIO-

2, requires compliance with this standard. See last bullet of the measure.  Compliance with this 

requirement specifically reduces the potential for possible electrocution of avian species.  

 Due to the temporary nature of the impacts and the availability of foraging habitat in adjacent 

areas the loss of foraging habitat for wildlife resulting from the construction of the VSSP would 

not be significant. 

B1-43 As stated under Impact BIO-3, when possible, construction and maintenance activities would 
occur outside of the recognized breeding season (generally February – September [as early as 
January for some raptors]). It may be possible to postpone construction in specific areas that 
provide substantial amounts of suitable nesting habitat. If construction cannot be postponed 
beyond the nesting season, Mitigation Measure BIO-6 (Conduct Pre-construction Surveys for 
Nesting and Breeding Birds and Implement Avoidance Measures) requires that prior to 
construction activities (i.e., mobilization, staging, grading, or construction) SCE shall retain a 
qualified avian biologist, approved by the CPUC, to conduct pre-construction surveys for nesting 
birds within the recognized breeding season in all areas within 500 feet of all VSSP components 
(i.e., staging areas, tower/pole sites, and access road locations). Surveys for raptors shall be 
conducted for all areas from January 1 to August 15. If breeding birds with active nests are 
found prior to or during construction, the qualified avian biologist shall establish a minimum 
300-foot buffer (500 foot for raptors) around the nest, and no activities will be allowed within 
the buffer(s) until the young have fledged from the nest or the nest fails. The prescribed buffers 
may be adjusted by the qualified avian biologist based on existing conditions around the nest, 
planned construction activities, tolerance of the species, and other pertinent factors. Buffer 
reductions for listed or special-status species may require coordination with the USFWS and/or 
CDFW. 

 Mitigation Measure BIO-7 (Prepare and Implement a Nesting Bird Management Plan) requires 
that SCE shall prepare a Nesting Bird Management Plan (NBMP) in coordination with the CPUC, 
CDFW, and USFWS. The NBMP shall describe methods to minimize potential Project effects to 
nesting birds, and avoid any potential for unauthorized take. Project-related disturbance 
including construction and pre-construction activities shall not proceed until approval of the 
NBMP by CPUC, in consultation with CDFW and USFWS. The NBMP shall be implemented over 
the entire VSSP site regardless of SCE’s PSE status with the MSHCP. 

B1-44 Mitigation Measure NOI-2 (Implement Best Management Practices for Construction Noise) limits 
vehicle idling times, restricts the use of noise-producing signals, including horns, whistles, 
alarms, and bells, to safety warning purposes only, and requires electric-powered equipment be 
used instead of pneumatic or internal combustion power equipment, where feasible; all of these 
measures will work to reduce the overall noise impact from the VSSP. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-7 (Prepare and Implement a Nesting Bird Management Plan) requires 
the preparation and implementation of a NBMP. One requirement of this plan (as outlined in 
the measure) is a noise monitoring requirement. As discussed under the measure, if an active 
breeding territory or nest is confirmed within 500 feet of any Project activity site, SCE shall 
prepare and implement noise monitoring throughout construction and/or VSSP related activities 
taking place while listed birds occupy the nesting territory. Sound levels at the nest sites shall 
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not exceed 8 dBA above ambient levels or 70 dBA (hourly average Leq), whichever is greater. 
Ambient levels will be established prior to initiation of construction and demolition, using the 
same methodology that will be used to take noise measurements during monitoring. 

If the hourly average noise threshold is exceeded, or if the qualified biological monitor or 
qualified avian biologist determines that construction activities are disturbing nesting birds, 
additional noise reduction techniques shall be implemented to reduce Project noise below the 
thresholds. Noise monitoring will be conducted to verify the reduction of noise levels below the 
thresholds. Noise reduction techniques noted in Mitigation Measure BIO-7 can include, but are 
not limited to: 

 Temporary noise barriers or sound walls 

 Noise pads or dampers 

 Replace and update noisy equipment 

 Moveable task noise barriers 

 Queue construction vehicles to distribute idling noise 

 Locate vehicle access points and loading and shipping facilities away from the nest site 

 Reduce the number of noisy activities that occur simultaneously 

 Relocate noisy stationary equipment away from the nest sites 

B1-45 Mitigation Measure BIO-6 (Conduct Pre-construction Surveys for Nesting and Breeding Birds and 
Implement Avoidance Measures) has been revised to include additional specificity as to the 
recipients of the required annual reports. In response to comments on the need for a biological 
opinion or the requirement for Section 10 consultation, please refer to response to Comment 
B1-2, above. 

B1-46 As stated under Mitigation Measure BIO-6 (Conduct Pre-construction Surveys for Nesting and 
Breeding Birds and Implement Avoidance Measures) prescribed buffers may be adjusted by the 
qualified avian biologist based on existing conditions around the nest, planned construction 
activities, tolerance of the species, and other pertinent factors. Buffer reductions for listed or 
special-status species may require coordination with the USFWS and/or CDFW.  

Mitigation Measure BIO-7 (Prepare and Implement a Nesting Bird Management Plan) states that 
SCE shall prepare and implement noise monitoring throughout construction and/or VSSP related 
activities taking place while listed birds occupy the nesting territory. Sound levels at the nest 
sites shall not exceed 8 dBA above ambient levels or 70 dBA (hourly average Leq), whichever is 
greater. Ambient levels will be established prior to initiation of construction and demolition, 
using the same methodology that will be used to take noise measurements during monitoring. 
This measure also states that if the hourly average noise threshold is exceeded, or if the 
qualified biological monitor or qualified avian biologist determines that construction activities 
are disturbing nesting birds, additional noise reduction techniques shall be implemented to 
reduce Project noise below the thresholds. Refer to response to Comment B1-44 for a list of 
potential noise reduction techniques. 

B1-47 As discussed under Impact BIO-4, while there would be no direct impacts to adjacent habitat, 
indirect impacts from the VSSP would include fugitive dust, increased noise levels due to heavy 
equipment and vehicle traffic, light impacts from construction during low-light periods, alterations 
to existing topographical and hydrological conditions, increased erosion and sediment transport, 
and the establishment of noxious weeds. Noise from vegetation clearing, excavation/grading, and 
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construction activities could affect wildlife in adjacent habitats by interfering with breeding or 
foraging activities and movement patterns, causing animals to temporarily avoid areas adjacent to 
the construction zone. The text of Impact BIO-4 has been revised to clarify the types of species for 
which impacts would be mitigated to less-than-significant levels with the implementation of the 
proposed mitigation.  

 As stated in Mitigation Measure BIO-2 (Implement Best Management Practices), during the site 
disturbance and/or construction phase, grading and construction activities before dawn and 
after dusk, is prohibited. A reference to night lighting under Impact BIO-11 has been revised to 
provide additional specificity by indicating that potential indirect impacts could occur from 
artificial lighting during periods immediately following dawn and prior to dusk.  

B1-48 Please refer to response to Comment B1-43. 

B1-49 CEQA does not require that applicants consult with or obtain take permits from CDFW or the 
USFWS prior to the circulation of a draft environmental document. This process takes place once 
the final Project design has been determined and the CEQA document has been approved. As 
stated under Mitigation Measure BIO-8 (Conduct Protocol Surveys for Least Bell’s Vireo, 
Southwestern Willow Flycatcher, and Willow Flycatcher; Avoid Occupied Habitat), take of Least 
Bell’s Vireo (LBV), Southwestern Willow Flycatcher (SWFL), and Willow Flycatcher (WFL) habitat 
and incidental take of individual LBV, SWFL, and/or WFL may be covered by the MSHCP if SCE 
becomes a PSE and implements the requirements of the MSHCP.  

 In regards to temporary impacts, as stated in the first sentence under Mitigation Measure BIO-3 
(Compensation for Permanent Impacts to Sensitive Vegetation Communities), to compensate for 
impacts to sensitive vegetation communities from the construction of the VSSP, SCE shall 
restore all temporary impact areas; restoration shall be completed as described in the Habitat 
Restoration and Monitoring Plan outlined under Mitigation Measure BIO-4.  

As stated under Impact BIO-5, VSSP activities have the potential to impact LBV, WFL, and SWFL 

through direct impacts, similar to those described for Impact BIO-3 (The project would result in 

disturbance to nesting birds or raptors), including vegetation removal, construction of new 

access/spur roads, increased noise levels (i.e., removal and/or construction of light-weight steel 

[LWS] poles and tubular steel poles [TSPs]), and periodic human presence. During the breeding 

season construction activities could result in the displacement of breeding birds and the 

abandonment of active nests. Indirect impacts could include the loss of habitat as a result of the 

spread of noxious weeds, increased noise levels from heavy equipment, exposure to fugitive dust, 

human presence during repairs to structures or routine inspection of the subtransmission line. 

Weed management could also affect nesting. However, implementation of the proposed 

mitigation measures would significantly minimize impacts to LBV, WFL, and SWFL. 

B1-50 Mitigation Measure BIO-8 (Conduct Protocol Surveys for Least Bell’s Vireo, Southwestern Willow 
Flycatcher, and Willow Flycatcher; Avoid Occupied Habitat) requires that if VSSP-related 
activities are scheduled to occur during the breeding season (February through September), SCE 
shall have a qualified and permitted avian biologist, approved by the CPUC, conduct protocol 
surveys in suitable habitat within 500 feet of disturbance areas. In known occupied habitat for 
listed riparian birds, SCE shall conduct focused protocol surveys of the VSSP and adjacent areas 
within 500 feet. The surveys shall be of adequate duration to verify potential nest sites if work is 
scheduled to occur during the breeding season. 
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 As stated under Mitigation Measure BIO-8, protocol or focused nest location surveys, as 
appropriate, shall be conducted within one year prior to the start of construction and shall 
continue annually until completion of construction and restoration activities. This requirement is 
based on the limited survey window for the referenced species. Surveys for LBV must be 
conducted between 10 April and July 31 and include at least eight survey events at least ten 
days apart. Project-related surveys for SWFL require at least three surveys from 22 June to 17 
July. In addition, Mitigation Measure BIO-5 (Implement Biological Construction Monitoring) 
requires that clearance surveys for special-status species shall be conducted by the authorized 
biologist prior to the initiation of construction each day during initial ground disturbance, and 
weekly thereafter. 

B1-51 All potential impact areas resulting from construction of the VSSP are contained within the 
proposed impact corridor as shown on EIR Figures C.5-1a through C.5-1d. (See response to 
Comment B1-29 for information on the four staging yards not shown on these figures.) Impacts 
to biological resources, including permanent and temporary impacts to vegetation communities, 
were analyzed for the entire impact corridor. Acreages for vegetation communities and land 
cover types occurring within the impact corridor are presented in Table C.5-9 (Section C.5) of 
the EIR. 

 As stated in the first sentence under Mitigation Measure BIO-3 (Compensation for Permanent 
Impacts to Sensitive Vegetation Communities), to compensate for impacts to sensitive 
vegetation communities from the construction of the VSSP, SCE shall restore all temporary 
impact areas; restoration shall be completed as described in the Habitat Restoration and 
Monitoring Plan outlined under Mitigation Measure BIO-4 (Develop a Habitat Restoration and 
Monitoring Plan). As required under Mitigation Measure BIO-9 (Conduct Protocol Surveys for 
Coastal California Gnatcatcher (CAGN) and Avoid Occupied Habitat), SCE shall have a qualified 
and permitted avian biologist, approved by the CPUC, conduct protocol surveys for CAGN in all 
areas of coastal sage scrub habitat that may be affected by the Project. Survey areas will include 
a 500-foot buffer around Project disturbance areas. Presence or absence of CAGN shall be 
determined prior to construction activities. In occupied habitat, SCE shall conduct additional 
focused nest location surveys to determine the locations of nests and territories; survey areas 
shall include a 500-foot buffer around VSSP disturbance areas. 

 Protocol breeding season surveys for CAGN require a minimum of six surveys, conducted at least 
one week apart, from 15 March through 30 June. Protocol non-breeding season surveys require 
nine surveys, at least two weeks apart, from 1 July through 14 March. If an active breeding 
territory or nest is confirmed, the CPUC, USFWS, and CDFW shall be notified immediately. All 
active nests shall be monitored on a weekly basis until the nestlings fledge or the nest becomes 
inactive. SCE shall provide monitoring reports to the CPUC for review on a weekly basis. In 
coordination with the USFWS and CDFW, a minimum 300-foot disturbance-free ground buffer 
shall be established around the active nest and demarcated by fencing or flagging. No 
construction or vehicle traffic shall occur within nest buffers. 

B1-52 All potential impact areas resulting from construction of the VSSP are contained within the 
proposed impact corridor as shown on EIR Figures C.5-1a through C.5-1d (also see response to 
Comment B1-29). Impacts to biological resources, including permanent and temporary impacts 
to vegetation communities, were analyzed for the entire impact corridor. Acreages for 
vegetation communities and land cover types occurring within the impact corridor are 
presented in Table C.5-9 (Section C.5) of the EIR. 
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If SCE becomes a PSE in the MSHCP additional measures to mitigate the Project’s impacts to 

Quino checkerspot, above and beyond those described under Impact BIO-7, may be required 

and would be determined once SCEs PSE status is determined. 

B1-53 All potential impact areas resulting from construction of the VSSP are contained within the 
proposed impact corridor as shown on EIR Figures C.5-1a through C.5-1d (also see response to 
Comment B1-29). Impacts to biological resources, including permanent and temporary impacts 
to vegetation communities, were analyzed for the entire impact corridor. Acreages for 
vegetation communities and land cover types occurring within the impact corridor are 
presented in Table C.5-9 (Section C.5) of the EIR. 

 As stated in EIR Section B.7 (Applicant Proposed Measures), SCE intends to apply to participate 
in the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP). If SCE is 
approved as a Participating Special Entity (PSE) then consultation with the USFWS may be not be 
required. Should SCE not be approved as a PSE, then the USACE would be a conduit for 
consultation with the USFWS under Section 7 of the federal Endangered Species Act (provided 
that the Project would impact federally jurisdictional wetlands/waters). CEQA does not require 
that Section 7 consultation be initiated prior to the completion of an environmental document. 
This process is typically initiated once the environmental document is approved and alternative 
has been chosen. If the Project would not impact any wetlands/waters that fall under the 
jurisdiction of the USACE, and there is no other federal nexus, then SCE would be required to 
consult with the USFWS under Section 10 of the federal Endangered Species Act.  

 As stated in Mitigation Measure BIO-10 (Protocol Surveys for Quino Checkerspot and Avoidance 
of Suitable/Occupied Habitat), SCE will conduct protocol surveys, following current USFWS 
guidelines, for the Quino checkerspot; any deviations from the most up to date guidelines must 
be approved by the USFWS. Surveys will be conducted by a qualified and permitted biologist 
approved by the CPUC. Protocols require an initial site habitat assessment, prior to the first 
survey, to determine the location of areas with suitable habitat. Subsequent surveys are not to 
be conducted concurrently with any other survey effort. Prior to construction, SCE shall submit 
documentation providing the results of the pre-construction focused surveys for Quino 
checkerspot to the CPUC for review and approval in consultation with the USFWS. 

B1-54 Please refer to response to Comment B1-6 for information regarding restoration for temporary 
impacts. As described under Impact BIO-7, implementation of the listed mitigation measures 
would minimize impacts to Quino checkerspot, to the extent possible, and reduce impacts to a 
less-than-significant level. These measures include worker education describing the sensitive 
biological resources that occur on the VSSP site, implementation of BMPs to minimize and avoid 
impacts (including speed limits to control fugitive dust), conducting pre-construction surveys, 
development and implementation of a Habitat Restoration and Monitoring Plan, and conducting 
biological monitoring during ground disturbing and other construction related activities. 

B1-55 As stated in Table C.5-5 of the EIR, there are multiple CNDDB records for Riverside fairy shrimp 
within or immediately adjacent to the Survey Area; potentially suitable habitat occurs in the 
Survey Area. Table C.5-5 also notes an occurrence of vernal pool fairy shrimp approximately 0.4 
miles south of the Survey Area. Wet and dry season surveys for fairy shrimp were conducted 
within potentially suitable habitat at the VSSP site from 2012-2014; vernal pool and Riverside 
fairy shrimp were not detected.  
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 Mitigation Measure BIO-12 (Complete Protocol-level Surveys for Vernal Pool and Riverside Fairy 
Shrimp) requires SCE to conduct protocol surveys for the federally threatened vernal pool fairy 
shrimp and the federally endangered Riverside fairy shrimp each year of construction, in areas 
subject to Project disturbance, that have not been surveyed within the last three years. Surveys 
can only be suspended upon written authorization from the USFWS/CDFG and the CPUC. This 
measure also requires SCE to retain a CPUC approved biologist holding the required 10(a)(1)(A) 
recovery permit from the USFWS to conduct surveys within all potential fairy shrimp habitat 
found within the Project footprint including, but not limited to, seasonal/ephemeral wetlands, 
swales, large road ruts and known vernal pool habitat. Surveys must follow the guidelines set 
forth by the USFWS in the Interim Survey Guidelines to Permittees for Recovery Permits under 
Section 10(a)(1)(A) of the Endangered Species Act for Listed Vernal Pool Branchiopods. Further 
this measure requires, within 90 days of the completion of surveys, SCE to submit a report to 
the CPUC detailing the results of each survey event. 

Surveys to date have not resulted in the detection of listed vernal pool branchiopods. The 
surveys discussed above will serve to continue this survey effort during VSSP construction. 
Mitigation Measure BIO-13 (Avoid Seasonal Depressions and Known Waterbodies) requires that 
SCE avoid all known seasonal/ephemeral depressions, vernal pools and known water bodies 
(refer to EIR Figures C.5-2a to C.5-2g) that have been verified or have the potential to be 
occupied by listed fairy shrimp and to identify them on all applicable construction plans to 
minimize impacts to listed fairy shrimp. This measure also requires a 100-foot buffer around all 
seasonal/ephemeral depressions, vernal pools and known waterbodies that have the potential 
to, but do not presently support listed fairy shrimp, to prevent equipment from entering these 
areas. 

B1-56 As stated under Mitigation Measure BIO-13 (Avoid Seasonal Depressions and Known 
Waterbodies), if avoidance of known populations of listed fairy shrimp is not possible, 
consultation with the USFWS regarding the potential impacts to the species will be necessary. 
Mitigation Measure BIO-14 (Compensate for Impacts to Vernal Pool or Riverside Fairy Shrimp 
Habitat) requires compensation for impacts to vernal pool or Riverside fairy shrimp. To 
compensate for impacts, the USFWS will require both a preservation and creation component. 
Refer to Mitigation Measure BIO-14 for additional information on compensation requirements 
(taken from USFWS guidelines). Take of suitable or occupied habitat may be covered by the 
MSHCP if SCE becomes a PSE and implements the requirements of the MSHCP. Documentation 
of participation (i.e., Certificate of Inclusion) and compliance with the MSHCP, including 
mitigation fee payment confirmation, shall be provided to the CPUC prior site mobilization 
activities. 

B1-57 Mitigation Measure BIO-14 (Compensate for Impacts to Vernal Pool or Riverside Fairy Shrimp 
Habitat) requires compensation for impacts to vernal pool or Riverside fairy shrimp. Consistent 
with USFWS guidelines, Mitigation Measure BIO-14 requires both a preservation and creation 
component to compensate for and reduce impacts to listed fairy shrimp. Refer to Mitigation 
Measure BIO-14 for specific details of the compensation requirements. 

B1-58 A suite of mitigation measures, listed under Impact BIO-9 in the EIR, when implemented would 
minimize impacts to Stephens’ kangaroo rat (SKR) to the extent possible and reduce impacts to 
a less-than-significant level. These measures include worker education describing the sensitive 
biological resources that occur on the VSSP site, implementation of BMPs to minimize and avoid 
impacts (including speed limits to control fugitive dust), conducting pre-construction surveys, 
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development and implementation of a Habitat Restoration and Monitoring Plan, and conducting 
biological monitoring during ground disturbing and other construction related activities. 

 The commenter notes a reference to night lighting under Impact BIO-11 (The Project could 
result in injury or mortality of western spadefoot toad). The text under this impact has been 
revised to provide additional specificity by indicating that potential indirect impacts could occur 
from artificial lighting during periods immediately following dawn and prior to dusk. 

If SCE becomes a PSE in the MSHCP and/or a participating member of the Riverside County 

Habitat Conservation Agency (RCHCA) Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) for SKR, additional 

measures to mitigate the Project’s impacts to SKR, above and beyond those proposed, may be 

required; additional measures, if required, would be determined after SCE’s participation in 

either of the aforementioned plans is approved. 

B1-59 As described under Mitigation Measure BIO-15 (Complete Focused Pre-construction Stephens’ 
Kangaroo Rat (SKR) Burrow/Precinct Surveys and Implement Avoidance Measures), no more 
than 30 days prior to commencement of ground disturbing activities, SCE shall retain a qualified 
and permitted biologist, approved by the CPUC, to conduct pre-construction surveys for SKR. If 
active SKR burrows/precincts are present, they shall be flagged, with ground-disturbing activities 
to be setback a minimum of 100 feet from each active burrow/precinct. The setback shall be 
delineated in the field in such a method that it is easily visible by all construction personnel and 
no work will be allowed within the setback areas (for the duration of the VSSP) until authorized 
by the USFWS, CDFW, and the CPUC. The biological monitor shall periodically field check the 
mapped burrows/precincts to buffer delineation and that flagging are all in good working order. 
All active burrows/precincts shall be mapped and incorporated into a GIS-based figure for use by 
the on-site monitors and construction crews. Figures shall include each mapped 
burrow/precinct and buffer utilizing a highly visible method easily identifiable by construction 
workers and monitors in the field.  

Avoidance of burrows/precincts is mandatory. If SCE determines that construction activities will 
require work within the setback areas noted above, documentation of a take permit and 
biological opinion from the CDFW and USFWS, respectively, must be provided. Take of individual 
SKR may be covered by the MSHCP, if SCE becomes a PSE and implements the requirements of 
the MSHCP, and/or is an approved participant in the RCHCA HCP for SKR. Documentation of 
participation with either the MSHCP or SKR HCP shall be provided to the CPUC prior to any take 
of this species. 

It is possible that during the course of construction the biological monitor(s) and/or qualified 
biologist(s) may observe new burrows not previously assessed. The burrows would need to be 
assessed for the presence of special status species and the appropriate buffers installed or take 
authorizations obtained.  

B1-60 Mitigation Measure BIO-16 (Compensate for Permanent Impacts to Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat) 
requires compensation for permanent impacts to SKR. Text has been added to this measure to 
provide additional specificity as to the requirements of compensations lands. As described 
under Mitigation Measure BIO-15 (Complete Focused Pre-construction Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat 
(SKR) Burrow/Precinct Surveys and Implement Avoidance Measures), if SCE determines that 
construction activities will require work within the setback areas noted above they must provide 
documentation of a take permit and biological opinion from the CDFW and USFWS, respectively. 
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These documents will provide details as to activities authorized under each permit and may 
require the implementation of such measures as relocation of individual SKR.  

 Consistent with other projects in the area and as described under Mitigation Measure BIO-16, a 
conservation easement would need to be recorded on all property associated with the miti-
gation lands as to protect the existing biological resources in perpetuity. A conservation 
easement could be held by CDFW or an approved land management entity and shall be 
recorded immediately upon the dedication or acquisition of the land. Preserved or acquired 
mitigation lands will be monitored and maintained per the requirements set forth in the Habitat 
Mitigation and Monitoring Plan prepared for the Project and discussed in Mitigation Measure 
BIO-17 (Preparation of a Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan). The location of all lands 
proposed for mitigation land must be submitted to the CPUC, for review and approval, prior to 
start of construction mobilization activities. 

 Mitigation Measure BIO-17 requires that SCE prepare a Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan 
(HMMP). The intent of this plan, as described under the measure, is to ensure the success of on-
site preserved land and acquired mitigation lands, required for compensation of permanent 
impacts to vegetative communities and listed or special-status plants and wildlife. The minimum 
requirements of the plan are outlined in subsections a – g in the text of the mitigation measure. 
Subsection “g” refers specifically to lands preserved within the VSSP site; subsection “c” requires 
a discussion of measures to be undertaken to enhance (e.g., through focused management) the 
on-site preserved habitat and off-site mitigation lands for listed and special-status species. 

B1-61 As described under Mitigation Measure BIO-17 (Preparation of a Habitat Mitigation and 
Monitoring Plan), to ensure the success of on-site preserved land and acquired mitigation lands, 
required for compensation of permanent impacts to vegetative communities and listed or 
special-status plants and wildlife, SCE shall retain a CPUC approved/qualified biologist to 
prepare a Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (HMMP). While the plan is presented under 
the impact statement for SKR, the plan serves to address all preserved and acquired lands. 
Mitigation measures under impact statements addressing different species provide specific 
requirements and details for land acquisition and preservation requirements.  

 For consistency purposes the three-year monitoring requirement for SCE has been changed to 
five years to match the other monitoring term requirements in Mitigation Measure BIO-17. The 
measure requires that SCE include a contingency plan for all mitigation elements so that in the 
event that the final performance/success criteria are not met within the initial five-year period. 
Mitigation measures have been developed to minimize impacts to SKR. These measures include 
worker education describing the sensitive biological resources that occur on the VSSP site, 
implementation of BMPs to minimize and avoid impacts (including speed limits to control 
fugitive dust), conducting pre-construction surveys, development and implementation of a 
Habitat Restoration and Monitoring Plan, and conducting biological monitoring during ground 
disturbing and other construction related activities. Implementation of mitigation measures 
listed under Impact BIO-9 would minimize impacts to SKR to the extent possible and reduce 
impacts to a less-than-significant level.  

B1-62 As stated under Mitigation Measure BIO-18 (Conduct Pre-construction Surveys for State and 
Federally Threatened, Endangered, Proposed, Petitioned, Candidate, or other Special-Status 
Plants and Implementation of Avoidance Measures), prior to initial ground disturbance and for 
undisturbed areas in subsequent construction years, SCE shall conduct pre-construction surveys 
for State and federally listed Threatened and Endangered, Proposed, Petitioned, Candidate, and 
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other special-status plants in all areas subject to ground-disturbing activity, including, but not 
limited to, tower/pole locations, construction areas, assembly yards, and areas subject to 
grading for new access roads. The surveys shall be conducted during the appropriate blooming 
period(s) by a qualified plant ecologist/biologist, approved by the CPUC, according to protocols 
established by the USFWS, CDFW, and California Native Plant Society (CNPS). All listed plant 
species found shall be marked and avoided. 

 These surveys must be accomplished during a year in which rainfall totals are at least 80% of 
average and in which the temporal distribution of rainfall is not highly abnormal (e.g., with the 
vast majority of rainfall occurring very early or late in the season) to be reasonably certain of the 
presence/absence of rare plant species, unless surveys of reference populations document that 
precipitation conditions would not have adversely affected the ability to detect the species. 
Taking into consideration the lack of rain in the recent years, conducting the surveys during a 
year in which rainfall is at least 80% of average may prove difficult. Additional language has 
been added to Mitigation Measure BIO-18 to allow for this requirement to be waived by the 
CPUC after consultation with the CDFW and USFWS. 

 All populations of listed plant species identified during the surveys within the VSSP limits and 
beyond, shall be protected and a buffer zone placed around each population. The buffer zone 
shall be established around these areas and shall be of sufficient size to eliminate potential 
disturbance to the plants from human activity and any other potential sources of disturbance 
including human trampling, erosion, and dust. The size of the buffer depends upon the 
proposed use of the immediately adjacent lands, and includes consideration of the plant’s 
ecological requirements (e.g., sunlight, moisture, shade tolerance, physical and chemical 
characteristics of soils) that are identified by the qualified plant ecologist and/or botanist. The 
buffer for herbaceous and shrub species shall be, at minimum, 50 feet from the perimeter of the 
population or the individual. Although 50 feet is the minimum buffer requirement, many species 
will require and be afforded larger buffers. 

 Where impacts to listed plants are determined to be unavoidable, the USFWS and/or CDFW 
shall be consulted for authorization. Additional mitigation measures to protect or restore listed 
plant species or their habitat, including but not limited to a salvage plan including seed 
collection and replanting, may be required by the USFWS or CDFW before impacts are 
authorized, whichever is appropriate. 

 To compensate for permanent impacts to State and federally Threatened, Endangered, 
Proposed, Petitioned and Candidate plants, habitat that is not already public land shall be 
preserved and managed in perpetuity at a 1:1 mitigation ratio (One acre preserved for each acre 
impacted). Compensation for impacts to other special-status plants is discussed under Impact 
BIO-14 in the Final EIR. Prior to the disturbance of habitat for or take of listed plant species, SCE 
will be required to obtain CPUC approval of preserved and/or mitigation lands as well as provide 
documentation of a recorded conservation easement(s). Compensation for temporary impacts 
shall include land acquisition and/or preservation at a 0.5:1 ratio. The preserved habitat for a 
significantly impacted plant species shall be of equal or greater habitat quality to the impacted 
areas in terms of soil features, extent of disturbance, vegetation structure, and will contain 
verified extant populations, of the same size or greater, of the State or federally listed plants 
that are impacted. A conservation easement would need to be recorded on all property 
associated with the mitigation lands as to protect the existing plant resources in perpetuity. A 
conservation easement could be held by CDFW or an approved land management entity and 
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shall be recorded immediately upon the dedication or acquisition of the land. Preserved or 
acquired mitigation lands will be monitored and maintained per the requirements set forth in 
the Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan prepared for the Project (Mitigation Measure BIO-
17).  

Mitigation measures have been developed to minimize and avoid impacts to listed plants. These 
measures include worker education describing the sensitive biological resources that occur on 
the VSSP site, implementation of BMPs to minimize and avoid impacts (including speed limits to 
control fugitive dust), conducting pre-construction surveys, development and implementation of 
a Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan, and conducting biological monitoring during ground 
disturbing and other construction related activities. Implementation of these mitigation 
measures would minimize impacts to listed plant species to the extent possible and reduce 
impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

B1-63 Impacts to San Diego ambrosia critical habitat were not omitted from the EIR as they are not 
expected to occur. The critical habitat occurs at the southern extent of the VSSP. This area of the 
Project is slated for reconductoring of the existing double–circuit 115-kV subtransmission line. 
No new roads are proposed within the critical habitat area as existing maintenance roads are 
already in place. All pull and tension sites, splicing sites, and guard structures would be located 
outside of the critical habitat based on the proposed locations depicted on EIR Figure B-8. EIR 
Section B.4.6.1 states that on relatively straight alignments (flat terrain), typical wire pulls occur 
approximately every 6,000 feet. The critical habitat area occurs along an approximately 2,000-foot 
long section of the Project; therefore, the wire pulls would span the critical habitat area. The VSSP 
does not propose to destroy or adversely affect any mapped critical habitat for San Diego ambrosia. 

B1-64 Criterion BIO3, which does come from the CEQA guidelines (Appendix G), pertains to special 
status species such as CDFW species of special concern and USFWS Bird Species of Conservation 
Concern. Criterion BIO2, also from the CEQA guidelines, is specific to species listed as 
endangered, threatened, or proposed. As a CDFW species of special concern, the western 
spadefoot toad is discussed under the correct criterion (Criterion BIO3).  

 As stated under Impact BIO-11, indirect impacts on this species, if present, may be caused by 
soil compaction, altered hydrologic conditions, artificial lighting during periods immediately 
following dawn and prior to dusk, or the establishment of noxious weeds. Nighttime work is not 
proposed as part of the VSSP. 

B1-65 As required by Mitigation Measure BIO-20 (Complete Focused Pre-construction Western 
Spadefoot Toad Surveys and Implement Avoidance Measures), prior the site mobilization, SCE 
shall retain a CPUC approved/qualified biologist to conduct a pre-construction survey during the 
appropriate time of year when western spadefoot toad can be detected (i.e., during periods of 
suitable rainfall that result in pooling or the formation of other aquatic habitat) to determine 
the presence of western spadefoot toad and related habitat. Therefore, all areas of suitable 
habitat subject to disturbance by the VSSP during the appropriate survey window would need to 
be surveyed. If suitable habitat is to be disturbed in August, those areas would be surveyed 
during the prior rainy season. These surveys cannot occur within one week of all ground 
disturbing activities due to the nature of the appropriate survey window.  

Should the toad and habitat be found, and be impacted by temporary and/or permanent Project 
impacts, a habitat restoration and management plan shall be prepared for review and approval 
by the CPUC, that addresses the following: 
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1. Impacted occupied breeding habitat to be replaced, on-site, at a 2:1 ratio. 

2. Relocation areas shall be designed as suitable toad habitat, and as far away as feasible from 
any Project-related structure or foreseeable construction area (minimum 250-foot buffer 
from construction activities).  

3. Terrestrial habitat surrounding the proposed relocation site shall be as similar in type, 
aspect, and density to the location of the existing ponds as feasible. 

4. No site preparation or construction activities shall be permitted in the vicinity of any 
occupied ponds until the design and construction of the relocation habitat in preserved 
areas of the site has been completed and all western spadefoot toad adults, tadpoles, and 
egg masses detected are moved to the created pool habitat. If egg masses or tadpoles are 
relocated the newly constructed ponds shall also be inoculated with algae laden plant 
material/and or water from the source ponds to provide a viable food source.   

5. Restoration areas shall be monitored and maintained until they are shown as successful 
habitat for the toad, or up to five years. Success criteria shall be proposed. Provisions to 
make adjustments to remediate problems shall also be included.  

6. Permanent protection and management of restoration areas (e.g., conservation easement 
or fee title purchase, etc.). 

 The language of Mitigation Measure BIO-20 has been revised in include additional specificity as 
to the requirements for constructed mitigation ponds. Daily pre-construction surveys would 
occur in all areas of the VSSP during ground disturbing activities and would include all plants and 
wildlife, such as western spadefoot toad. 

B1-66 As stated under Impact BIO-12, if SCE becomes a PSE in the MSHCP additional measures to 

mitigate the Project’s impacts to two-striped garter snake, above and beyond those described 

below, may be required. These measures would be determined after SCE’s participation in the 

MSHCP is approved. 

 Mitigation Measure BIO-5 (Implement Biological Construction Monitoring) requires that no more 
than 30 days prior to the commencement of ground disturbance or site mobilization activities, 
SCE shall retain a qualified biologist(s), approved by the CPUC, to monitor VSSP construction. 
The biologist will have demonstrated expertise with special-status plants, terrestrial mammals, 
reptiles, and birds. Monitoring will occur during initial ground disturbance for each phase of 
construction. Once initial ground disturbance is complete, monitoring will occur periodically 
during all construction activities. The qualified biologist(s) shall be present at all times during 
ground-disturbing activities immediately adjacent to, or within, habitat that supports 
populations of listed or special-status species. Additionally, the following measures would also 
be implemented: 

 Mitigation Measure BIO-6 (Conduct Pre-construction Surveys for Nesting and Breeding Birds 
and Implement Avoidance Measures) requires pre-construction surveys for nesting birds;  

 Mitigation Measure BIO-15 (Complete Focused Pre-construction Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat 
(SKR) Burrow/Precinct Surveys and Implement Avoidance Measures) requires pre-
construction surveys for SKR;  
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 Mitigation Measure BIO-18 (Conduct Pre-construction Surveys for State and Federally 
Threatened, Endangered, Proposed, Petitioned, Candidate, or other Special-Status Plants and 
Implementation of Avoidance Measures) requires pre-construction surveys for listed plants; 

 Mitigation Measure BIO-22 (Conduct Surveys for Terrestrial Herpetofauna and Implement 
Monitoring, Avoidance, and Minimization Measures) requires pre-construction surveys for 
terrestrial herpetofauna; and  

 BIO-25 (Complete Focused Pre-construction Burrowing Owl Surveys and Implement 
Avoidance Measures) requires pre-construction surveys for burrowing owl.  

All of the surveys noted above, while focused on a particular species, will also note all other 
instances of sensitive plants and wildlife observed and provide for a large amount of overlap in 
the areas surveyed. 

B1-67 As stated under Mitigation Measure BIO-22 (Conduct Surveys for Terrestrial Herpetofauna and 
Implement Monitoring, Avoidance, and Minimization Measures), prior to ground disturbance or 
vegetation clearing within the VSSP site, SCE shall retain a CPUC approved/qualified biologist to 
conduct surveys for terrestrial herpetofauna where suitable habitat is present and directly 
impacted by construction vehicle access, or maintenance. Focused surveys shall consist of a 
minimum of three daytime surveys and one nighttime survey within one week of vegetation 
clearing. The qualified biologist will be present during all activities immediately adjacent to or 
within habitat that supports terrestrial herpetofauna. Clearance surveys for terrestrial 
herpetofauna shall be conducted by the qualified biologist prior to the initiation of construction 
each day in suitable habitat. Terrestrial herpetofauna found within the area of disturbance or 
potentially affected by the VSSP will be relocated to the nearest suitable habitat that will not be 
affected by the VSSP. 

 As stated under Impact BIO-13, indirect impacts to terrestrial herpetohauna could include 
compaction of soils, fugitive dust, increased noise levels, and the introduction of exotic plant 
species. A suite of mitigation measures has been developed to minimize impacts to terrestrial 
herpetofauna to the extent possible and would reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level. 
Aside from biological monitoring, the measures include worker education describing the 
sensitive biological resources that occur on the VSSP site, implementation of BMPs to minimize 
and avoid impacts (including speed limits to control fugitive dust), conducting pre-construction 
surveys, development and implementation of a Habitat Restoration and Monitoring Plan, 
conducting biological monitoring during ground disturbing and other construction related 
activities, and avoiding known depressions and water bodies. 

B1-68 As stated under Mitigation Measure BIO-6 (Conduct Pre-construction Surveys for Nesting and 
Breeding Birds and Implement Avoidance Measures), prior to construction activities (i.e., 
mobilization, staging, grading, or construction) SCE shall retain a qualified avian biologist, 
approved by the CPUC, to conduct pre-construction surveys for nesting birds within the 
recognized breeding season in all areas within 500 feet of all VSSP components (i.e., staging 
areas, tower/pole sites, and access road locations). Surveys for raptors shall be conducted for all 
areas from January 1 to August 15. The required survey dates may be modified based on local 
conditions, as determined by the qualified avian biologist, with the approval of the CDFW 
and/or USFWS (where applicable). 

 In addition, Mitigation Measure BIO-8 (Conduct Protocol Surveys for Least Bell’s Vireo, 
Southwestern Willow Flycatcher, and Willow Flycatcher; Avoid Occupied Habitat) requires that if 
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VSSP-related activities are scheduled to occur during the breeding season (February through 
September), SCE shall have a qualified and permitted avian biologist, approved by the CPUC, 
conduct protocol surveys in suitable habitat within 500 feet of disturbance areas. In known 
occupied habitat for listed riparian birds, SCE shall conduct focused protocol surveys of the VSSP 
and adjacent areas within 500 feet. All species of birds noted during the surveys would be 
recorded, including special-status species such as Cooper’s hawk. 

 Mitigation Measure BIO-9 (Conduct Protocol Surveys for Coastal California Gnatcatcher (CAGN) 
and Avoid Occupied Habitat) requires that SCE shall have a qualified and permitted avian 
biologist, approved by the CPUC, conduct protocol surveys for CAGN in all areas of coastal sage 
scrub habitat that may be affected by the Project. Survey areas will include a 500-foot buffer 
around Project disturbance areas. Presence or absence of CAGN shall be determined prior to 
construction activities. In occupied habitat, SCE shall conduct additional focused nest location 
surveys to determine the locations of nests and territories; survey areas shall include a 500-foot 
buffer around VSSP disturbance areas. All species of birds noted during the surveys would be 
recorded, including special-status species such as yellow warbler. 

 To minimize impacts to bird species a suite of mitigation measures has been developed and are 
listed under Impact BIO-14. Implementation of these mitigation measures would minimize 
impacts to bird species listed as California Species of Special Concern, CDFW Special Animals, 
California Fully Protected species, and MSHCP covered species to the extent possible and reduce 
impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

B1-69 As stated in Mitigation Measure BIO-23 (Survey for Maternity Colonies or Hibernaculum for 
Roosting Bats), prior to ground disturbance or vegetation clearing at all VSSP locations, SCE 
shall retain a qualified biologist, approved by the CPUC, to conduct surveys for sensitive bats. 
Surveys shall be conducted no more than 15 days prior to grading near or the removal of trees 
or other structures. Surveys shall also be conducted during the maternity season (1 March to 
31 July) within 300 feet of VSSP activities. If active maternity roosts or hibernacula are found, 
the structure, tree or tower occupied by the roost shall be avoided (i.e., not removed), if 
feasible. If avoidance of the maternity roost is not feasible the qualified biologist will 
implement the following actions. 

 Maternity roosts. If a maternity roost will be impacted by the VSSP, and no alternative 
maternity roosts are in use near the site, substitute roosting habitat for the maternity 
colony shall be provided on, or in close proximity to, the VSSP site no less than three 
months prior to the eviction of the colony. Alternative roost sites will be constructed in 
accordance with the specific bats requirements in coordination with CDFW. By making the 
roosting habitat available prior to eviction, the colony will have a better chance of finding 
and using the roost. Alternative roost sites must be of comparable size and proximal in 
location to the impacted colony. The CDFW shall be notified of any hibernacula or active 
nurseries within the construction zone.  

 Exclusion of bats prior to eviction from roosts. If non-breeding bat hibernacula are found 
in trees scheduled to be removed, the individuals shall be safely evicted, under the 
direction of a qualified biologist, by opening the roosting area to allow airflow through the 
cavity or other means determined appropriate by the bat biologist (e.g., installation of one-
way doors). In situations requiring one-way doors, a minimum of one week shall pass after 
doors are installed and temperatures should be sufficiently warm for bats to exit the roost 
because bats do not typically leave their roost daily during winter months in southern 
California. This action should allow all bats to leave during the course of one week. Roosts 
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that need to be removed in situations where the use of one-way doors is not necessary in 
the judgment of the qualified biologist shall first be disturbed by various means at the 
direction of the bat biologist at dusk to allow bats to escape during the darker hours, and 
the roost tree shall be removed or the grading shall occur the next day (i.e., there shall be 
no less or more than one night between initial disturbance and the grading or tree 
removal).  

 The creation/installation of substitute roosting habitat for maternity colonies is routinely done 
when maternity roosts are impacted by a project. As stated above, these alternative roost sites 
would be constructed in accordance with each specific bats requirements and in coordination 
with the CDFW. A suite of mitigation measures has been developed and are presented under 
Impact BIO-15 in the EIR. These measures include worker education describing the sensitive 
biological resources that occur on the VSSP site, implementation of BMPs to minimize and avoid 
impacts (including speed limits to control fugitive dust), conducting pre-construction surveys, 
development and implementation of a Habitat Restoration and Monitoring Plan, conducting 
biological monitoring during ground disturbing and other construction related activities, and 
clearance surveys prior the start of construction activities. In addition, Mitigation Measure NOI-
2 (Implement Best Management Practices for Construction Noise) would require the use of 
noise-suppression techniques, to the extent feasible, during construction and Mitigation 
Measure BIO-7 (Prepare and Implement a Nesting Bird Management Plan) includes a noise 
monitoring component. Implementation of these mitigation measures would minimize impacts 
to special-status bats to the extent possible and reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

B1-70 As stated under Impact BIO-16, direct impacts to small mammals designated as California 
Species of Special Concern or MSHCP covered species would include mechanical crushing by 
vehicles and construction equipment, trampling, and loss of habitat. Construction disturbance 
can also result in the flushing of small animals from refugia, which increases the predation risk 
for small rodents. Indirect impacts include exposure to fugitive dust, alteration of soils, such as 
compaction, that could preclude burrowing and the spread of exotic weeds, and increased noise 
levels.  

 Mitigation Measure BIO-5 (Implement Biological Construction Monitoring) requires that a 
qualified biologist(s) shall be present at all times during ground-disturbing activities immediately 
adjacent to, or within, habitat that supports populations of listed or special-status species. Any 
special-status terrestrial species found within a VSSP impact area shall be relocated by the 
authorized biologist to suitable habitat outside the impact area (permits and/or MOU’s may be 
required for some species). Clearance surveys for special-status species shall be conducted by 
the authorized biologist prior to the initiation of construction each day during initial ground 
disturbance, and weekly thereafter. 

 To minimize impacts to special-status mammal species a suite of mitigation measures has been 
developed and are described under Impact BIO-16. These measures include worker education 
describing the sensitive biological resources that occur on the VSSP site, implementation of 
BMPs to minimize and avoid impacts (including speed limits to control fugitive dust), conducting 
pre-construction surveys, development of a Habitat Restoration and Monitoring Plan, 
conducting biological monitoring during ground disturbing and other construction related 
activities, and clearance surveys prior the start of construction activities.  

 Mitigation Measures NOI-2 (Implement Best Management Practices for Construction Noise) 
would require the use of noise-suppression techniques, to the extent feasible, during 
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construction and Mitigation Measure BIO-7 (Prepare and Implement a Nesting Bird 
Management Plan) includes a noise monitoring component. Implementation of these mitigation 
measures would minimize impacts to special-status mammals to the extent possible and reduce 
impacts to a less-than-significant level.

B1-71 As stated under Impact BIO-1, the majority of VSSP related impacts (permanent and temporary) 
would occur within disturbed/ruderal habitat, agricultural lands, and urban/developed areas. 
Impacts would include a total of 0.20 acres of permanent and 6.16 acres of temporary impacts 
to riparian habitats or sensitive natural communities. The proposed impact corridor for the VSSP 
is shown on EIR Figures C.5-1a through C.5-1d (also see response to Comment B1-29). These 
figures show the location of vegetation communities and land cover types occurring within both 
the survey area and impact corridor. Table C.5-9 of the EIR lists each of the vegetation 
communities and land cover types that occur within the proposed impact corridor along with 
the acreages of permanent and temporary impacts. EIR Figures C.5-4a through C.5-4d show the 
location of special-status plant species within the Survey Area in relation to the proposed impact 
corridor.  

As stated under Impact BIO-17, more than half of the rare plants identified in the VSSP site are 
ranked as CRPR 4 species. CRPR 4 species are plants of limited distribution or infrequent 
throughout a broader area of California, and their vulnerability or susceptibility to threat 
appears low at this time (CNPS, 2010). Very few CRPR 4 plants meet the definition for State or 
federal listing (CNPS, 20010). Nevertheless, they may be locally significant if, for example, they 
occur at the periphery of their geographic ranges, exhibit unusual morphology, or occur in 
atypical habitats. However, these species do not represent unique or rare populations nor do 
they occur at the margins of their known ranges. Therefore, impacts of the VSSP are considered 
adverse but not significant (Class III) and do not reach the threshold for significance under CEQA. 
Although impacts to these plants are not considered significant, mitigation for other species, 
including the acquisition of lands for burrowing owl, and impacts to sensitive vegetation 
communities, will reduce impacts to these species should they occur on the acquired parcels. 

B1-72 As stated in Mitigation Measure BIO-18 (Conduct Pre-construction Surveys for State and 
Federally Threatened, Endangered, Proposed, Petitioned, Candidate, or other Special-Status 
Plants and Implementation of Avoidance Measures),1 prior to initial ground disturbance and for 
undisturbed areas in subsequent construction years, SCE shall conduct pre-construction surveys 
for special-status plant species in all areas subject to ground-disturbing activity, including, but 
not limited to, tower/pole preparation and construction areas, assembly yards, and areas 
subject to grading for new access roads; a survey buffer of 50 feet is required to comply with the 
minimum avoidance buffer (50 feet) required as part of the same measure. The surveys shall be 
conducted during the appropriate blooming period(s) by a qualified plant ecologist/biologist, 
approved by the CPUC, according to protocols established by the USFWS, CDFW, and California 
Native Plant Society (CNPS). All listed plant species found shall be marked and avoided. Any 
populations of special-status plants found during surveys will be fully described, mapped, and a 
CNPS Field Survey Form or written equivalent shall be prepared.  

Mitigation Measure BIO-24 (Compensate for Impacts to Special-Status Plant Species)2 states that 
if VSSP related impacts result in the loss of more than 10 percent of the on-site population of 

1 Mitigation Measure BIO-24 was removed and combined with BIO-18 in the Final EIR. 
2 Previously Mitigation Measure BIO-25 in the Draft EIR. 
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any special-status plant species, compensatory mitigation will be required. Prior to the 
disturbance of habitat for or take of special-status plants/populations, SCE must receive CPUC 
approval of preserved and/or mitigation lands as well as present documentation of a recorded 
conservation easement(s). Compensation will be required for all impacts that exceed the 10 
percent threshold (e.g. impacts to 15% of a population will only require compensation for 5% or 
the amount of impacts that exceed the 10% threshold). The 10 percent threshold for on-site 
populations is a valid approach that has been approved as part of many projects under the 
purview of the CPUC.  

B1-73 As stated in Mitigation Measure BIO-24 (Compensate for Impacts to Special-Status Plant 
Species),3 to compensate for permanent impacts to special-status plant species, habitat (which 
may include preservation of areas within the undisturbed areas of the VSSP footprint, mitigation 
lands outside of the VSSP site or a combination of both) that is not already public land shall be 
preserved and managed in perpetuity at a 1:1 mitigation ratio (one acre preserved for each acre 
impacted). Compensation for temporary impacts shall include land acquisition and/or 
preservation at a 0.5:1 ratio. The preserved habitat for a significantly impacted plant species 
shall be of equal or greater habitat quality to the impacted areas in terms of soil features, extent 
of disturbance, vegetation structure, and will contain verified extant populations, of the same 
size or greater, of the special-status plants that are impacted. Impacts could include direct 
impacts resulting from loss of habitat or indirect impacts if a significant population or portion 
thereof is unable to be avoided.  

 A conservation easement would need to be recorded on all property associated with the 
mitigation lands to protect the existing plant resources in perpetuity. A conservation easement 
could be held by CDFW or an approved land management entity and must be recorded 
immediately upon the dedication or acquisition of the land. Preserved or acquired mitigation 
lands will be monitored and maintained per the requirements set forth in the Habitat Mitigation 
and Monitoring Plan prepared for the Project (Mitigation Measure BIO-17). 

B1-74 As stated under Impact BIO-18, construction of the VSSP would temporarily affect foraging and 

breeding habitat for this species. The potential effects of the Project to burrowing owls depend 

on many factors including the number of owls present in the VSSP and how the species utilizes 

the area (i.e., migratory stopover, year round, breeding, or wintering). For the VSSP, the 

burrowing owls appear to be breeding birds and may be year round residents. Direct impacts to 

burrowing owls would include the crushing of burrows, removal or disturbance of vegetation, 

increased noise levels from heavy equipment, increased human presence, and exposure to 

fugitive dust. Indirect impacts could include the loss of habitat due to the colonization of 

noxious weeds, mowing or grazing of existing vegetation and the degradation of foraging 

habitat. Operational impacts include increased human presence from maintenance personnel 

that would flush or otherwise disturb burrowing owls, weed control, and use of access roads. 

A suite of mitigation measures has been developed to minimize impacts to burrowing owl and 

are listed under Impact BIO-18 in the EIR. These measures include worker education describing 

the sensitive biological resources that occur on the VSSP site, implementation of BMPs to 

minimize and avoid impacts (including speed limits to control fugitive dust), conducting pre-

construction surveys, development and implementation of a Habitat Restoration and 

Monitoring Plan, conducting biological monitoring during ground disturbing and other 

                                                            
3 Ibid. 
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construction related activities, and clearance surveys prior the start of construction activities. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-3 (Compensation for Permanent Impacts to Sensitive Vegetation 

Communities) requires compensation for impacts to annual grassland habitat, which is known to 

support species such as burrowing owl; therefore, no additional compensation for impacts to 

burrowing owl habitat is needed. 

 Mitigation Measure NOI-2 (Implement Best Management Practices for Construction Noise) 
would require the use of noise-suppression techniques, to the extent feasible, during 
construction. Mitigation Measure BIO-7 (Prepare and Implement a Nesting Bird Management 
Plan) includes a noise monitoring component. Implementation of these mitigation measures 
would minimize impacts to burrowing owl to the extent possible and reduce impacts to a less-
than-significant level. 

B1-75 As stated in Mitigation Measure BIO-25 (Complete Focused Pre-construction Burrowing Owl 
Surveys and Implement Avoidance Measures),4 unless otherwise authorized by CDFW and the 
CPUC, a 250-foot buffer, within which no activity will be permissible, will be maintained 
between VSSP activities and nesting burrowing owls during the nesting season. This protected 
area will remain in effect until 31 August or based upon monitoring evidence, until the young 
owls are foraging independently. For burrowing owls present during the non-breeding season 
(generally 1 September to 31 January), a 150-foot buffer zone will be maintained around the 
occupied burrow(s). 

 The 2012 CDFW Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (2012 Staff Report) provides 
guidelines on buffer requirements for nesting sites during different periods of the year. The 
2012 Staff Report also states that site-specific monitoring should be conducted to inform the 
development of buffers and that the proposed general guidelines for implementing buffers 
should be adjusted to address site-specific conditions. Additionally, the 2012 Staff Report states 
that based on existing vegetation, human development, and land uses in an area, resource 
managers may decide to allow human development or resource extraction closer to these 
areas/sites than recommended in the 2012 Staff Report. Implementation of the 250-foot buffer 
for active nests is currently being used on current projects in coordination with the CDFW. 

 Although the 2012 Staff Report indicates a table nesting season from 1 April – 15 August, the 
owls have been found to nest and/or pair up as early as 1 Feb in some areas. The 2012 Staff 
Report recommends earlier on in the report that you avoid disturbing occupied burrows during 
the nesting period, from 1 February through 31 August.  

 A suite of mitigation measures has been developed to minimize and avoid impacts to burrowing 
owl; these measures are presented under Impact BIO-18. These measures include worker 
education describing the sensitive biological resources that occur on the VSSP site, 
implementation of BMPs to minimize and avoid impacts (including speed limits to control 
fugitive dust), conducting pre-construction surveys, development of a Habitat Restoration and 
Monitoring Plan, conducting biological monitoring during ground disturbing and other 
construction related activities, and clearance surveys prior the start of construction activities. 
Mitigation Measure BIO-3 (Compensation for Permanent Impacts to Sensitive Vegetation 
Communities) requires compensation for impacts to annual grassland habitat, which is known to 

                                                            
4 Previously Mitigation Measure BIO-26 in the Draft EIR. 



Valley South Subtransmission Project 
APPENDIX 5. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

June 2016 Ap.5-104 Final EIR 

support species such as burrowing owl; therefore, no additional compensation for impacts to 
burrowing owl habitat is needed. 

 Furthermore, Mitigation Measure NOI-2 (Implement Best Management Practices for 
Construction Noise) would require the use of noise-suppression techniques, to the extent 
feasible, during construction and Mitigation Measure BIO-7 (Prepare and Implement a Nesting 
Bird Management Plan) includes a noise monitoring component. Implementation of these 
mitigation measures would minimize impacts to burrowing owl to the extent possible and 
reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

B1-76 As stated under Impact BIO-19, an assessment of jurisdictional wetlands, other “waters of the 
U.S.,” waters of the State, and riparian habitat has been conducted for the VSSP site; the 
assessment identified approximately 4.64 acres of jurisdictional features within proposed 
Project impact areas (see Figures C.5-2a-g in the EIR). Based on the tentative design information 
provided by SCE, construction of the VSSP components would result in the permanent loss of 
0.01 acres of federally jurisdictional wetlands and CDFW jurisdictional waters. The VSSP would 
also temporarily impact 1.48 acres of federal wetlands and 0.31 acres of non-wetlands waters, 
0.39 acres of RWQCB non-wetland waters, and 2.43 acres of CDFW jurisdictional waters. These 
impact acreages are based on the proposed impact corridor provided for analysis in the EIR; the 
actual area impacted will be significantly less once the final design of the VSSP is complete.  

 SCE has committed to avoiding impacts to jurisdictional features for the entire VSSP (refer to 
APM BIO-8, Table B-18, Section B.7 of the EIR); should this not be feasible during construction, 
impacts to jurisdictional features would occur as described under Impact BIO-19 in Section 
C.5.4.2 of the EIR.  

 In addition, Mitigation Measure BIO-13 (Avoid Seasonal Depressions and Known Waterbodies) 
requires SCE to avoid all seasonal/ephemeral depressions, vernal pools and known waterbodies 
that occur within the project site which would avoid impacts to potentially jurisdictional waters. 
If it is determined that jurisdictional wetlands or waters can’t be avoided, as stated under 
Impact BIO-19, SCE would comply with the regulations regarding conducting VSSP activities in 
water courses and habitats under the jurisdiction of the State and federal government. 
Therefore, SCE would obtain required permits pursuant to Section 401 and 404 of the CWA, the 
State Porter-Cologne Act, and Fish and Game Code Section 1605 and implement all mitigation 
requirements detailed in each of the required permits. Mitigation Measure BIO-3 
(Compensation for Permanent Impacts to Sensitive Vegetation Communities) will also serve to 
minimize impacts to potentially jurisdictional waters by requiring compensation for permanent 
impacts to sensitive vegetation communities. More than 80% of the sensitive communities 
identified within the VSSP generally occur within riparian or wetland habitats that fall under the 
jurisdiction of Section 401 and 404 of the CWA, the State Porter-Cologne Act, and Fish and 
Game Code Section 1605. 

 CEQA does not require that resource agency permits be obtained or the process by which they 
are obtained be completed or started as part of the EIR. In addition, there has been no decision 
on the Project. Resource agency permits are obtained after there is an approval on the 
discretionary permit/decision, in this case the CPUC decision on the Project. 

B1-77 The MSHCP is a very large document and for that reason has not been appended to the EIR or 
included as part of the administrative record. The complete text of the MSHCP is readily 
available online at the website address noted below. If a Determination of Biologically 
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Equivalent of Superior Preservation (DBESP) is required as part of SCE’s application to become a 
PSE with the MSHCP, it will be prepared at that time and is not required as part of the EIR. The 
EIR provides mitigation measures that require compensation for permanent and temporary 
impacts to habitat. If SCE becomes a PSE with the MSHCP compensation for these impacts may 
be achieved through their participation and no further compensation will be required (including 
that proposed in the EIR). 

 http://www.rctlma.org/Portals/0/mshcp/volume1/index.html 

B1-78 While the overall duration of construction for the VSSP is estimated to be 16 months, 
construction activities will only occur in one area for a much shorter period. As stated under 
Impact BIO-20, the California Missing Linkages Project (CMLP) has identified an at-risk habitat 
linkage area that crosses Leon Road, just north of Baxter Road, in the Survey Area (Penrod et al., 
2001). The VSSP occurs within the CMLPs defined South Coast ecoregion; this ecoregion had the 
most at-risk linkage areas within the State. The CMLP has identified the at-risk habitat linkage 
area, occurring within the VSSP, as South Coast Ecoregion No. 58, Tucalota Creek. Types of 
threats listed for Tucalota Creek include housing development, human recreation, and exotic 
plants (Penrod et al., 2001). 

 However, there are no known bird or bat migratory corridors that would be directly impeded by 
the VSSP. Large concentrations of migrants are not known to utilize any specific portion of the 
VSSP site and VSSP activities are not expected to preclude use of the area. Although species 
would be disrupted during certain activities impacts to migratory corridors from the proposed 
Project would not be significant. 

 As stated under Mitigation Measure BIO-4 (Develop a Habitat Restoration and Monitoring Plan), 
SCE will be required to restore temporarily disturbed areas to pre-construction conditions or 
better and provide for habitat creation/restoration resulting from permanent impacts to 
sensitive vegetation communities (refer to Mitigation Measure BIO-3). A minimum requirement 
of the plan is to create a proposed schedule for all restoration and/or habitat creation shall be 
provided. When applicable restoration or habitat creation activities shall occur once 
construction activities are complete within a specific area; the proposed Project area should be 
broken up into sections based on the required construction activities. Once construction is 
complete within a defined section restoration and/or habitat creations should commence. 
Restoration and/or creation of habitat should occur within an appropriate window for each 
specific community and species makeup (i.e., impacts to habitat during the summer months may 
not be initiated until the fall to promote native seed germination).   

B1-79 Please refer to response to Comment B1-76 regarding impacts to jurisdictional wetlands and 
waters.  As stated under the Criterion BIO1 heading in Section C.5.4.3 of the EIR, the majority of 
the impacts from the VSSP are temporary in nature. Mitigation Measures BIO-3 (Compensation 
for Permanent Impacts to Sensitive Vegetation Communities) and BIO-4 (Develop a Habitat 
Restoration and Monitoring Plan) would require compensation for permanent impacts to 
riparian habitat and sensitive communities and develop a plan for the restoration of all 
temporarily impacted habitats. With the implementation of these mitigation measures, the 
cumulative contribution of the VSSP to riparian habitats and sensitive communities would be 
less than significant. 

B1-80 As stated under Criterion BIO2 in Section C.5.4.3 of the EIR, construction and operation of the 
VSSP would combine with the construction and operation for other projects in the defined 

http://www.rctlma.org/Portals/0/mshcp/volume1/index.html
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geographic extent to result in significant cumulative impacts to threatened or endangered 
plants and wildlife. Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-18 require 
compensation for permanent impacts to riparian habitat and sensitive communities, 
development of a plan for the restoration of all temporarily impacted habitats, focused pre-
construction surveys for listed species, and compensation for impacts to listed species and/or 
their habitats. With the implementation of these mitigation measures, the cumulative 
contribution of the VSSP to listed plant and wildlife species would be less than significant. 

B1-81 As stated under Criterion BIO3 in Section C.5.4.3 of the EIR, construction and operation of the 
VSSP would combine with the impacts from construction and operation for other projects in the 
defined geographic extent to result in significant cumulative impacts to threatened or 
endangered plants and wildlife. Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-25 
require compensation for permanent impacts to riparian habitat and sensitive communities, 
development of a plan for the restoration of all temporarily impacted habitats, focused pre-
construction surveys for listed and special-status species, and compensation for impacts to 
listed and special-status species and/or their habitats. With the implementation of these 
mitigation measures, the cumulative contribution of the VSSP to special-status plant and wildlife 
species would be less than significant. 

B1-82 Please refer to response to Comment B1-76 regarding impacts to jurisdictional wetlands and 
waters and required compensation.  

B1-83 As stated under Criterion BIO5 in Section C.5.4.3 of the EIR, although construction activities may 
temporarily limit terrestrial wildlife movement within the VSSP, the broad geographic range and 
habitat that occurs in the region would remain available to wildlife. The VSSP would not 
substantially interfere with the movement of any native resident or native resident or migratory 
fish, reptile, avian, mammalian, or amphibian species. However, cumulative impacts of the VSSP 
when combined with impacts from the reasonably foreseeable projects have the potential to 
substantially reduce the size of movement corridors and alter the movement patterns.  

 There is no known bird or bat migratory corridors that would be directly impeded by the VSSP. 
Large concentrations of migrants are not known to utilize any specific portion of the VSSP site 
and VSSP activities are not expected to preclude use of the area. 

 Large areas of foraging habitat still remain in Western Riverside County and wildlife would likely 
disperse to those areas both during construction of the VSSP and other reasonably foreseeable 
projects in the defined geographical extent. While the VSSP itself only represents a small portion 
of the available habitat in the region, the impacts of the VSSP and reasonably foreseeable 
projects would be cumulatively significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1 
through BIO-5, and BIO-7 would reduce the proposed Project’s incremental contribution to 
cumulative impacts to wildlife movement to less than cumulatively considerable.  

Cultural and Paleontological Resources 

B1-84  The commenter notes that portions of Mitigation Measure CR-1 (e.g., focused surveys for any 
Project area not yet surveyed) should have happened prior to CEQA review. EIR Section C.6.1.1 
(Approach to Data Collection) notes that pedestrian field surveys were conducted within the 
Project alignment prior to the CEQA review. Mitigation Measure CR-1 (Avoid Environmentally 
Sensitive Areas) states that SCE shall perform focused pre-construction surveys for any project 
areas not yet surveyed (e.g. new or modified staging areas, pull sites, or other work areas). This 



Valley South Subtransmission Project 
APPENDIX 5. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

  

Final EIR Ap.5-107 June 2016 

mitigation measure assures that if any portion of the Project alignment is modified after the 
CEQA review, the area will be subjected to a cultural pedestrian survey.  

B1-85  The commenter notes that Mitigation Measure CR-2 (Cultural Resource Management Plan 
[CRMP]) should have been developed already in consultation with relevant Tribes. If the Project 
is approved by the CPUC and the Final EIR is certified as compliant with the California 
Environmental Quality Act, then SCE will be required to comply with all requirements of the EIR 
and obtain ministerial or resource agency permits as applicable. This would apply to the 
implementation of the CRMP, which will be required after a decision is made on the Project.  

 In addition, Mitigation Measure CR-2 requires that the CRMP be developed and reviewed in 
consultation with appropriate Native American tribes. More specificity was added to this 
measure based on consultation with the tribes as part of the EIR preparation.  This consultation 
is documented in Section F (Public Participation and Consultation) of the EIR and was updated to 
include more recent consultation during preparation of the Final EIR. 

B1-86  The commenter notes that Mitigation Measure CR-3 (Train Construction Personnel) is good in 
theory, but the equipment SCE will be using will likely destroy any buried artifacts without 
anyone knowing it. Impact CR-1 discloses that buried cultural resources could be inadvertently 
unearthed during ground-disturbing activities. To address this potential impact, Mitigation 
Measure CR-3 requires training of personnel by a qualified archeologist and a member of the 
Pechanga tribe (as revised in the Final EIR).  The intent of the training is to provide background 
on where and what type of resources might be found.  A qualified archeologist will be onsite, as 
required by Mitigation Measure CR-4 (Conduct Construction Monitoring) to monitor sensitive 
areas that have been identified within the project corridor and Mitigation Measure CR-6 (Treat 
Previously Unidentified Cultural Resources)5 requires that resources be evaluated by the 
qualified archeologist. 

B1-87  The commenter notes that Mitigation Measure CR-4 (Construction Monitoring) only occurs 
within 100 feet of a cultural resource Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA) and that cultural 
resources may exist in other Project areas. As noted in Mitigation Measure CR-2 (Cultural 
Resource Management Plan [CRMP]), additional areas that are considered to be of high-
sensitivity for discovery of buried cultural resources will also be monitored during construction. 
In addition, Mitigation Measure CR-6 (Treat Previously Unidentified Cultural Resources)6 states 
that if previously unidentified cultural resources are unearthed during construction activities, 
construction work in the immediate area of the find shall be halted and directed away from the 
discovery until a qualified archaeologist assesses the potential significance of the resource. 

B1-88  The commenter notes that Mitigation Measure CR-5 (Native American Consultation) states that 
it will cover matters decided upon to be included in the CRMP within 30 days of construction, 
which conflicts with the timeline (60 days) noted in Mitigation Measure CR-2. The timeline of 
Native American Consultation (MM CR-5) has been revised to 60 days prior to construction.   

B1-89  The commenter notes that Mitigation Measure CR-6 (Treat Previously Unidentified Cultural 
Resources)7 should include tribes in notification and participation, not just a qualified 
archaeologist. Mitigation Measure CR-6 states that a qualified archaeologist will assess the 

                                                            
5 Previously Mitigation Measure CR-7 in the Draft EIR. 

6 Ibid. 
7 Ibid. 
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potential significance of the resource. Once the find has been inspected and a preliminary 
assessment made, SCE will consult with the CPUC to make the necessary plans for evaluation 
and treatment of the find(s).  Based on consultation with the Pechanga Tribe, Mitigation 
Measure CR-6 has been revised to include reference to the required CRMP (MM CR-2); the 
CRMP requires consultation with the Pechanga Tribe as well as requires that mitigation and 
treatment plans for unanticipated discoveries be reviewed by appropriate Native Americans 
prior to implementation. 

B1-90  The commenter states that identified mitigation measures may result in the recovery of some 
paleontological resources, however, “driving in of poles” may damage these resources.  

 Impact CR-3 in Section C.6.4.2 (Impact Analysis – Direct and Indirect Effects) states that 
construction of the proposed Project has the potential to destroy or disturb significant 
paleontological resources. This impact discussion also states that impacts to paleontological 
resources may occur during construction-related ground disturbances, including augering, 
grading and excavation activities. It is explained in the EIR that Project impacts, including ground 
disturbance related to pole installation, would be reduced with implementation of Mitigation 
Measures CR-8 (Inventory and Evaluate Paleontological Resources), CR-9 (Develop 
Paleontological Resource Mitigation and Monitoring Plan), CR-10 (Train Construction Personnel), 
CR-11 (Monitor Construction for Paleontological Resources), and through CR-12 (Final Reporting 
and Curation)8. The EIR does not contend that Project-related ground-disturbing activities 
present no risk for damage or disturbance of paleontological resources; on the contrary, the EIR 
concludes that adverse impacts are likely to occur, but they can be mitigated to a less-than-
significant level through Mitigation Measures CR-8 through CR-12, which would provide for the 
successful recovery, identification, and curation of previously undocumented fossils. 

Geology and Soils 

B1-91  Although GO 95 does not include specific seismic criteria, it does include wind loading design 
criteria. As stated in the Impact GEO-3 discussion, wind loading criteria and standards exceed 
seismic loading criteria. Therefore, poles that are designed for wind loading per GO 95 will also 
be adequately designed for any seismic loading (i.e. groundshaking). Both GOs also indicate that 
“Construction shall be according to accepted good practice for the given local conditions in all 
particulars not specified in the rules.” 

B1-92  Your comments and concerns have been noted.  

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

B1-93 The emissions of SF6 are regulated, and responsible parties using SF6 insulated electrical 
equipment must meet regulatory standards for annual SF6 leakage rates. By 2020, the overall 
annual leakage rate limit for SF6 containing equipment owning/operating parties, such as SCE, is 
one percent. New equipment has lower emissions rates than older equipment, so looking at 
existing average leakage rates would overestimate the leakage rates for new equipment. The 
leakage rate used in the GHG emissions calculation was 0.5 percent (Appendix 2, Table 33). 
Vendor data from Siemens indicates that new high voltage (>72.5 kV) gas insulated switchgear 
(GIS) equipment has guaranteed leakage rates of less than one percent per year. Therefore, the 

                                                            
8 The number of these mitigation measures has changed from the Draft to the Final EIR because Mitigation 

Measure CR-5 (Reduce Adverse Visual Impacts) was removed as a mitigation measure for the proposed Project 
based on consultation with the Pechanga Tribe. 
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emissions rate of SF6 from the new equipment for the proposed Project using an actual 
estimated leakage rate of 0.5 percent is reasonable. If a rate of one percent were used, it would 
have increased the estimated annual carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) emission by 9 metric 
tons per year, which would not change any of the GHG emissions impact determinations in the 
EIR. No changes to the Final EIR are required.  

B1-94 The assertion made in the Draft EIR regarding SCAQMD having a recommended CEQA threshold 
for GHG emissions is accurate. That GHG emissions threshold can be clearly seen in the SCAQMD 
CEQA thresholds table found on their CEQA Air Quality Analysis Handbook website 
(http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/scaqmd-air-quality-significance-
thresholds.pdf?sfvrsn=2). A reference to that table was specifically provided in the Draft EIR 
references (SCAQMD, 2015e). Amortizing construction emissions is the SCAQMD accepted 
method to address total project emissions. The SCAQMD provided no comments on the Draft 
EIR. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

B1-95 As stated under Mitigation Measure BIO-2 (Implement Best Management Practices), one of the 
project goals is to avoid and minimize vegetation removal within active construction areas to 
the extent possible. However, as discussed under Impact BIO-1 in Section C.5.4.2 of the EIR, 
based on the proposed impact corridor provided by SCE for analysis in the EIR, construction of 
the VSSP would result in approximately 9.95 acres of permanent and 218.39 acres of temporary 
impacts to vegetation communities and land cover types. A smaller portion of these acreages 
(0.20 acres permanent and 6.16 temporary) would occur in riparian habitats and sensitive 
vegetation communities. As described under Mitigation Measure BIO-2, all sensitive 
communities will be flagged prior to the start of construction and avoided to the extent 
possible. Also, Mitigation Measure BIO-3 [Compensation for Permanent Impacts to Sensitive 
Vegetation Communities] requires mitigation for sensitive vegetation communities. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

B1-96 Mitigation Measure HYD-1 (Use Non-potable Water) requires the use of non-potable water for 
dust control, soil compaction activities, and site restoration/revegetation, if available, and 
ensured in a water contract through a local water agency. SCE will be required to provide a 
letter regarding the availability of non-potable water and document efforts made to obtain it at 
least 60 days prior to construction. For projects where water is essentially only required for 
construction and not on an ongoing basis, such as for a residential or commercial project, 
applicants do not need to identify a source prior to project approval. These details are often 
determined by the construction contractor and such requirements become part of the contract 
between the applicant and its contractor(s). 

Land Use 

B1-97 As noted in Section C.11.2.3 (Local), investor-owned utilities are exempt from local land use and 
zoning regulations. The CPUC regulates and authorizes the construction of investor-owned 
utilities and has jurisdiction over the siting and design of electrical transmission projects such as 
the VSSP. Local land use plans were evaluated in the EIR to provide information on the Project’s 
potential consistency with local policies even though there is no requirement for this evaluation. 
The commenter is correct in noting that some of the policies identify undergrounding of utilities 
(e.g. power, cable). Although some of the local land use plans address utilities, the policies focus 
on distribution and not subtransmission lines as proposed by the VSSP.     
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B1-98 Section C.11 (Land Use and Planning) identified the City of Menifee Policy OSC-3 and provided a 
consistency review based on information presented and evaluated in Section C.2 (Aesthetics).  
The Aesthetics section considered scenic vistas and scenic resources and evaluated whether or 
not the proposed Project would have the potential to impact scenic resources.  The assessment 
provided in Criterion AES3 and Criterion AES4 includes detail on why the Project was 
determined to have no impact on scenic vistas or scenic resources (e.g. distance from the 
Project site, no designated scenic vistas). See Section C.2 (Aesthetics) for more detail. 

B1-99 See response to Comment B1-97.   

Noise 

B1-100 As stated under Impact NOI-1, the proposed construction schedule is Monday through Saturday 
from 6:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., which would be inconsistent with local standards.  However, 
Mitigation Measure NOI-1 (Construction Work Hours) identifies hours of construction by agency 
to maintain compliance with the local standards and requires SCE to notify the CPUC, the local 
jurisdiction, and residences within 300 feet of the anticipated work if these hours will not be 
met. Mitigation Measure NOI-1 has also been revised in the Final EIR to note that SCE shall route 
all construction traffic away from residences, schools, and recreational facilities to the maximum 
extent feasible.   

B1-101 The commenter contends that construction noise would substantially exceed the existing noise 
levels, be within 50 feet of sensitive receptors, and that limiting construction work hours 
(Mitigation Measure NOI-1) and placing mufflers on construction equipment and setting up a 
hotline (Mitigation Measure NOI-2) would not reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level.  As 
stated under Impact NOI-1, the highest modeled noise level of approximately 86 dBA Leq at 50 
feet (for TSP installation) would substantially exceed daytime ambient noise levels; however, 
from a disturbance standpoint, construction equipment would not operate continuously in one 
position all day long and construction activities would move along the 15.4-mile alignment over 
the 16-month construction period, such that the overall daily noise levels would not increase 
substantially. Furthermore, construction activities are expected during daytime hours, but are 
limited to the least sensitive hours of the day and days of the week, as indicated in the local 
plans and ordinances. Mitigation Measure NOI-1 (Construction Work Hours) ensures the 
Project’s construction activities occur during these less sensitive times, unless required 
otherwise with proper notification so that disturbances can be minimized. For example, if 
residences know that construction will be occurring, they can close windows and doors to 
reduce the noise levels in their homes. Mitigation Measure NOI-2 (Implement Best Management 
Practices for Construction Noise), requires far more noise-suppression techniques than indicated 
in the comment. Noise-limiting techniques include use of electric-powered equipment as 
opposed to pneumatic or internal combustion power equipment, limiting use of noise-producing 
signals except for safety warning purposes, limiting engine idling, and routing construction 
traffic away from residences, schools, and recreational facilities.        

B1-102 For Impact NOI-7 the vibration threshold for annoyance of 70 VdB or 0.10 in/sec peak particle 
velocity (PPV) was used to assess the excessiveness of ground-borne vibration or noise. This 
analysis does not pertain to compliance with local ordinances, such as Murrieta Municipal Code 
Section 16.30.130(K), which has a perception threshold of 0.01 in/sec over the range of 1 to 100 
Hertz at 150 feet from the source. As discussed under “General Information on Vibration”, 
vibration is generally related to trains, large vehicles on rough roads, and construction activities 
such blasting, pile driving, and operating heavy earth-moving equipment. As described under 
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Impact NOI-7, paved roads are located along the proposed 115-kV alignment such that trucks 
(haul or material delivery trucks) are not anticipated to result in perceptible ground-borne 
vibration. As such, the analysis focuses on construction equipment that would have the 
potential to result in ground-borne vibration and provides an example of 150 HP track type 
dozer (0.003 in/sec PPV at 25 feet). As additional information to respond to the comment, a 
large bulldozer would have an approximate vibration level of 0.089 in/sec PPV at 25 feet, and a 
loaded truck would have an approximate vibration level of 0.076 in/sec PPV at 25 feet (FTA, 
2006 – Table 12-2), which could be representative of a semi-tractor and auger truck, 
respectively. These expected ground-borne vibration levels are below the threshold, and would 
likely be lower than reported due to the reduced vehicle speed requirements (limited to 15 mph 
per APM AIR-1). Furthermore, as stated in the EIR, ground-borne vibrations would attenuate 
rapidly (i.e., within 200 feet or less) such that vibration levels would not be excessive.     

Transportation and Traffic 

B1-103 Mitigation Measure TRA-1 (Construction Traffic Control Plan) requires SCE to coordinate in 
advance with emergency service providers to avoid restricting the movements of emergency 
vehicles. Police departments and fire departments would be notified in advance by SCE of the 
proposed locations, nature, timing, and duration of any roadway disruptions, and would be 
advised of any access restrictions that could impact their effectiveness. At locations where roads 
will be blocked, provisions would be ready at all times to accommodate emergency vehicles, 
such as immediately stopping work for emergency vehicle passage, providing short detours, and 
developing alternate routes in conjunction with the public agencies. As such, the Mitigation 
Measure TRA-1 would effectively mitigate impacts to emergency service vehicles. 

Alternatives Analysis 

B1-104 As stated in EIR Section D.3.1 (Alternative 1: Subtransmission Line Route Alternative Along 
Menifee Road Description), the environmental setting for biological resources for Alternative 1 
is similar to that of the proposed Project, although larger amounts of coastal sage scrub habitat 
known to support known populations of coastal California gnatcatcher could be impacted. Table 
D-6 (Comparison of Alternatives) has been revised to reflect that the biological resources 
impacts would be similar, not the same. Table D-6 clearly identifies that more cultural resources 
are present along the Alternative 1 route, and that paleontological resources are comparable 
since the proposed and Alternative 1 routes have similar geology. Impacts related to 
groundwater use are analyzed under Criterion HYD2/Impact HYD-2. These impacts are reduced 
to a less-than-significant level through Mitigation Measure HYD-1 (Use Non-potable Water), 
which would also be applied to Alternative 1 such that groundwater impacts between the 
proposed Project and Alternative 1 would essentially be the same despite the longer route.   

B1-105 The commenter notes that Alternative 2 would add two months to the construction schedule 
and result in greater air quality impacts, more noise, and more significant traffic impacts. The 
analysis in EIR Section D.3.2 (Alternative 2: Partial Underground Alternative) states that 
Alternative 2 could substantially increase the maximum daily construction emissions, 
substantially increase the maximum daily localized construction emissions along the 
underground construction route, and increase fugitive dust emissions. For noise, the EIR 
concludes that given the greater construction effort required for trenching, vault installation, 
and the extended construction schedule, the magnitude of Alternative 2’s disturbance to 
sensitive receptors would be greater than the proposed Project. Additionally, for Traffic and 
Transportation, the EIR states that Alternative 2 would result in increased roadway disruption 
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impacts compared with the proposed Project, and is also expected to result in slightly increased 
temporary daily trip generation during construction. The same mitigation would apply to 
Alternative 2 as for Alternative 1, reducing these impacts to the extent feasible. Table D-6 
(Comparison of Alternatives) reflects these differences between SCE’s proposed Project and 
Alternative 2. 

Additional CEQA Considerations 

B1-106 The quoted text from page A-2 summarizes SCE’s objective for the Project, which is to “add 
capacity to the system to prevent outages and to serve long-term forecasted electrical demand 
requirements in the area served by the system.” Growth-inducing impacts are discussed in EIR 
Section E.4, where it is acknowledged that while “the proposed Project would not directly result 
in growth in the area, its implementation would remove future obstacles to population growth 
by facilitating the transmission of future projected power generation in the proposed Project 
area.” 

B1-107 The conclusions of the EIR have not changed as a result of the comments provided. The 
significant effects of the Project remain as stated in EIR Section E.2 (Significant Effects that Can 
Not be Avoided).  

B1-108 Your comments have been noted.  

B1-109 Section E.3 of the EIR has been revised to reflect impacts of approximately 10 acres of 
permanent and approximately 218 acres of temporary disturbance to native and non-native 
vegetation. These acreages are based on the biological resources evaluation presented in 
Section C.5 of the EIR. 

B1-110 As stated in EIR Section E.4 (Growth-Inducing Impacts), while “the proposed Project would not 
directly result in growth in the area, its implementation would remove future obstacles to 
population growth by facilitating the transmission of future projected power generation in the 
proposed Project area.” The population data presented in Table E-1 comes from SCE’s 
Application (Table 4.13-1, Historic and Estimated Population in Surrounding Jurisdictions), and is 
sourced to the California Department of Finance (2012) Historic Population Estimates for Cities, 
Counties, and the State, 2001-2010, with 2000 & 2010 Census Counts 
(http://www.dof.ca.gov/research/demographic/reports/estimates/e-4/2001-10) and Southern 
California Association of Governments (2012) Adopted Growth Forecast 
(http://www.scag.ca.gov/forecast/idex.htm). Also see response to Comment B1-106. 

 

http://www.scag.ca.gov/forecast/idex.htm
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Comment Set B2 – Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians 

 
  

B2-1 

B2-2 

B2-3 

B2-4 
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Comment Set B2 – Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians (Cont.) 

 
  

B2-4 Cont. 

B2-5 

B2-6 
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Responses to Comment Set B2 

B2-1 The commenter formally requests to be notified and involved in the CEQA environmental review 
process, to be added to the distribution list for public notices and documents, and to be directly 
notified of all public hearings and scheduled approvals concerning the Project. During initial 
consultation for the Project, the Pechanga Tribe made the above request and was added to the 
distribution list for public notices and circulation of all documents. Further, the CPUC provided a 
hard copy of the Project Draft EIR to the Pechanga Tribe for review. The Pechanga Tribe will 
continue to receive notifications regarding the CEQA environmental review process. 

B2-2    The commenter is concerned about the lack of Tribal input in the development of the Cultural 
Resource Management Plan (CRMP) and requested consultation to review and discuss concerns 
about the Project. During initial consultation (July 15, 2015), the Pechanga Tribe met with Aspen 
and Applied EarthWorks regarding the Project. Comments from the Pechanga Tribe were 
incorporated into the Draft EIR. On April 14, 2016, a conference call was held between the 
CPUC, CPUC consultant team, and the Pechanga Tribe to discuss the Tribe’s comments on the 
Draft EIR. As a result of the call, revisions were made to the Cultural Resource mitigation 
measures to include the Pechanga Tribe in document review and monitoring efforts. During the 
conference call, the Pechanga Tribe also noted their concerns about indirect visual impacts of 
the Project to Double Buttes. A separate conference call was scheduled to discuss visual impacts 
to sensitive Native American cultural resources. 

 On April 26, 2016, a conference call was held between the CPUC consultant team and the 
Pechanga Tribe to review the potential for the Project to have an indirect visual impact to 
Double Buttes. Prior to the conference call, the CPUC consultant team conducted a brief 
viewshed analysis9 of the northern Project area in relation to Double Buttes. Several factors 
were taken into consideration during the viewshed analysis, such as the specific locations on the 
western and eastern Double Buttes that are important to the Pechanga Tribe, existing 
conditions of the current landscape, and how the current landscape would change with the 
implementation of the Project. The additional viewshed research noted that the proposed 
Project would have an indirect visual impact to cultural resources and Double Buttes; however, 
the impact would not be significant. The Pechanga Tribe agreed that the proposed Project 
would not have a significant visual impact.  Therefore, Mitigation Measure CR-6 (Reduce 
Adverse Visual Impacts) was removed from the Final EIR for the proposed Project. 

B2-3    The commenter requested revisions to Mitigation Measure CR-1 to provide clarity. These edits 
have been accepted. Mitigation Measure CR-1 has been revised in the Final EIR.  

B2-4 The commenter requested revisions to Mitigation Measure CR-2 to include the Pechanga Tribe 
as a reviewer of the CRMP, to provide clarity to unanticipated cultural resource discoveries, and 
provide tribal monitoring within the vicinity of ESAs. Mitigation Measure CR-2 has been revised 
in the Final EIR to incorporate the suggested changes.  

B2-5 The commenter requested revisions to Mitigation Measure CR-3 to include a representative 
from the Pechanga Tribe to assist with training construction personnel. Mitigation Measure CR-3 
has been revised in the Final EIR to incorporate the suggested changes.  

                                                            
9 This analysis is confidential because of the discussion of tribal resources and is on file with the CPUC. This concise 

analysis was completed at the request of the Pechanga Tribe and for their use in evaluating the Double Buttes 
area.  
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B2-6 The Tribe notes that they reserve the right to fully participate in the environmental review 
process, provide further comment on impacts to cultural resources, and requests a consultation 
meeting. The CPUC consulted with the Pechanga Tribe to discuss Project mitigation and will 
continue to notify the Tribe regarding the Project EIR. Section F (Public Participation and 
Consultation) summarizes the consultation held with the Pechanga Tribe on this Project, 
including the recent consultation conducted prior to publication of the Final EIR. 
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Comment Set C1 – Angela Little 

 
  

C1-1 

C1-2 

C1-5 

C1-3 

C1-4 
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Responses to Comment Set C1 

C1-1 Thank you for your comments. Your comment is noted regarding support of the Project. 

C1-2 Based on the general description provided above, your property appears to be located in an area 
of upgraded right of way.  As noted in the Project Description of the Draft EIR (page B-20), 
“upgrading easements may include land rights, adding width to existing easements, and 
improving or clarifying access or maintenance rights.”  Also, you may want to refer to Table B-3 
of the Draft EIR (page B-19) that shows the right-of-way (ROW) requirements for the Project.  As 
noted in the table, for areas of upgraded ROW the approximate width of the ROW would be 
approximately 16 to 55 feet.    

C1-3 SCE conducted background studies along the proposed alignment of the Project and these studies 
are included as part of the Proponent’s Environmental Assessment (PEA) that was submitted as 
part of SCE’s application to the CPUC for a Permit to Construct. The Draft EIR includes a third-
party evaluation of the data and updates some of the data presented in SCE’s PEA. The 
background studies and the Draft EIR are found on the Project website noted below: 

 http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/aspen/valleysouth/ValleySouth.htm 

 However, we should point out that the background studies were completed for the purposes of 
this Project and in some cases only include a specific distance on either side of the proposed ROW. 
For instance, the biology assessment included a 250-foot survey area on either side of the 
proposed Project alignment. 

 The locations of the burrowing owls can be found in Appendix F of SCE’s PEA (Volume 4 of 4 [part 
2 of 5]) in the Focused Burrowing Owl Survey Report, which is Appendix E of the Biological 
Resources Assessment.  The Burrow Location Maps (Figures 3 and 4) include the locations of the 
burrowing owls identified in the background studies.  This report can be found on the Project 
website (see website address above). In addition, Figures C.5-5a to C.5-5d of the Valley South Final 
EIR have been revised to identify the location of four burrowing owl locations near the proposed 
Project alignment. A fifth location is more than 2,000 feet from the project alignment (outside of 
the study area). The text in Section C.5, Biological Resources, has been revised to identify four 
burrowing owl locations near the project alignment. 

C1-4 For matters related to the potential use of your property during construction of the Project, please 
call SCE’s Project Hotline at 1-866-785-7057. 

C1-5 With regard to your comment on the widening of Leon Road, SCE has previously informed us that 
they have taken into consideration the ultimate build out of Leon Road (i.e., the land SCE proposes 
to occupy as the ROW of the proposed Project would become part of Leon Road's public ROW).  

 Alternatives to the proposed Project are discussed in EIR Section D. The alternatives considered, 
but eliminated are discussed in Appendix 4 (Alternatives Screening Report). A Partial Underground 
Alternative, which begins at Skyflower Drive and extends south approximately 0.65 miles, was 
considered in the EIR to reduce significant, unavoidable visual impacts that were identified in this 
area. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c), “the 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.”  No 
significant effects that could not be mitigated were determined in the area of the identified 
property to necessitate consideration of an alternative to SCE’s proposed project.  
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Comment Set C2 – Clyde Bacon 
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Responses to Comment Set C2 

C2-1 Thank you for your comments. The EIR considers two alternatives to SCE’s proposed Project, 
including an alternative that re-routes the subtransmission line alignment along Menifee Road 
(Alternative 1) to avoid the area of Leon Road where no aboveground utilities currently exist (with 
the exception of street lighting) and a partial underground alternative (Alternative 2), which 
would underground the 115-kV subtransmission line for approximately 0.65 miles south of 
Skyflower Drive. The EIR analysis determined that the CEQA Environmentally Superior Alternative 
would be Alternative 2 (Partial Underground Alternative). However, the EIR is not a decision 
document. The Commission will review the EIR and other information (e.g. purpose and need, 
etc.) when deciding on the proposed Project, including consideration of the alternatives evaluated 
in the EIR.   

C2-2 Impacts related to aviation safety are discussed in EIR Section C.14 (Transportation and Traffic), 
under Impact TRA-3. The EIR concludes that aviation safety impacts would be less than significant 
with implementation of Mitigation Measure TRA-2 (Comply with FAA 7460-1 Determination 
Recommendations), which requires SCE to submit FAA Form 7460-1 (Notice of Proposed 
Construction or Alteration) to the Manager of the FAA Air Traffic Division for review and approval 
of the approved Project, and that SCE shall implement all recommended safety features or Project 
design changes.   

 As noted in the Project Description (Section B.3.1, page B-12), “SCE would submit FAA Form 7460-
1 (Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration) for those subtransmission and 
telecommunication structures (“structures”) and wire spans exceeding the regulatory thresholds, 
in this case, primarily due to their proximity to French Valley Airport. Approximately 74 
poles/towers are anticipated to require FAA notifications… Once SCE files the notification forms 
with the FAA, the FAA will conduct an aeronautical study to determine whether certain structures 
and wire spans in proximity to public airports would present a potential hazard to air navigation 
or could negatively impact the operational procedures of a nearby airport. Depending on the 
determination, the FAA may recommend no changes to the design of the proposed structures; or 
request redesigning the proposed structures to reduce the height; marking the structure, 
including the addition of aviation lighting; or placement of marker balls on wire spans (see Figure 
B-3, Example of Existing Marker Ball).”   
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Comment Set C3 – Kirk Douglas  
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Responses to Comment Set C3 

C3-1 Thank you for your comments. As described in EIR Section B.1 (Project Overview), the proposed 
Project is necessary to add capacity to serve long-term forecasted electrical demand requirements 
in the Electrical Needs Area, which SCE defines as portions of the cities of Menifee, Murrieta, 
Temecula, and unincorporated Riverside County, as well as to provide safe and reliable electrical 
service, and maintain or improve reliability and provide greater operational flexibility within the 
Electrical Needs Area. 

C3-2 Your preference for Alternative 2 (Partial Underground Alternative) has been noted. It is 
understood that distribution level (12 to 33-kV lines) “power lines” are underground within the 
noted community; however, the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) has authority over 
regulated utilities, such as Southern California Edison and jurisdiction over subtransmission lines 
such as the Valley South Subtransmission Project. The EIR has identified a significant and 
unavoidable (Class I) impact along Leon Road where there currently are no above ground utilities 
(with the exception of street lighting). The CPUC will review the EIR and other information (e.g. 
purpose and need, etc.) when deciding on the Project, including consideration of the alternatives 
evaluated in the EIR. 

C3-3 As discussed in EIR Section D, Alternative 1 (Subtransmission Line Route Alternative Along 
Menifee Road) would meet the project objectives; however, it would only slightly reduce the 
aesthetic/visual impact by moving the lines to another location, but would result in additional 
potentially significant cultural resources impacts. Alternative 3 (No Project Alternative) would not 
meet the project objectives; under peak electrical demand conditions and abnormal system 
conditions (e.g., an outage on the existing subtransmission lines), the existing Valley-Auld or 
Valley-Sun City subtransmission lines are projected to exceed their maximum operating limit in 
2016. 

C3-4 As noted, Alternative 2 (Partial Underground Alternative) was determined to be the 
environmentally superior alternative. As discussed in EIR Section D.3.2 (page D-40), while 
Alternative 2 would involve fewer poles, impacts to cultural resources would be the same as the 
proposed Project as it would be within the same alignment (area of potential effect). Buried 
resources (prehistoric and historical archaeological sites) accidentally uncovered during ground-
disturbing activities associated with Alternative 2 would be mitigated with implementation of 
Mitigation Measures CR-4 (Conduct Construction Monitoring) and CR-6 (Treat Previously 
Unidentified Cultural Resources). As noted in Table D-6 (Comparison of Alternatives), impacts to 
human remains would be similar to (not the same as) the proposed Project (Class I – significant 
and unavoidable).  

C3-5  The Partial Underground Alternative was originally designed to terminate where the 
subtransmission line would transfer from new ROW to existing ROW. As noted by the commenter, 
the underground portion should extend to where the first existing overhead distribution pole is 
located within the existing ROW, which is approximately 300 feet farther south (0.05 mile), such 
that Alternative 2 would increase from 3,300 feet to 3,600 feet or 0.65 mile. The Final EIR has 
been revised to extend the underground portion to the location of the first pole within the existing 
ROW south of the new ROW area.  

 Extending the underground portion to Old Leon Road and Penny Cress Lane is not required under 
CEQA, as mitigation under CEQA is only required for significant impacts. As documented in the 
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EIR, the replacement of existing overhead distribution lines with overhead subtransmission lines 
does not cause a significant visual change from existing conditions in this area.  
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Comment Set C4 – Resident 1  
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Responses to Comment Set C4 

C4-1 Your preference for Alternative 2 (Partial Underground Alternative) and opposition to Alternative 
1 (Subtransmission Line Route Alternative Along Menifee Road) have been noted. 

C4-2 As shown in Project Description Table B-3, new right-of-way (ROW) for the subtransmission line 
would require a width of approximately 25 to 30 feet, or a width of up to 55 feet for 
existing/upgraded ROW. 

 Section D.3.1 (page D-14 to D-15) of the EIR discusses the potential impacts to biological resources 
for Alternative 1 (Subtransmission Line Route Alternative Along Menifee Road) and identifies 
measures such as providing compensation for permanent impacts to sensitive vegetation 
communities (Mitigation Measure BIO-3) and developing a Habitat Restoration and Monitoring 
Plan (Mitigation Measure BIO-4) to reduce these impacts. As stated, impacts from construction 
and operation of Alternative 1 to wildlife would be the same as for the proposed Project, and 
would require mitigation to reduce impacts. Similarly, and as documented in the EIR, construction 
activities under Alternative 1 would be identical to the proposed Project, with only a difference in 
the acreage of vegetation communities that would be affected.  

C4-3 As discussed in Section D.3.1, Table D-6 (Comparison of Alternatives), Alternative 1 would result 
in similar cultural resources impacts as the proposed Project, as most resources can be avoided 
through implementation of mitigation measures (MM CR-1 through MM CR-13). Potential impacts 
to human remains would be similar to the proposed Project as buried human remains have been 
discovered within a mile of the proposed route, and an inadvertent discovery of human remains 
would result in a significant and unavoidable impact.  
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Comment Set C5 – Adam Jaramillo 
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Responses to Comment Set C5 

C5-1 Your preference for burying the new subtransmission line has been noted.  
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Comment Set C6 – Barbara Stevens 
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Responses to Comment Set C6 

C6-1 Your opposition to the proposed Project has been noted, as well as your preference for Alternative 
1 (Subtransmission Line Route Alternative Along Menifee Road) and lastly Alternative 2 (Partial 
Underground Alternative), if the Project is approved.  
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Comment Set C7 – Matt Gordon 
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Responses to Comment Set C7 

C7-1 Your opposition to the proposed Project, specifically in the area along Leon Road between 
Skyflower Drive and Pennycress, has been noted.  

 With respect to biological resources, EIR Section C.5 (Biological Resources) assesses and discloses 
the impacts of the proposed Project, including loss of foraging habitat for wildlife (Impact BIO-2), 
disturbance to nesting birds and raptors (Impact BIO-3), mortality or loss of habitat for special-
status bat species (Impact BIO-15), and injury or mortality of burrowing owl (Impact BIO-18), 
among others.   

 For clarification, the proposed Project (Segment 1) would include the construction of a new 115-
kV subtransmission line, which involves installation of wood poles and light weight steel poles, 
and then stringing the poles with 115-kV conductor. Existing distribution poles and power lines 
located along much of the alignment would generally be removed and the power lines transferred 
onto the new subtransmission poles, which would be taller than the existing distribution poles.  

C7-2 Your opposition to the proposed Project has been noted, as well as your preference for Alternative 
2 (Partial Underground Alternative).  

C7-3 Under California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15087(a), Public Review of 
Draft EIR, the lead agency (California Public Utilities Commission) must provide notice of the 
availability of the Draft EIR to the last known name and address of all organizations and individuals 
who have previously requested such notice in writing, and by at least one of the following 
procedures: (1) publication at least one time in a newspaper of general circulation in the area 
affected by the proposed project or in the newspaper of largest circulation from among the 
newspapers of general circulation (if more than one area), (2) posting on and off the site in the 
area where the project would be located, or (3) direct mailing to the owners and occupants of 
property contiguous to the parcels on which the project would be located based on the latest 
equalized assessment roll. Additionally, under CEQA Guidelines Section 15087(d), the Notice of 
Availability (NOA) shall also be posted in the office of the county clerk of each county in which the 
project is located. 

 A NOA letter for the Draft EIR was mailed to over 130 interested parties (CEQA Guidelines 
§15087(a)), which included individuals who had previously commented on the Project during the 
scoping period (May 5, 2015 to June 8, 2015), and a NOA postcard was mailed to over 625 
residences located within 300 feet of the proposed and alternative alignments (CEQA Guidelines 
§15087(a)(3)). Additionally, newspaper notices were placed in The Press-Enterprise on January 
30, 2016 and February 12, 2016, in The Californian (An Edition of the UT San Diego) on February 
12, 2016, and The Anza Valley Outlook on February 19, 2016 (CEQA Guidelines §15087(a)(1)).  The 
newspaper notices included information on the proposed Project, where to obtain information 
on the Draft EIR, and details regarding the public meeting. As such, the notification for the Valley 
South Subtransmission Project meets and exceeds the regulatory requirements under CEQA. 

 Furthermore, all those who signed-in during the public meeting held on February 22, 2016 and 
those who submitted comments on the Draft EIR have been added to the Project mailing list to 
receive all future CEQA-related Project communications. 

 Southern California Edison (SCE) also conducted public outreach. As stated in the Proponent’s 
Environmental Assessment (Section 1.7, Public Outreach), SCE mailed a project information 
pamphlet (project newsletter) in November 2012 to property owners located within 300 feet of 
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the proposed Project, which explained that SCE was preparing an application for the Project and 
intended to submit it to the CPUC in late Spring 2013. SCE conducted a public open house session 
in December 2012 in the City of Menifee. In September 2014, SCE mailed an updated project 
newsletter to property owners within 600 feet of the project (beyond the standard 300 feet). In 
November 2014, prior to filing the Project application with the CPUC, SCE conducted another 
public information session in Murrieta. The purpose of the information session was to inform the 
community about the Project and provide an opportunity for them to ask questions. SCE also 
conducted briefings with key stakeholders, including representatives from the CPUC, Riverside 
County, City of Menifee, City of Murrieta, City of Temecula (primarily between 2011 and 2014), 
local tribes (Band of Cahuilla Indians, Pechanga Band of Luiseno Indians, Soboba Band of Luiseno 
Indians), developers, and school districts.  
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Comment Set C8 – Madelyn Berson 

C8-1 

C8-2 
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Responses to Comment Set C8 

C8-1 Your opposition to the proposed Project, specifically in the area of the Spencer’s Crossing 
development has been noted. As discussed in the EIR, the proposed Project would result in long-
term changes in the landscape that degrade the existing visual character or quality (Impact AES-
6).  

C8-2 The effect of the Project on property values is not an environmental topic analyzed under the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

 The proposed 115-kV subtransmission line would be designed and constructed per industry 
design standards, including but not limited to the California Public Utilities Commission General 
Order 95 (GO-95), “Rules for Overhead Electrical Line Construction”; CPUC GO-52, “Construction 
and Operation of Power and Communication Lines”; CPUC GO-131-D, “Rules for Planning and 
Construction of Electric Generation Line and Substation Facilities in California”; Title 8 California 
Code of Regulations (CCR), Section 2700 et seq. “High Voltage Electric Safety Orders”, and Title 14 
CCR Section 1250-1258, “Fire Prevention Standards for Electric Utilities”, as applicable.  

 The EIR considers a partial underground alternative (Alternative 2), which would underground the 
115-kV subtransmission line for approximately 0.65 miles south of Skyflower Drive. The EIR 
analysis determined that the CEQA Environmentally Superior Alternative would be Alternative 2 
(Partial Underground Alternative). However, the EIR is not a decision document. The Commission 
will review the EIR and other information (e.g. purpose and need, etc.) when deciding on the 
proposed Project, including consideration of the alternatives evaluated in the EIR. 
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Comment Set C9 – Dan Long 

C9-1 

C9-2 



Valley South Subtransmission Project 
APPENDIX 5. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

June 2016 Ap.5-136 Final EIR 

 



Valley South Subtransmission Project 
APPENDIX 5. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Final EIR Ap.5-137 June 2016 

 
  



Valley South Subtransmission Project 
APPENDIX 5. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

June 2016 Ap.5-138 Final EIR 

 



Valley South Subtransmission Project 
APPENDIX 5. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Final EIR Ap.5-139 June 2016 

 



Valley South Subtransmission Project 
APPENDIX 5. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

June 2016 Ap.5-140 Final EIR 



Valley South Subtransmission Project 
APPENDIX 5. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Final EIR Ap.5-141 June 2016 



Valley South Subtransmission Project 
APPENDIX 5. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

June 2016 Ap.5-142 Final EIR 

 



Valley South Subtransmission Project 
APPENDIX 5. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Final EIR Ap.5-143 June 2016 

Responses to Comment Set C9 

C9-1 Thank you for your comments regarding Tentative Tract Map 36467. During preparation of the 
Final EIR, the County of Riverside had not decided on this tract map and we were unable to obtain 
the environmental document or the staff report from the County. Even though the commenter 
states that the project will be approved, we could not verify what conditions or requirements 
would be placed on the project with regard to the realignment of Leon Road.  To address this 
potential project, we have included a mitigation measure in Section C.11 (Land Use and Planning) 
that requires SCE to coordinate with the project developer for this potential project and other 
proposed projects near the Project alignment. The proposed (VSSP) Project is currently designed 
to follow the existing alignment of Leon Road, as generally shown in the following exhibit. 

 Proponents of development projects, such as this one, should coordinate directly with the 
applicable utility. Please call Southern California Edison’s Project Hotline for assistance at 1-866-
785-7057.  

 

C9-2 With respect to the proposed Project passing through a culturally sensitive area, three of the 
cultural resources in question (33-11250, 33-11254, and 33-21021 – provided confidentially, 
separate from the above comment letter), located west of Leon Road, north of Holland Road, and 
south of Ano Crest Road, were included in the Draft EIR for the proposed Project. These resources 
were considered significant and mitigation was drafted to avoid any direct impact to these 
resources during ground-disturbing activities related to the proposed Project. Therefore, no 
additional impacts to these known resources would occur should the proposed Project be built. 
The remaining resource (33-21022) is well outside the proposed Project alignment and was not 
considered in the EIR. 
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Comment Set C10 – Resident 2 

 

C10-1 
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Responses to Comment Set C10 

C10-1 Thank you for your comments. The EIR considers two alternatives to SCE’s proposed Project, 
including an alternative that re-routes the subtransmission line alignment along Menifee Road 
(Alternative 1) to avoid the area of Leon Road where no aboveground utilities currently exist (with 
the exception of street lighting) and a partial underground alternative (Alternative 2), which 
would underground the 115-kV subtransmission line for approximately 0.65 miles south of 
Skyflower Drive. The EIR analysis determined that the CEQA Environmentally Superior Alternative 
would be Alternative 2 (Partial Underground Alternative). However, the EIR is not a decision 
document. The Commission will review the EIR and other information (e.g. purpose and need, 
etc.) when deciding on the proposed Project, including consideration of the alternatives evaluated 
in the EIR.   
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Comment Set C11 – Kathleen Heckathorn and David Hindley  

 

C11-1 

C11-2 
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Responses to Comment Set C11 

C11-1 Thank you for your comments. The EIR considers two alternatives to SCE’s proposed Project, 
including an alternative that re-routes the subtransmission line alignment along Menifee Road 
(Alternative 1) to avoid the area of Leon Road where no aboveground utilities currently exist (with 
the exception of street lighting) and a partial underground alternative (Alternative 2), which 
would underground the 115-kV subtransmission line for approximately 0.65 miles south of 
Skyflower Drive. The EIR analysis determined that the CEQA Environmentally Superior Alternative 
would be Alternative 2 (Partial Underground Alternative). However, the EIR is not a decision 
document. The Commission will review the EIR and other information (e.g. purpose and need, 
etc.) when deciding on the proposed Project, including consideration of the alternatives evaluated 
in the EIR.   

C11-2 (1) Aesthetic (visual) impacts of the proposed Project are discussed in EIR Section C.2 (Aesthetics). 

(2) The effect of the Project on property values is not an environmental topic analyzed under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

(3) As noted in the Project Description (Section B.3.1, page B-12), “SCE would submit FAA Form
7460-1 (Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration) for those subtransmission and
telecommunication structures (“structures”) and wire spans exceeding the regulatory thresholds,
in this case, primarily due to their proximity to French Valley Airport. Approximately 74
poles/towers are anticipated to require FAA notifications… Once SCE files the notification forms
with the FAA, the FAA will conduct an aeronautical study to determine whether certain structures
and wire spans in proximity to public airports would present a potential hazard to air navigation
or could negatively impact the operational procedures of a nearby airport. Depending on the
determination, the FAA may recommend no changes to the design of the proposed structures; or
request redesigning the proposed structures to reduce the height; marking the structure,
including the addition of aviation lighting; or placement of marker balls on wire spans (see Figure
B-3, Example of Existing Marker Ball).”

For clarification, the proposed Project (Segment 1) would include the construction of a new 115-
kV subtransmission line, which involves installation of wood poles and light weight steel poles, 
and then stringing the poles with 115-kV conductor. Existing distribution poles and power lines 
located along much of the alignment would generally be removed and the power lines transferred 
onto the new subtransmission poles, which would be taller than the existing distribution poles. 

(4) Recognizing that there is public interest and concern regarding potential health effects that
could result from exposure to electric and magnetic fields (EMF) from power lines, the EIR
provides information regarding EMF associated with electric utility facilities and the potential
effects of the proposed Project related to public health and safety in EIR Section B.6. (Electric and
Magnetic Fields Management). Additionally, SCE provided a Field Management Plan as Appendix
F of the Application, which includes calculated magnetic field levels for the proposed Project.
SCE’s Application is provided on the CPUC’s Project website provided below.

 http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/aspen/valleysouth/ValleySouth.htm 
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Comment Set C12 – Jamal Sayegh

C12-1 
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Responses to Comment Set C12 

C12-1 Your opposition to the proposed Project, specifically in the area of the Spencer’s Crossing 
development has been noted.  

(1) Health Concerns: Recognizing that there is public interest and concern regarding potential 
health effects that could result from exposure to electric and magnetic fields (EMF) from power 
lines, the EIR provides information regarding EMF associated with electric utility facilities and the 
potential effects of the proposed Project related to public health and safety in EIR Section B.6. 
(Electric and Magnetic Fields Management). Additionally, SCE provided a Field Management Plan 
as Appendix F of the Application, which includes calculated magnetic field levels for the proposed 
Project. SCE’s Application is provided on the CPUC’s Project website provided below. 

  http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/aspen/valleysouth/ValleySouth.htm 

 (2) Underground: It is understood that distribution level (12 to 33-kV lines) “power lines” are 
underground within the noted community. The EIR has identified a significant and unavoidable 
(Class I) impact along Leon Road where there currently are no above ground utilities (with the 
exception of street lighting). As such, the EIR considers a partial underground alternative 
(Alternative 2), which would underground the 115-kV subtransmission line for approximately 0.65 
miles south of Skyflower Drive. The EIR analysis determined that the CEQA Environmentally 
Superior Alternative would be Alternative 2 (Partial Underground Alternative). However, the EIR 
is not a decision document. The California Public Utilities Commission, as lead agency on the EIR 
and the agency with jurisdiction over the Valley South Subtransmission Project, will review the 
EIR and other information (e.g. purpose and need, etc.) when deciding on the proposed Project, 
including consideration of the alternatives evaluated in the EIR. 
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Comment Set C13 – Dave McFarland 

 

C13-1 
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Responses to Comment Set C13 

C13-1 Your preference for Alternative 2 (Partial Underground Alternative) has been noted.  
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Comment Set C14 – Clyde Bacon and Catherine Bacon 

 

C14-1 

C14-2 
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Responses to Comment Set C14 

C14-1 Your preference for Alternative 2 (Partial Underground Alternative) has been noted.  

C14-2 It is understood that distribution level (12 to 33-kV lines) “power lines” are underground within 
the noted community. The EIR has identified a significant and unavoidable (Class I) impact along 
Leon Road where there currently are no above ground utilities (with the exception of street 
lighting). As such, the EIR considers a partial underground alternative (Alternative 2), which 
would underground the 115-kV subtransmission line for approximately 0.65 miles south of 
Skyflower Drive. The EIR analysis determined that the CEQA Environmentally Superior 
Alternative would be Alternative 2 (Partial Underground Alternative). However, the EIR is not a 
decision document. The California Public Utilities Commission, as lead agency on the EIR and the 
agency with jurisdiction over the Valley South Subtransmission Project, will review the EIR and 
other information (e.g. purpose and need, etc.) when deciding on the proposed Project, 
including consideration of the alternatives evaluated in the EIR. 
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Comment Set C15 – Resident 3 

 

C15-1 
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Responses to Comment Set C15 

C15-1 Your preference for Alternative 2 (Partial Underground Alternative) has been noted. 
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Comment Set C16 – Susan Jolly 

 

C16-1 
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Responses to Comment Set C16 

C16-1 Your preference for Alternative 2 (Partial Underground Alternative) has been noted. It is 
understood that distribution level (12 to 33-kV lines) “power lines” and other utilities are 
underground within the Spencer’s Crossing community. The California Public Utilities 
Commission, as lead agency on the EIR and the agency with jurisdiction over the Valley South 
Subtransmission Project, will review the EIR and other information (e.g. purpose and need, etc.) 
when deciding on the proposed Project, including consideration of the alternatives evaluated in 
the EIR. 
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Comment Set C17 – Paul Reasbeck and Family, Sssentago Family, Flores Family 

 

C17-1 

C17-2 

C17-3 

C17-4 
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Responses to Comment Set C17 

C17-1 Your opposition to Alternative 1 (Subtransmission Line Route Alternative Along Menifee Road) 
has been noted. The environmental impacts associated with Alternative 1 are analyzed in EIR 
Section D. As stated in Table D-6 (Comparison of Alternatives), more cultural resources are 
present on the Alternative 1 route compared to the proposed Project. 

C17-2 As stated in the description for Alternative 1 (see EIR Section D.3.1), the alternative would 
proceed south along Menifee Road following an existing 115-kV subtransmission line, either 
replacing it or being co-located. As such the proposed line and the existing line would be of the 
same voltage (115-kV). Your preference for undergrounding of all transmission lines is noted. 

C17-3 Impacts to biological resources for Alternative 1 are discussed in EIR Section D.3.1 (pages D-14 
to D-15) and were determined to be the same as the proposed Project, and would be mitigated 
through implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-26.   

 A “local” power plant as an alternative to Alternative 1, which increases the subtransmission line 
route from 15.4 to 19 miles in length, would not fulfill the basic objectives of the Project, which 
are to add capacity to the transmission system to prevent outages and to serve long-term 
forecasted electrical demand requirements in the areas served by the Valley South 115-kV 
subtransmission system. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c), “the 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.” 

C17-4 Please see response to C17-3, above. The Commission will review the EIR and other information 
(e.g. purpose and need, etc.) when deciding on the proposed Project, including consideration of 
the alternatives evaluated in the EIR.   
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Comment Set C18 – George and Celia Mohr 

 

C18-1 
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Responses to Comment Set C18 

C18-1 Your preference for Alternative 2 (Partial Underground Alternative) has been noted.  
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Comment Set C19 – Resident 4 

 

C19-1 
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Responses to Comment Set C19 

C19-1 Your opposition to the proposed Project and preference for Alternative 2 (Partial Underground 
Alternative) have been noted. The EIR has identified a significant and unavoidable (Class I) 
impact along Leon Road where there currently are no above ground utilities (with the exception 
of street lighting). The California Public Utilities Commission, as lead agency on the EIR and the 
agency with jurisdiction over the VSSP, will review the EIR and other information (e.g. purpose 
and need, etc.) when deciding on the proposed Project, including consideration of the 
alternatives evaluated in the EIR. 

 The effect of the Project on property values is not an environmental topic analyzed under the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

 Recognizing that there is public interest and concern regarding potential health effects that 
could result from exposure to electric and magnetic fields (EMF) from power lines, the EIR 
provides information regarding EMF associated with electric utility facilities and the potential 
effects of the proposed Project related to public health and safety in EIR Section B.6. (Electric 
and Magnetic Fields Management). Additionally, SCE provided a Field Management Plan as 
Appendix F of the Application, which includes calculated magnetic field levels for the proposed 
Project. SCE’s Application is provided on the CPUC’s Project website, noted below. 

  http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/aspen/valleysouth/ValleySouth.htm 
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Comment Set C20 – Chad Bartley and Bridgit Mcginty 
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Comment Set C20 (continued) 

 

C20-3 



Valley South Subtransmission Project 
APPENDIX 5. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

 

June 2016 Ap.5-166 Final EIR 

Responses to Comment Set C20 

C20-1 Per the EIR analysis in Section C.13 (Recreation), the proposed Project would not result in a 
physical deterioration to existing trails, bike paths, or pedestrian sidewalks with implementation 
of Mitigation Measure REC-1 (Identify and Provide Noticing of Alternative Recreation Areas). 
This measure applies during construction when temporary effects would occur.  

C20-2 Under California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15087(a), Public Review 
of Draft EIR, the lead agency (California Public Utilities Commission) must provide notice of the 
availability of the Draft EIR to the last known name and address of all organizations and 
individuals who have previously requested such notice in writing, and by at least one of the 
following procedures: (1) publication at least one time in a newspaper of general circulation in 
the area affected by the proposed project or in the newspaper of largest circulation from among 
the newspapers of general circulation (if more than one area), (2) posting on and off the site in 
the area where the project would be located, or (3) direct mailing to the owners and occupants 
of property contiguous to the parcels on which the project would be located based on the latest 
equalized assessment roll. Additionally, under CEQA Guidelines Section 15087(d), the Notice of 
Availability (NOA) shall also be posted in the office of the county clerk of each county in which 
the project is located. 

 A NOA letter for the Draft EIR was mailed to over 130 interested parties (CEQA Guidelines 
§15087(a)), which included individuals who had previously commented on the Project during 
the scoping period (May 5, 2015 to June 8, 2015), and a NOA postcard was mailed to over 625 
residences located within 300 feet of the proposed and alternative alignments (CEQA Guidelines 
§15087(a)(3)). Additionally, newspaper notices were placed in The Press-Enterprise on January 
30, 2016 and February 12, 2016, as well as in The Californian (An Edition of the UT San Diego) on 
February 12, 2016, and The Anza Valley Outlook on February 19, 2016 (CEQA Guidelines 
§15087(a)(1)). These notices included information on the proposed Project, where to obtain 
information on the Draft EIR, and details regarding the public meeting. As such, the notification 
for the Valley South Subtransmission Project meets and exceeds the regulatory requirements 
under CEQA. 

 Furthermore, all those who signed-in during the public meeting held on February 22, 2016 and 
those who submitted comments on the Draft EIR have been added to the Project mailing list to 
receive all future CEQA-related Project communications. Also see response to Comment C7 for 
information on the additional noticing conducted by SCE. 

C20-3 Your opposition to the proposed Project and preference for the No Project (Alternative 3) or at 
least the Partial Underground Alternative (Alternative 2) have been noted. The California Public 
Utilities Commission will review the EIR and other information (e.g. purpose and need, etc.) 
when deciding on the Project, including consideration of the alternatives evaluated in the EIR. 
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Comment Set C21 – Melinda and Thomas Newburn 
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Response to Comment Set C21 

C21-1 Your preference for Alternative 1 (Subtransmission Line Route Alternative Along Menifee Road) 
or Alternative 2 (Partial Underground Alternative), if the Project is approved, is noted.  

C21-2 As discussed in the EIR, the proposed Project would result in long-term changes in the landscape 
that degrade the existing visual character or quality (Impact AES-6). 

C21-3 The effect of the Project on property values is not an environmental topic analyzed under the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

C21-4 As noted in the Project Description (Section B.3.1, page B-12), “SCE would submit FAA Form 
7460-1 (Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration) for those subtransmission and 
telecommunication structures (“structures”) and wire spans exceeding the regulatory 
thresholds, in this case, primarily due to their proximity to French Valley Airport. Approximately 
74 poles/towers are anticipated to require FAA notifications… Once SCE files the notification 
forms with the FAA, the FAA will conduct an aeronautical study to determine whether certain 
structures and wire spans in proximity to public airports would present a potential hazard to air 
navigation or could negatively impact the operational procedures of a nearby airport. 
Depending on the determination, the FAA may recommend no changes to the design of the 
proposed structures; or request redesigning the proposed structures to reduce the height; 
marking the structure, including the addition of aviation lighting; or placement of marker balls 
on wire spans (see Figure B-3, Example of Existing Marker Ball).” 

C21-5 Recognizing that there is public interest and concern regarding potential health effects that 
could result from exposure to electric and magnetic fields (EMF) from power lines, the EIR 
provides information regarding EMF associated with electric utility facilities and the potential 
effects of the proposed Project related to public health and safety in EIR Section B.6. (Electric 
and Magnetic Fields Management). Additionally, SCE provided a Field Management Plan as 
Appendix F of the Application, which includes calculated magnetic field levels for the proposed 
Project. SCE’s Application is provided on the CPUC’s Project website noted below. 

 http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/aspen/valleysouth/ValleySouth.htm 

 For clarification, the proposed Project (Segment 1) would include the construction of a new 115-
kV subtransmission line, which involves installation of wood poles and light weight steel poles, 
and then stringing the poles with 115-kV conductor. Existing distribution poles and power lines 
located along much of the alignment would generally be removed and the power lines 
transferred onto the new subtransmission poles, which would be taller than the existing 
distribution poles. 

C21-6 Comment noted. 
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Comment Set C22 – Cecilia Rubalcava 
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Responses to Comment Set C22 

C22-1 Your opposition to the proposed Project has been noted, as well as your preference for 
Alternative 3 (No Project Alternative) or at least Alternative 2 (Partial Underground Alternative), 
if the Project is approved.  

C22-2 Under California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15087(a), Public Review 
of Draft EIR, the Lead Agency (California Public Utilities Commission [CPUC]) must provide notice 
of the availability of the Draft EIR to the last known name and address of all organizations and 
individuals who have previously requested such notice in writing, and by at least one of the 
following procedures: (1) publication at least one time in a newspaper of general circulation in 
the area affected by the proposed project or in the newspaper of largest circulation from among 
the newspapers of general circulation (if more than one area), (2) posting on and off the site in 
the area where the project would be located, or (3) direct mailing to the owners and occupants 
of property contiguous to the parcels on which the project would be located based on the latest 
equalized assessment roll. Additionally, under CEQA Guidelines Section 15087(d), the Notice of 
Availability (NOA) shall also be posted in the office of the county clerk of each county in which 
the project is located. 

 A NOA letter for the Draft EIR was mailed to over 130 interested parties (CEQA Guidelines 
§15087(a)), which included individuals who had previously commented on the Project during 
the scoping period (May 5, 2015 to June 8, 2015), and a NOA postcard was mailed to over 625 
residences located within 300 feet of the proposed and alternative alignments (CEQA Guidelines 
§15087(a)(3)). Additionally, newspaper notices were placed in The Press-Enterprise on January 
30, 2016 and February 12, 2016, The Californian (An Edition of the UT San Diego) on February 
12, 2016, and The Anza Valley Outlook on February 19, 2016 (CEQA Guidelines §15087(a)(1)). 
The notices included information on the proposed Project, where to obtain information on the 
Draft EIR, and details regarding the public meeting. As such, the notification for the Valley South 
Subtransmission Project meets and exceeds the regulatory requirements under CEQA. 

 Furthermore, all those who signed-in during the public meeting held on February 22, 2016 and 
those who submitted comments on the Draft EIR have been added to the Project mailing list to 
receive all future CEQA-related Project communications. 

 The CPUC is the public agency with the principal responsibility for approving or denying the 
Project, and as such is the Lead Agency under CEQA. CEQA requires the Lead Agency to consider 
the information contained in the EIR, including these comments, prior to taking any 
discretionary action. The EIR serves as an informational document to be considered by the CPUC 
and other permitting agencies during deliberations on the Project. The CPUC will consider 
approval of the Permit to Construct (PTC), and recommend a decision. The CPUC has the final 
decision on the PTC.     
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Comment Set C23 – Paul and Alba Chassey 
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Responses to Comment Set C23 

C23-1 It is understood that distribution level (12 to 33-kV lines) “power lines” are underground within 
the noted community. The EIR has identified a significant and unavoidable (Class I) impact along 
Leon Road where there currently are no above ground utilities (with the exception of street 
lighting). As such, the EIR considers a partial underground alternative (Alternative 2), which 
would underground the 115-kV subtransmission line for approximately 0.65 miles south of 
Skyflower Drive. The EIR analysis determined that the CEQA Environmentally Superior 
Alternative would be Alternative 2 (Partial Underground Alternative). However, the EIR is not a 
decision document. The Commission will review the EIR and other information (e.g. purpose and 
need, etc.) when deciding on the proposed Project, including consideration of the alternatives 
evaluated in the EIR. 

C23-2 The effect of the Project on property values is not an environmental topic analyzed under the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

C23-3 As noted in the Project Description (Section B.3.1, page B-12), “SCE would submit FAA Form 
7460-1 (Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration) for those subtransmission and 
telecommunication structures (“structures”) and wire spans exceeding the regulatory 
thresholds, in this case, primarily due to their proximity to French Valley Airport. Approximately 
74 poles/towers are anticipated to require FAA notifications… Once SCE files the notification 
forms with the FAA, the FAA will conduct an aeronautical study to determine whether certain 
structures and wire spans in proximity to public airports would present a potential hazard to air 
navigation or could negatively impact the operational procedures of a nearby airport. 
Depending on the determination, the FAA may recommend no changes to the design of the 
proposed structures; or request redesigning the proposed structures to reduce the height; 
marking the structure, including the addition of aviation lighting; or placement of marker balls 
on wire spans (see Figure B-3, Example of Existing Marker Ball).” 

C23-4 Your preference for Alternative 2 (Partial Underground Alternative) has been noted. 

C23-5 Under California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15087(a), Public Review 
of Draft EIR, the lead agency (California Public Utilities Commission) must provide notice of the 
availability of the Draft EIR to the last known name and address of all organizations and 
individuals who have previously requested such notice in writing, and by at least one of the 
following procedures: (1) publication at least one time in a newspaper of general circulation in 
the area affected by the proposed project or in the newspaper of largest circulation from among 
the newspapers of general circulation (if more than one area), (2) posting on and off the site in 
the area where the project would be located, or (3) direct mailing to the owners and occupants 
of property contiguous to the parcels on which the project would be located based on the latest 
equalized assessment roll. Additionally, under CEQA Guidelines Section 15087(d), the Notice of 
Availability (NOA) shall also be posted in the office of the county clerk of each county in which 
the project is located. 

 A NOA letter for the Draft EIR was mailed to over 130 interested parties (CEQA Guidelines 
§15087(a)), which included individuals who had previously commented on the Project during 
the scoping period (May 5, 2015 to June 8, 2015), and a NOA postcard was mailed to over 625 
residences located within 300 feet of the proposed and alternative alignments (CEQA Guidelines 
§15087(a)(3)). Additionally, newspaper notices were placed in The Press-Enterprise on January 
30, 2016 and February 12, 2016, in The Californian (An Edition of the UT San Diego) on February 



Valley South Subtransmission Project 
APPENDIX 5. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

 
 

Final EIR Ap.5-173 June 2016 

12, 2016, and The Anza Valley Outlook on February 19, 2016 (CEQA Guidelines §15087(a)(1)). 
These notices included information on the proposed Project, where to obtain information on 
the Draft EIR, and details regarding the public meeting. As such, the notification for the Valley 
South Subtransmission Project meets and exceeds the regulatory requirements under CEQA. 

 Furthermore, all those who signed-in during the public meeting held on February 22, 2016 and 
those who submitted comments on the Draft EIR have been added to the Project mailing list to 
receive all future CEQA-related Project communications. 
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Comment Set C24 – Harold Stovall 

 

C24-1 



Valley South Subtransmission Project 
APPENDIX 5. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

 
 

Final EIR Ap.5-175 June 2016 

Responses to Comment Set C24 

C24-1 The effect of the Project on property values is not an environmental topic analyzed under the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

 Recognizing that there is public interest and concern regarding potential health effects that 
could result from exposure to electric and magnetic fields (EMF) from power lines, the EIR 
provides information regarding EMF associated with electric utility facilities and the potential 
effects of the proposed Project related to public health and safety in EIR Section B.6. (Electric 
and Magnetic Fields Management). Additionally, SCE provided a Field Management Plan as 
Appendix F of the Application, which includes calculated magnetic field levels for the proposed 
Project. SCE’s Application is provided on the CPUC’s Project website, noted below.  

 http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/aspen/valleysouth/ValleySouth.htm 

C24-2 Your preference for Alternative 1 (Subtransmission Line Route Alternative Along Menifee Road) 
or Alternative 2 (Partial Underground Alternative), if the Project is approved, is noted. 
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Comment Set C25 – Jaime Corral 
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Responses to Comment Set C25 

C25-1 Your preference for Alternative 2 (Partial Underground Alternative) has been noted.  
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Comment Set C26 – Syvret Warner 
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Responses to Comment Set C26 

C26-1 Your preference for Alternative 2 (Partial Underground Alternative) has been noted. 

C26-2 The effect of the Project on property values is not an environmental topic analyzed under the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 
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Comment Set C27– Jennifer Roane  
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Responses to Comment Set C27 

C27-1 Your preference for Alternative 2 (Partial Underground Alternative) has been noted. 
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Comment Set C28 – Moses and Ruby Menchaca 
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Responses to Comment Set C28 

C28-1 Your preference for Alternative 2 (Partial Underground Alternative) has been noted. 

C28-2 The effect of the Project on property values is not an environmental topic analyzed under the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 
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Responses to Comment Set C29 

C29-1 Recognizing that there is public interest and concern regarding potential health effects that 
could result from exposure to electric and magnetic fields (EMF) from power lines, the EIR 
provides information regarding EMF associated with electric utility facilities and the potential 
effects of the proposed Project related to public health and safety in EIR Section B.6. (Electric 
and Magnetic Fields Management). Additionally, SCE provided a Field Management Plan as 
Appendix F of the Application, which includes calculated magnetic field levels for the proposed 
Project. SCE’s Application is provided on the CPUC’s Project website, noted below. 

 http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/aspen/valleysouth/ValleySouth.htm 

C29-2 The effect of the Project on property values is not an environmental topic analyzed under the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

 The visual impacts of the Project are disclosed in the EIR in Section C.2 (Aesthetics – see Impact 
AES-6)). It was determined that the proposed Project would result in long-term degradation of 
the existing visual character or quality in select areas, specifically, in the area of Leon Road along 
the Spencer’s Crossing development. An alternative, which proposes undergrounding the 
proposed 115-kV subtransmission line along this existing development has been considered in 
the EIR (Alternative 2: Partial Underground Alternative).  
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Comment Set C30 – Frank and Donna Williams 
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Responses to Comment Set C30 

C30-1 Your preference for Alternative 2 (Partial Underground Alternative) has been noted. Note that 
the proposed Project involves the installation of 115-kV subtransmission “power” lines, not 
telephone lines. The EIR has identified a significant and unavoidable (Class I) impact along Leon 
Road where there currently are no above ground utilities (with the exception of street lighting). 
As such, the EIR considers a partial underground alternative (Alternative 2), which would 
underground the 115-kV subtransmission line for approximately 0.65 miles south of Skyflower 
Drive. The EIR analysis determined that the CEQA Environmentally Superior Alternative would 
be Alternative 2 (Partial Underground Alternative). However, the EIR is not a decision document. 
The Commission will review the EIR and other information (e.g. purpose and need, etc.) when 
deciding on the proposed Project, including consideration of the alternatives evaluated in the 
EIR. 
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Comment Set C31 – Heather and Jeffrey Gagliano 
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Responses to Comment Set C31 

C31-1 The effect of the Project on property values is not an environmental topic analyzed under the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

 The visual impacts of the Project are disclosed in the EIR in Section C.2 (Aesthetics – see Impact 
AES-6)). It was determined that the proposed Project would result in long-term degradation of 
the existing visual character or quality in select areas, specifically, in the area of Leon Road along 
the Spencer’s Crossing development. An alternative, which proposes undergrounding the 
proposed 115-kV subtransmission line along this existing development has been considered in 
the EIR (Alternative 2: Partial Underground Alternative). 

C31-2 Recognizing that there is public interest and concern regarding potential health effects that 
could result from exposure to electric and magnetic fields (EMF) from power lines, the EIR 
provides information regarding EMF associated with electric utility facilities and the potential 
effects of the proposed Project related to public health and safety in EIR Section B.6. (Electric 
and Magnetic Fields Management). Additionally, SCE provided a Field Management Plan as 
Appendix F of the Application, which includes calculated magnetic field levels for the proposed 
Project. SCE’s Application is provided on the CPUC’s Project website, noted below.  

 http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/aspen/valleysouth/ValleySouth.htm 

C31-3 As noted in the Project Description (Section B.3.1, page B-12), “SCE would submit FAA Form 
7460-1 (Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration) for those subtransmission and 
telecommunication structures (“structures”) and wire spans exceeding the regulatory 
thresholds, in this case, primarily due to their proximity to French Valley Airport. Approximately 
74 poles/towers are anticipated to require FAA notifications… Once SCE files the notification 
forms with the FAA, the FAA will conduct an aeronautical study to determine whether certain 
structures and wire spans in proximity to public airports would present a potential hazard to air 
navigation or could negatively impact the operational procedures of a nearby airport. 
Depending on the determination, the FAA may recommend no changes to the design of the 
proposed structures; or request redesigning the proposed structures to reduce the height; 
marking the structure, including the addition of aviation lighting; or placement of marker balls 
on wire spans (see Figure B-3, Example of Existing Marker Ball).” 

C31-4 Your opposition to the proposed Project and preference for Alternative 2 (Partial Underground 
Alternative) have been noted. 

http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/aspen/valleysouth/ValleySouth.htm
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Responses to Comment Set C32 

C32-1 Your opposition to the proposed Project has been noted, as well as your preference for 
Alternative 3 (No Project Alternative) or at least Alternative 2 (Partial Underground Alternative), 
if the Project is approved.  

C32-2 Under California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15087(a), Public Review 
of Draft EIR, the Lead Agency (California Public Utilities Commission [CPUC]) must provide notice 
of the availability of the Draft EIR to the last known name and address of all organizations and 
individuals who have previously requested such notice in writing, and by at least one of the 
following procedures: (1) publication at least one time in a newspaper of general circulation in 
the area affected by the proposed project or in the newspaper of largest circulation from among 
the newspapers of general circulation (if more than one area), (2) posting on and off the site in 
the area where the project would be located, or (3) direct mailing to the owners and occupants 
of property contiguous to the parcels on which the project would be located based on the latest 
equalized assessment roll. Additionally, under CEQA Guidelines Section 15087(d), the Notice of 
Availability (NOA) shall also be posted in the office of the county clerk of each county in which 
the project is located. 

 A NOA letter for the Draft EIR was mailed to over 130 interested parties (CEQA Guidelines 
§15087(a)), which included individuals who had previously commented on the Project during 
the scoping period (May 5, 2015 to June 8, 2015), and a NOA postcard was mailed to over 625 
residences located within 300 feet of the proposed and alternative alignments (CEQA Guidelines 
§15087(a)(3)). Additionally, newspaper notices were placed in The Press-Enterprise on January 
30, 2016 and February 12, 2016, The Californian (An Edition of the UT San Diego) on February 
12, 2016, and The Anza Valley Outlook on February 19, 2016 (CEQA Guidelines §15087(a)(1)). 
These notices included information on the proposed Project, where to obtain information on 
the Draft EIR, and details regarding the public meeting. As such, the notification for the Valley 
South Subtransmission Project meets and exceeds the regulatory requirements under CEQA. 

 Furthermore, all those who signed-in during the public meeting held on February 22, 2016 and 
those who submitted comments on the Draft EIR have been added to the Project mailing list to 
receive all future CEQA-related Project communications. 

 The CPUC is the public agency with the principal responsibility for approving or denying the 
Project, and as such is the Lead Agency under CEQA. CEQA requires the Lead Agency to consider 
the information contained in the EIR, including these comments, prior to taking any 
discretionary action. The EIR serves as an informational document to be considered by the CPUC 
and other permitting agencies during deliberations on the Project. The CPUC will consider 
approval of the Permit to Construct (PTC), and recommend a decision. The CPUC has the final 
decision on the PTC.     
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Responses to Comment Set C33 

C33-1 Your opposition to the Project has been noted.  

 Recognizing that there is public interest and concern regarding potential health effects that 
could result from exposure to electric and magnetic fields (EMF) from power lines, the EIR 
provides information regarding EMF associated with electric utility facilities and the potential 
effects of the proposed Project related to public health and safety in EIR Section B.6. (Electric 
and Magnetic Fields Management). Additionally, SCE provided a Field Management Plan as 
Appendix F of the Application, which includes calculated magnetic field levels for the proposed 
Project. SCE’s Application is provided on the CPUC’s Project website: http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/
environment/info/aspen/valleysouth/ValleySouth.htm. 

 Impacts related to air quality, biological resources, and noise are addressed in EIR Sections C.4 
(Air Quality), C.5 (Biological Resources, and C.12 (Noise).  Air quality, biological resources, and 
noise impacts associated with the proposed Project were determined to either be less than 
significant (Class III) or could be mitigated to a less-than-significant level with the proposed 
mitigation measures (see Tables C.4-12, C.5-11, and C.12-9). The visual impacts of the Project 
are disclosed in the EIR in Section C.2 (Aesthetics – see Impact AES-6)). It was determined that 
the proposed Project would result in long-term degradation of the existing visual character or 
quality in select areas, specifically, in the area of Leon Road along the Spencer’s Crossing 
development. An alternative, which proposes undergrounding the proposed 115-kV 
subtransmission line along this existing development has been considered in the EIR (Alternative 
2: Partial Underground Alternative). 

  

http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/aspen/valleysouth/ValleySouth.htm
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/aspen/valleysouth/ValleySouth.htm
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Comment Set C34 – Sheryl Saenz 
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Responses to Comment Set C34 

C34-1 Aspen Environmental Group prepared the EIR as an independent third-party under contract with 
the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC), which is the Lead Agency under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The terminology used, such as “visual resources” and 
“cultural resources” come from the CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G. Impacts are assessed 
following the CEQA Guidelines and the significance criteria set by the CPUC. 

C34-2 Your opposition to Alternative 1 (Subtransmission Line Route Alternative Along Menifee Road) 
has been noted. The environmental impacts associated with Alternative 1 are analyzed in EIR 
Section D. As stated in Table D-6 (Comparison of Alternatives), more cultural resources are 
present on the Alternative 1 route compared to the proposed Project.   
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Comment Set C35 – Robert LaFond 
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Responses to Comment Set C35 

C35-2 Your opposition to Alternative 1 (Subtransmission Line Route Alternative Along Menifee Road) 
has been noted.   
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Comment Set C36 – Melissa Mohr 
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Responses to Comment Set C36 

C36-1 Your preference for Alternative 2 (Partial Underground Alternative) has been noted.  
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Responses to Comment Set C37 

C37-1 Your opposition to the proposed Project has been noted, as well as your preference for 
Alternative 3 (No Project Alternative) or at least Alternative 2 (Partial Underground Alternative), 
if the Project is approved.  

C37-2 Under California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15087(a), Public Review 
of Draft EIR, the Lead Agency (California Public Utilities Commission [CPUC]) must provide notice 
of the availability of the Draft EIR to the last known name and address of all organizations and 
individuals who have previously requested such notice in writing, and by at least one of the 
following procedures: (1) publication at least one time in a newspaper of general circulation in 
the area affected by the proposed project or in the newspaper of largest circulation from among 
the newspapers of general circulation (if more than one area), (2) posting on and off the site in 
the area where the project would be located, or (3) direct mailing to the owners and occupants 
of property contiguous to the parcels on which the project would be located based on the latest 
equalized assessment roll. Additionally, under CEQA Guidelines Section 15087(d), the Notice of 
Availability (NOA) shall also be posted in the office of the county clerk of each county in which 
the project is located. 

 A NOA letter for the Draft EIR was mailed to over 130 interested parties (CEQA Guidelines 
§15087(a)), which included individuals who had previously commented on the Project during 
the scoping period (May 5, 2015 to June 8, 2015), and a NOA postcard was mailed to over 625 
residences located within 300 feet of the proposed and alternative alignments (CEQA Guidelines 
§15087(a)(3)). Additionally, newspaper notices were placed in The Press-Enterprise on January 
30, 2016 and February 12, 2016, The Californian (An Edition of the UT San Diego) on February 
12, 2016, and The Anza Valley Outlook on February 19, 2016 (CEQA Guidelines §15087(a)(1)). 
These notices included information on the proposed Project, where to obtain information on 
the Draft EIR, and details regarding the public meeting. As such, the notification for the Valley 
South Subtransmission Project meets and exceeds the regulatory requirements under CEQA. 

 Furthermore, all those who signed-in during the public meeting held on February 22, 2016 and 
those who submitted comments on the Draft EIR have been added to the Project mailing list to 
receive all future CEQA-related Project communications. 

 The CPUC is the public agency with the principal responsibility for approving or denying the 
Project, and as such is the Lead Agency under CEQA. CEQA requires the Lead Agency to consider 
the information contained in the EIR, including these comments, prior to taking any 
discretionary action. The EIR serves as an informational document to be considered by the CPUC 
and other permitting agencies during deliberations on the Project. The CPUC will consider 
approval of the Permit to Construct (PTC), and recommend a decision. The CPUC has the final 
decision on the PTC.     
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Comment Set C38 – Jerred DeJang 
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Responses to Comment Set C38 

C38-1 This letter is identical to Comment Set C37. Please see responses to Comment Set C37. 
  



Valley South Subtransmission Project 
APPENDIX 5. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

 

June 2016 Ap.5-204 Final EIR 

Comment Set C39 – Melinda Hosley 

 
  

C39-1 



Valley South Subtransmission Project 
APPENDIX 5. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

 

Final EIR Ap.5-205 June 2016 

Responses to Comment Set C39 

C39-1 Your opposition to the proposed Project has been noted, as well as your preference for 
Alternative 2 (Partial Underground Alternative), if the Project is approved.  

 The effect of the Project on property values is not an environmental topic analyzed under the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

 Recognizing that there is public interest and concern regarding potential health effects that 
could result from exposure to electric and magnetic fields (EMF) from power lines, the EIR 
provides information regarding EMF associated with electric utility facilities and the potential 
effects of the proposed Project related to public health and safety in EIR Section B.6. (Electric 
and Magnetic Fields Management). Additionally, SCE provided a Field Management Plan as 
Appendix F of the Application, which includes calculated magnetic field levels for the proposed 
Project. SCE’s Application is provided on the CPUC’s Project website noted below. 

 http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/aspen/valleysouth/ValleySouth.htm 
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Comment Set C40 – Nahid Behnawa and Mohammad Abbass 
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Responses to Comment Set C40 

C40-1 This letter is identical to Comment Set C37. Please see responses to Comment Set C37. 
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Comment Set D1 – Southern California Edison (cont.) 
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Comment Set D1 – Southern California Edison (cont.) 
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Comment Set D1 – Southern California Edison (cont.) 
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Comment Set D1 – Southern California Edison (cont.) 
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Comment Set D1 – Southern California Edison (cont.) 
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Comment Set D1 – Southern California Edison (cont.) 
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Comment Set D1 – Southern California Edison (cont.) 
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Comment Set D1 – Southern California Edison (cont.) 
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Comment Set D1 – Southern California Edison (cont.) 
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Comment Set D1 – Southern California Edison (cont.) 
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Comment Set D1 – Southern California Edison (cont.) 
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Comment Set D1 – Southern California Edison (cont.) 
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Comment Set D1 – Southern California Edison (cont.) 
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Comment Set D1 – Southern California Edison (cont.) 
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Comment Set D1 – Southern California Edison (cont.) 
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Comment Set D1 – Southern California Edison (cont.) 
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Comment Set D1 – Southern California Edison (cont.) 
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Comment Set D1 – Southern California Edison (cont.) 
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Comment Set D1 – Southern California Edison (cont.) 
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Responses to Comment Set D1 

D1-1 The Executive Summary has been revised in response to the comments received in Comment 
Set D1. 

D1-2 Figure ES-2 has been revised to correct the number of guy stub poles from 19 to 14 along Leon 
Road in Segment 1. 

D1-3 The requested edits have been incorporated into the Final EIR. 

D1-4 The requested edits have been incorporated into the Final EIR. 

D1-5 The requested edits have been incorporated into the Final EIR. 

D1-6 The requested edits have been incorporated into the Final EIR. 

D1-7 The requested edit to Table B-1 (not Figure B-1) has been incorporated into the Final EIR. 

D1-8 Figure B-1 has been revised to correct the number of guy stub poles from 19 to 14 along Leon 
Road in Segment 1. 

D1-9 The requested edits have been incorporated into the Final EIR, but not as a footnote. 

D1-10 The requested edits have been incorporated into the Final EIR. 

D1-11 The requested edits have been incorporated into the Final EIR. 

D1-12 The requested edits have been incorporated into the Final EIR. 

D1-13 The requested edits have been incorporated into the Final EIR. 

D1-14 The requested edits have been incorporated into the Final EIR. 

D1-15 The requested edits have been incorporated into the Final EIR.  

D1-16 The comment states that the application of color treatments for temporarily disturbed areas 
is undesirable.  In order to clarify the focus of the impact discussion and mitigation measure, 
the text of Impact AES-3 (Criterion AES1) has been revised as follows: 

 Those areas of temporary permanent disturbance where the soils surface (characterized by 
high color, line, and texture contrasts) is exposed and/or removed, or where lighter-colored 
gravel is placed could exhibit considerable color contrast with adjacent darker vegetation and 
soil colors. 

 The comment also states that there would be few, if any, areas within which construction 
ground disturbance would result in a potentially significant visual impact requiring mitigation. 
This conclusion is consistent with the finding presented in Impact AES-3 where it states: “Given 
that the proposed Project would be primarily located within an existing ROW and/or accessible 
by adjacent public roadways, it is anticipated that only a limited amount of ground surface 
disturbance and use of graveled surfaces would occur. It is also expected that, given the 
relatively flat terrain through which the proposed Project would pass, the need for grading 
would be limited.” 
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 The comment also suggests that Mitigation Measure AES-3 improperly defers analysis of 
impacts to a post-approval stage and should be deleted. However, this is not the case as no 
further analysis is required.  During construction, if the placement of light-gray gravel adjacent 
to darker-colored soils and vegetation results in substantial visual contrast visible to sensitive 
public viewing locations, the contractors are required to apply the approved colorant (e.g., 
Natina Rock, Eonite, or Permeon, or similar) to the gravel as specified in Mitigation Measure 
AES-3.  Adherence to the measure will be monitored as part of the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program and if additional guidance is needed, it will be provided by the CPUC’s 
mitigation monitors, which is part of their role.  If the placement of gravel does not result in 
substantial visual contrast, no colorant application will be necessary.  The first sentence of 
Mitigation Measure AES-3 has been modified, as follows, to clarify the mitigation requirement: 

 Where If construction would unavoidably introduces graveled surfaces that cause substantial 
visual contrast visible from sensitive public viewing locations, the graveled surfaces shall be 
treated with an appropriate color or material (e.g., Natina Concentrate, Eonite, or Permeon, 
or similar). 

D1-17 Impact AES-7 has been modified to clarify that while SCE would generally comply with local 
work hour ordinances, some minor deviations might occur during unusual circumstances.   

D1-18 SCE requests the elimination of Mitigation Measure AES-6 (Treat Structure Surfaces), claiming 
that its use of dulled light-gray galvanized materials and intent to dull (remove shine inherent 
with the galvanizing process) the pole surfaces makes AES-6 unnecessary.  It is important to 
point out that the galvanizing process does not necessarily need to result in inherently shiny 
surfaces. The galvanizing process can be managed to provide a range of dulled and/or colored 
surfaces as has been done by SCE and other utility companies for previous projects, for both 
steel-pole and lattice-structure designs. Management of the galvanizing process and/or 
application of dulling techniques should effectively eliminate highly specular (shiny) surfaces 
that on some previous projects have caused substantial visual contrast. Mitigation Measure 
AES-6 merely puts in place a confirmation process to ensure the desired outcome occurs.  
Therefore, Mitigation Measure AES-6 is retained. 

D1-19 SCE requests that Table C.2-3 be corrected to accurately reflect that the proposed Project 
would result in a significant and unavoidable visual impact at one location not two locations. 
The commenter is correct in that Table C.2-3 was not updated following the completion of a 
linear viewpoint analysis for KOP-2.  The text in Table C.2-3 (Reason for Conclusion for AES-6) 
has been revised as requested.  

D1-20 The requested edits have been incorporated into the Final EIR. 

D1-21 As stated in the Draft EIR, the proposed route would not traverse Williamson Act lands. A 
definition of Williamson Act Prime and Williamson Act nonrenewal has been added in response 
to this comment. 

D1-22 The reference to Agricultural Preserve was added to the significance criterion because this is a 
designation found in the County of Riverside. Eight separate parcels are under an Agricultural 
Preserve in the County as discussed in Section C.3 (Agricultural Resources) of the EIR. The 
County’s Agricultural Preserve Program is founded on the provisions of the Williamson Act.  
Therefore, there is no need to remove reference to Agricultural Preserve in Criterion AG3. 
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D1-23 As noted in response to Comment D1-22 above, eight parcels under Agricultural Preserve are 
near the Project alignment (see Figures C.3-1a through C.3-1c).  Therefore, reference to 
Agricultural Preserves is appropriate in the mitigation measure and has not been removed.   

 With regard to the comment on land use compatibility, we acknowledge that electrical 
transmission projects can be compatible with agricultural uses. However, this does not mean 
that construction and operation of a project will not have impacts on other land uses even if 
they are compatible uses.  Land use compatibility is a different issue from determining whether 
or not a project will have impacts on the environment.  No change is necessary in regard to 
this comment.   

D1-24 See responses to comments D1-22 and D1-23.  The commenter is requesting a change in the 
impact statement to state that the Project does not conflict with an Agricultural Preserve. 
However, the statement uses the term “could” which is not definitive and therefore, no change 
is necessary to the impact statement. 

D1-25 The suggested changes are acceptable and have been incorporated in the mitigation measure. 

D1-26 The suggested change does not apply.  There are eight parcels near the Project alignment.  See 
response to Comments D1-22 through D1-25 above. 

D1-27 The commenter requests that Impact AG-4 and the analysis conducted under this impact be 
deleted from the EIR.  The analysis is an applicable analysis that is conducted on many projects 
to assess the change in land use from agricultural use to another use.  The analysis is consistent 
with CEQA requirements and has not been deleted from the document.   

D1-28 As noted earlier, we acknowledge that electrical transmission facilities are compatible uses 
with agricultural lands. The analysis in no way implies that the proposed Project is not a 
compatible use in the Project area.  However, the suggested changes are not appropriate for 
the discussion of cumulative impacts.  We have added the term “potential” before the term 
“conflict” as the discussion clearly points out that the potential conflict is related to 
construction potentially disrupting agricultural operations.  Also, see the responses to the 
comments above for more information. 

D1-29 The change requested to Table C.3-4 was not made.  The discussion of converting agricultural 
land to another use is a valid and appropriate analysis and was not removed from the EIR.  

D1-30 The requested edit has been incorporated into the Final EIR. 

D1-31  The requested edit has been incorporated into the Final EIR. 

D1-32 The requested edits have been incorporated into the Final EIR. 

D1-33  The 2012 AQMP was not fully approved at the time the Draft EIR was prepared. However, it 
appears to be fully approved as of March 2016, so the requested edits were made. Other edits 
to the current approved AQMP status have also been made. The requested edits have been 
incorporated into the Final EIR. 

D1-34 The requested edit has been incorporated into the Final EIR. 

D1-35  The requested edit has been incorporated into the Final EIR. 
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D1-36 The requested edits have been incorporated into the Final EIR. The revision to the mitigation 
measure would not affect the mitigation efficiency. 

D1-37 The requested edits have not been incorporated into the Final EIR. Although SCE has 
committed to avoiding riparian and wetland habitats (as described in APM BIO-8), the potential 
impact corridor provided by SCE for use in the analysis presented in the EIR includes such 
habitats. Additional text has been included in the Final EIR to indicate SCE’s commitment and 
that the reported impact acreages are a result of the tentative design/impact corridor provided 
for analysis in the EIR. 

D1-38 The reference to brown headed cowbirds as exotic has been revised in the Final EIR to indicate 
that they are a native, but invasive/parasitic species. 

D1-39 The requested edits have not been incorporated into the Final EIR. Willow flycatcher 
(Empidonax traillii) is State listed as endangered under the California Endangered Species Act; 
current listing status was verified in the April 2016 State and Federally Listed Endangered and 
Threatened Animals of California.  

 The list is available at: https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=109405&inline 

D1-40 The requested edits have not been incorporated into the Final EIR. Section 6.2.5.21 of the TRC 
Biological Resources Assessment, provided as part of the PEA and dated March 2013, states 
the following: 

 A pair of these birds was observed adjacent to the northern parts of the Proposed Project 
survey area (refer to Figure 15) on one date in 2012, suggesting nesting in the local mountains. 

D1-41 The requested edit has been incorporated into the Final EIR. 

D1-42 The requested edit has not been incorporated into the Final EIR. Refer to response to comment 
D1-39 for additional information. 

D1-43 The requested edits have not been incorporated into the Final EIR. Refer to response to 
Comment D1-37 for additional information.  

D1-44 The requested edits have not been incorporated into the Final EIR. Based on field 
reconnaissance surveys, using the data provided in the PEA, edits and additions were made to 
both mapped vegetation communities/land cover types and jurisdictional features; these 
changes were made based on field observations made in May 2015. Refer to response to 
comment D1-37 for additional information.  

D1-45 The requested edit has not been incorporated into the Final EIR. Refer to response to comment 
D1-37 for additional information. 

D1-46 The requested edits have not been incorporated into the Final EIR. Although SCE has 
committed to becoming a PSE with the MSHCP, SCE has not provided a “Certificate of 
Inclusion” identifying them as a PSE nor have they provided proof of mitigation fee payments. 
As with other recent projects (i.e., West of Devers), although SCE has made a commitment to 
become a PSE with the MSHCP, this is a process by which approval is required to gain this status 
and it is not guaranteed. Therefore, the proposed mitigation has been developed to minimize 
and/or reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels should PSE status not be obtained.  

D1-47 The requested edit has been incorporated into the Final EIR. 
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D1-48 The requested edit, with minor modifications, has been incorporated into the Final EIR. 

D1-49 The requested edit, with minor modifications, has been incorporated into the Final EIR. 

D1-50 The requested edits have not been incorporated into the Final EIR. Please refer to response to 
comment D1-46.  

D1-51 The requested edit has been incorporated into the Final EIR. 

D1-52 The requested edits have not been incorporated into the Final EIR. Although SCE has 
committed to avoiding riparian and wetland habitats (as described in APM BIO-8), the potential 
impact corridor provided by SCE for use in the analysis presented in the EIR includes such 
habitats. Additional text has been included in the Final EIR to indicate SCE’s commitment and 
that the reported impact acreages are a result of the tentative design/impact corridor provided 
for analysis in the EIR. 

 The text of Mitigation Measure BIO-3 (Compensation for Permanent Impacts to Sensitive 
Vegetation Communities) clearly states that to compensate for impacts to sensitive vegetation 
communities from the construction of the VSSP, SCE shall restore all temporary impact areas. 
The measure also states that the creation or restoration of habitat shall be required for all 
permanent impacts to sensitive vegetation communities. The replacement ratios for 
permanent impacts to riparian vegetation are 3:1; a ratio of 1:1 shall be applied to all other 
sensitive communities (including non-native annual grassland).  

 Although SCE has committed to becoming a PSE with the MSHCP, SCE has not provided a 
“Certificate of Inclusion” identifying them as a PSE nor have they provided proof of mitigation 
fee payments. As with other recent projects (i.e., West of Devers), although SCE has made a 
commitment to become a PSE with the MSHCP, this is a process by which approval is required 
to gain this status and it is not guaranteed. Therefore, the proposed mitigation has been 
developed to minimize and/or reduce impacts to less than significant levels should PSE status 
not be obtained. 

D1-53 The requested edits have not been incorporated into the Final EIR. Please refer to response to 
comment D1-46. 

D1-54 The requested edits have not been incorporated into the Final EIR. As stated in Mitigation 
Measure BIO-5 (Implement Biological Construction Monitoring), and consistent with other 
recent projects, no more than 30 days prior to the commencement of ground disturbance or 
site mobilization activities, SCE shall retain a qualified biologist(s), approved by the CPUC, to 
monitor VSSP construction. The biologist will have demonstrated expertise with special-status 
plants, terrestrial mammals, reptiles, and birds. Monitoring will occur during initial ground 
disturbance for each phase of construction. 

 Please refer to response to comment D1-46 regarding SCE’s commitment to becoming a PSE 
with the MSHCP. 

D1-55 The requested edit has not been incorporated into the Final EIR. While the referenced study 
does focus on European warblers, the study model is focused on the negative influence of 
construction and operation of new roads on birds. The fundamental effect on breeding birds, 
regardless of location, is valid for the analysis presented in the EIR.  

D1-56 The requested edit, with minor modifications, has been incorporated into the Final EIR. 
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D1-57 The requested edit has been incorporated into the Final EIR. 

D1-58 The requested edits have not been incorporated into the Final EIR. Please refer to response to 
comment D1-46. 

D1-59 The requested edits have not been incorporated into the Final EIR. Please refer to response to 
comments D1-37 and D1-46. 

D1-60 The requested edits have not been incorporated into the Final EIR. Please refer to response to 
comment D1-46. 

D1-61 The requested edits have not been incorporated into the Final EIR. Please refer to response to 
comment D1-46. 

D1-62 The requested edits have not been incorporated into the Final EIR. Please refer to response to 
comment D1-46. 

D1-63 The requested edits have not been incorporated into the Final EIR. Please refer to response to 
comment D1-46. 

D1-64 The requested edits have not been incorporated into the Final EIR. Please refer to response to 
comment D1-46. 

D1-65 The requested edits have not been incorporated into the Final EIR. Please refer to response to 
comment D1-46. 

D1-66 The requested edits have not been incorporated into the Final EIR. Please refer to response to 
comment D1-46. 

D1-67 The requested edits have not been incorporated into the Final EIR. Depending on the time 
elapsed between the previously completed surveys and the start of VSSP construction, 
additional survey work may be required. USFWS guidelines state the following: 

 A complete survey consists of one wet season survey and one dry season survey 
conducted and completed in accordance with these guidelines and conducted within a 
3-year period. The order of the surveys is not important. 

 Since the USFWS guidelines allow for surveys to be conducted over a three-year period, the 
text of Mitigation Measure BIO-12 (Complete Protocol-level Surveys for Vernal Pool and 
Riverside Fairy Shrimp) has been revised to indicate that protocol level surveys will only be 
required if construction of the VSSP does not occur within three years of the surveys completed 
in 2013/2014.  

 In response to the comment regarding SCE’s commitment to becoming a PSE with the MSHCP, 
please see response to comment D1-46 

D1-68 The requested edits have not been incorporated into the Final EIR. Please refer to response to 
comment D1-67. 

D1-69 The requested edits have not been incorporated into the Final EIR. Please refer to response to 
comment D1-67. 

D1-70 The requested edits have not been incorporated into the Final EIR. Please refer to response to 
comment D1-67. 
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D1-71 The requested edits have not been incorporated into the Final EIR. Although SCE has 
committed to participating in the Stephens’ kangaroo rat HCP, SCE has not provided 
documentation identifying them as a participant nor have they provided proof of mitigation 
fee payments. As with other recent projects (i.e., West of Devers), although SCE has made a 
commitment to become a participating member in the HCP, this is a process by which approval 
is required to gain this status and it is not guaranteed. Therefore, the proposed mitigation has 
been developed to minimize and/or reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels should their 
participation not be obtained. 

 Although SCE has committed to becoming a PSE with the MSHCP, SCE has not provided a 
“Certificate of Inclusion” identifying them as a PSE nor have they provided proof of mitigation 
fee payments. As with other recent projects (i.e., West of Devers) although SCE has made a 
commitment to become a PSE with the MSHCP this is a process by which approval is required 
to gain this status and it is not guaranteed. Therefore, the proposed mitigation has been 
developed to minimize and/or reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels should PSE status 
not be obtained. 

D1-72 The requested edits have not been incorporated into the Final EIR. Please refer to response to 
comment D1-71. 

D1-73 The requested edits have not been incorporated into the Final EIR. The potential impact 
corridor provided by SCE for use in the analysis presented in the EIR includes populations of 
the federally endangered San Diego ambrosia. Mitigation Measure BIO-18 (Conduct Pre-
construction Surveys for State and Federally Threatened, Endangered, Proposed, Petitioned, 
Candidate, or other Special-Status Plants and Implementation of Avoidance Measures) requires 
that buffers be placed around occurrences of this species and the plants avoided to the extent 
possible. Where impacts to listed plants are determined to be unavoidable, the USFWS and/or 
CDFW shall be consulted for authorization. Additional mitigation measures to protect or 
restore listed plant species or their habitat, including but not limited to a salvage plan including 
seed collection and replanting, may be required by the USFWS or CDFW before impacts are 
authorized, whichever is appropriate. 

 Refer to response to comment D1-46 regarding PSE status with the MSHCP. 

D1-74 The requested edits have not been incorporated into the Final EIR. Please refer to response to 
comment D1-46. 

D1-75 The requested edits have not been incorporated into the Final EIR. Please refer to response to 
comment D1-46. 

D1-76 The requested edits have not been incorporated into the Final EIR. Please refer to response to 
comment D1-46. 

D1-77 The requested edits have not been incorporated into the Final EIR. Please refer to response to 
comment D1-46.  

D1-78 The requested edits have not been incorporated into the Final EIR. Please refer to response to 
comment D1-46.  

D1-79 The requested edits have not been incorporated into the Final EIR. Please refer to response to 
comment D1-46. 
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D1-80 The requested edits have not been incorporated into the Final EIR. Mitigation Measure BIO-22 
provides additional details as to survey requirements, above and beyond those presented in 
Mitigation Measures BIO-1, BIO-2, and BIO-5. More specifically, Mitigation Measure BIO-22 
requires that focused surveys consist of a minimum of three daytime surveys and one 
nighttime survey within one week of vegetation clearing. 

D1-81 The requested edits have not been incorporated into the Final EIR. Please refer to response to 
comment D1-80. 

D1-82 The requested edits have not been incorporated into the Final EIR. Please refer to response to 
comment D1-46. 

D1-83 The requested edits have not been incorporated into the Final EIR. Please refer to response to 
comment D1-46. 

D1-84 The requested edit, with minor modifications, has been incorporated into the Final EIR. 

D1-85 The requested edits have not been incorporated into the Final EIR. Please refer to response to 
comment D1-46. 

D1-86 The requested edits have not been incorporated into the Final EIR. As stated under Impact BIO-
16, because the VSSP would remove or disturb vegetation and these animals would be subject 
to mortality from construction activities, impacts to these species would be considered 
significant absent mitigation. As presented under Impact BIO-1, based on the proposed impact 
area provided by SCE, construction of the VSSP could result in up to 9.95 acres of permanent 
and 218.39 acres of temporary impacts. 

 Please refer to response to comment D1-46 regarding SCE’s participation in the MSHCP. 

D1-87 The requested edits have not been incorporated into the Final EIR. Please refer to response to 
comment D1-46. 

D1-88 The requested edits have not been incorporated into the Final EIR. As stated under Impact BIO-
1, based on the proposed impact area provided by SCE, construction of the VSSP could result 
in up to 9.95 acres of permanent and 218.39 acres of temporary impacts. 

 As stated under Impact BIO-17, the CPUC considers those plants ranked as CRPR 1A, 1B or 2 to 
meet CEQA’s Section 15380 criteria, and adverse effects to these species are generally 
considered “significant” except where substantial data may show otherwise. 

 Additional text has been added to Mitigation Measure BIO-24 (Compensate for Impacts to 
Special-Status Plant Species)10 indicating that compensatory mitigation will only be required if 
VSSP impacts result in the loss of more than 10 percent of the on-site population of any special-
status plant species with a CRPR rank of 1A, 1B, or 2. Compensation for impacts to CRPR rank 
3 and 4 species will not be required. 

D1-89 Mitigation Measure BIO-24 has been removed and combined with Mitigation Measure BIO-18 
as requested. Refer to response to comment D1-88 regarding compensation for impacts to 
special-status species. 

                                                           
10 Previously Mitigation Measure BIO-25 in the Draft EIR.  
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D1-90 The requested edits have not been incorporated into the Final EIR. As described under Impact 
BIO-18, SCE’s PEA identified four individual burrowing owls and numerous suitable burrows 
within or adjacent to the VSSP site during surveys conducted from 2012-2014; burrowing owls 
were most often observed in disturbed or grassland habitats. (A fifth burrowing owl location 
was identified more than 2,000 feet from the Project alignment.) The VSSP would permanently 
impact 0.30 acres and temporarily impact 15.14 acres of annual grassland habitat, which is 
known to support burrowing owls. In addition, fallow agricultural fields and the borders of 
agricultural fields are known to support burrowing owls.   

 Construction of the VSSP would temporarily affect foraging and breeding habitat for this 
species. The potential effects of the project to burrowing owls depend on many factors 
including the number of owls present in the VSSP and how the species utilizes the area (i.e., 
migratory stopover, year round, breeding, or wintering). For the VSSP, the burrowing owls 
appear to be breeding birds and may be year round residents. Direct impacts to burrowing 
owls would include the crushing of burrows, removal or disturbance of vegetation, increased 
noise levels from heavy equipment, increased human presence, and exposure to fugitive dust. 
Indirect impacts could include the loss of habitat due to the colonization of noxious weeds, 
mowing or grazing of existing vegetation and the degradation of foraging habitat. 

 Please refer to response to comment D1-46 regarding SCE’s participation in the MSHCP. 

D1-91 The requested edits have not been incorporated into the Final EIR. Please refer to response to 
comment D1-46. 

D1-92 The requested edits have not been incorporated into the Final EIR. Although SCE has 
committed to avoiding riparian and wetland habitats (as described in APM BIO-8), the potential 
impact corridor provided by SCE for use in the analysis presented in the EIR includes such 
habitats. Additional text has been included in the Final EIR to indicate SCE’s commitment and 
that the reported impact acreages are a result of the tentative design/impact corridor provided 
for analysis in the EIR. 

D1-93 The requested edits have not been incorporated into the Final EIR. Please refer to response to 
comment D1-92. 

D1-94 The requested edits have not been incorporated into the Final EIR. Please refer to response to 
comment D1-92. 

D1-95 The requested edits have not been incorporated into the Final EIR. Please refer to response to 
comment D1-92. 

D1-96 The requested edits have not been incorporated into the Final EIR. Please refer to response to 
comment D1-92. 

D1-97 The requested edits have not been incorporated into the Final EIR. Please refer to response to 
comment D1-92. 

D1-98 The requested edits have not been incorporated into the Final EIR. Please refer to response to 
comment D1-92. 

D1-99 The requested edits have not been incorporated into the Final EIR. Please refer to response to 
comment D1-92. 
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D1-100 The requested edits have not been incorporated into the Final EIR. Please refer to response to 
comment D1-92. 

D1-101 The requested edits have been incorporated into the Final EIR. 

D1-102 The requested edits have been incorporated into the Final EIR. 

D1-103 The requested edits have been incorporated into the Final EIR. 

D1-104 The requested edits have been incorporated into the Final EIR. 

D1-105 The requested edits have been incorporated into the Final EIR. 

D1-106 The requested edits have been incorporated into the Final EIR. 

D1-107 The Final EIR text has been modified to include the recommended edits and to clarify that the 
potential for erosion is greatest in areas underlain by soils with moderate to high erosion 
potential. 

D1-108 The text in Table C.7-4 has been modified to clarify the significance conclusion for Impact GEO-
4 of Class II pertains to Segment 1.      

D1-109 The requested edits have been incorporated into the Final EIR. 

D1-110 The requested edits have been incorporated into the Final EIR. 

D1-111 The requested edits have been incorporated into the Final EIR. 

D1-112 The Final EIR text has been modified to reflect the recommended edits and additional text 
describing the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (amended in 1996) has been 
added to Final EIR Section C.9.2.2. 

D1-113 The requested edits have been incorporated into the Final EIR.  

D1-114 The requested edits have been incorporated into the Final EIR. 

D1-115 The requested edits have been incorporated into the Final EIR. 

D1-116 The requested edits have been incorporated into the Final EIR, with the exception of the 
acronym “CGP” which is not used in the section. 

D1-117 The requested edits have been incorporated into the Final EIR. 

D1-118 The requested edits have been incorporated into the Final EIR. 

D1-119 The requested edits have been incorporated into the Final EIR. Additionally, since polymer 
insulators do not require washing, edits have been made to the Project Description (Section 
B.5, Operation and Maintenance) for consistency. Specifically, the discussion under Section 
B.5.2, has been changed, and the section title has been changed from “Insulator Washing” to 
“Insulators and Hardware”.  

D1-120 The requested edits have been incorporated into the Final EIR. 

D1-121 Non-potable water shall be used for dust control, if available. It will be the responsibility of SCE 
or its contractor to identify non-potable water options and make a case to the CPUC if such 
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options are not “available”. Cost should not be a limiting factor. The requested edits have not 
been incorporated.  

D1-122 The requested edit has been incorporated into the Final EIR. 

D1-123 As a component of the EIR, it is appropriate for the land use analysis to address the 
environmental conditions of the Project area and to use the term “environmental impacts,” 
which is a common term used to identify all impacts in an environmental document. Because 
both of these terms (environmental conditions; environmental impacts) are used in the 
introduction to the land use analysis, there is no need to add the suggested revisions.   

D1-124 Use of the term sensitive receptors is applicable in the land use section, and we often include 
this table in the land use section so that it is accessible to the noise and air quality specialists 
for their analyses as well as other technical authors.  The discussion of sensitive receptors is 
also an important element used in the land use analysis. The suggested changes have not been 
made.   

D1-125 Sensitive receptors were addressed in the land use analysis and identified sometimes as 
“sensitive receptors” and other times by land use type (e.g. residences, schools).  The 
information presented in Table C.11-1 (Sensitive Receptors) is an important component of the 
land use analysis.  Therefore, the references to sensitive receptors were not removed from the 
land use section as suggested by this comment.  

D1-126 The term “temporary” is used in the first sentence under Impact LU-1 to emphasize that the 
construction impacts are not permanent. Although we do not believe it is necessary to add 
reference to temporary in other locations, we did add “temporary” before “effects” in 
response to this comment.   

D1-127 The commenter suggests changes to the impact analysis under Impact LU-1 regarding the 
distribution of the work crew.  The paragraph was modified to add in the suggested discussion 
about the work crews but the suggestion on how to describe the impact was not included.  
While the statement now states that the work crews would not be concentrated in one 
location, there is still the possibility that work areas could overlap concentrating work crews in 
one area and during a similar timeframe.  Therefore, the second suggested change was not 
made.  

D1-128 The requested edits have been incorporated into the Final EIR. 

D1-129 The requested edits have been incorporated into the Final EIR. 

D1-130 The requested edit has been incorporated into the Final EIR. 

D1-131 The requested edits have been incorporated into the Final EIR. 

D1-132 The requested edits have been incorporated into the Final EIR. 

D1-133 The requested edits have been incorporated into the Final EIR. 

D1-134 The requested edit has been incorporated into the Final EIR. 

D1-135 The requested edits with minor modifications have been incorporated into the Final EIR. 

D1-136 The requested edits with minor modifications have been incorporated into the Final EIR. 
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D1-137 The requested edit has been incorporated into the Final EIR. 

D1-138 The requested edits to Mitigation Measure TRA-3 (Repair Roadways and Transportation 
Facilities Damaged by Construction Activities) have not been incorporated into the Final EIR. 
The mitigation measure requires photography or video recording of existing transportation 
facility conditions to document existing road conditions at heavy vehicle ingress/egress points 
from public roadways (not the entire Project route) to ensure Project-related damage is fixed 
following construction. It is not intended to document road conditions along the entire Project 
route. The measure has been updated to clarify. This documentation protects both the 
agencies having jurisdiction over the roads and SCE.  

D1-139  The requested edits have been incorporated into the Final EIR. 

D1-140 The requested edits with minor modifications have been incorporated into the Final EIR. 

D1-141 The requested edits have been incorporated into the Final EIR. 

D1-142 The acreages presented in Section E (Other CEQA Considerations) in the Draft EIR were taken 
from Section B (Project Description), which is based on information from the PEA. However, 
the information in this section should have reflected the acreages identified in the Biological 
Resources analysis.  The acreages estimated in Section C.5 (Biological Resources) were based 
on preliminary design information provided by SCE as part of the response to a Project data 
request and a face-to-face meeting between SCE and Aspen. Therefore, the original 
calculations presented in the PEA no longer apply because new data provided by SCE resulted 
in different acreage estimates.  This section has now been revised to include 9.95 acres of 
permanent and 218.39 acres of temporary impact areas (approximate amounts were added).     

D1-143 The requested edit has been incorporated into the Final EIR. 
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