
Table F‐1.  Comments Received from Public Agencies and Elected Officials on the Draft EIR/EIS ‐ 
postmarked through April 6, 2009 
Comment 

Set Agency/Affiliation Name / Title of Commenter Date of 
Comment 

A.1 Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District Alan J. De Salvio, Supervising Air Quality 
Engineer 

02/25/09 

A.2 City of Palmdale Asoka Herath, Director of Planning 03/06/09 
A.3 John A. Rowland High School Robert S. Withers, Assistant Principal 03/11/09 
A.4 South Coast Air Quality Management District Steve Smith, Program Supervisor CEQA 

Section, Planning, Rule Development and 
Area Sources 

03/18/09 

A.5 Department of Transportation, Division of 
Transportation Planning, MS-32 

Gary S. Arnold, Statewide Local 
Development-Intergovernmental Review 
Coordinator, Office of Community Planning 

03/16/09 

A.6 City of Brea Charles View, Development Services 
Director 

03/17/09 

A.7 City of San Marino, Planning & Building Department Amanda Thorson, Planning & Building 
Assistant 

03/19/09 

A.8 County of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works Gail Farber, Director of Public Works, for 
Dennis Hunter, Assistant Deputy Director, 
Land Development Division 

03/25/09 

A.9 California Regional Water Quality Control Board, 
Santa Ana Region 

Mark G. Adelson, Chief, Regional Planning 
Programs Section 

04/01/09 

A.10 City of Chino Hills Planning Commission Karen S. Bristow 03/19/09 
A.11 City of Chino Charles E. Coe, Director of Community 

Development 
04/02/09 

A.12 City of Chino Brent Arnold, City Planner 04/03/09 
A.13 CA Department of Parks and Recreation, Inland 

Empire District 
Ron Krueper, District Superintendent 04/03/09 

A.14 CA Department of Fish and Game, South Coast 
Region 

Edmund J. Pert, Regional Manager 04/06/09 

A.15 County of Los Angeles, Chief Executive Office William T. Fujioka, Chief Executive Officer 04/06/09 
A.16 Acton Town Council Jacqueline Ayer 04/06/09 
A.17 Watershed Conservation Authority Belinda V. Faustinos, Executive Officer 04/02/09 
A.18 Puente Hills Landfill Native Habitat Preservation 

Authority 
Bob Henderson, Chairman 04/02/09 

A.19 City of El Monte Minh Thai, Planning Services Manager 04/06/09 
A.20 City of La Habra Heights Brian Bergman and Stan Carroll, Council 

Members 
04/06/09 

A.21 City of Irwindale Ray Hamada, Director of Planning & 
Community Development 

04/02/09 

A.22 County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County Debra Bogdanoff, Senior Engineer, 
Facilities Planning Department 

04/06/09 

A.23 City of Chino Hills Jeanne B. Armstrong, Goodin, MacBride, 
Squeri, Day & Lamprey, LLP (Attorneys for 
the City of Chino Hills) 

04/06/09 

A.24 County of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works Gail Farber, Director of Public Works, for 
Dennis Hunter, Assistant Deputy Director 
Land Development Division 

04/02/09 

A.25 California Regional Water Quality Control Board, 
Santa Ana Region 

Glenn Robertson, Engineering Geologist / 
CEQA Coordinator 

04/06/09 

A.26 City of Ontario Jerry L. Blum, Planning Director 04/06/09 
A.27 U.S. Department of the Interior, Office of the 

Secretary, Office of Environmental Policy and 
Compliance, Pacific Southwest Region 

Patricia Sanderson Port, Regional 
Environmental Officer 

04/06/09 

A.28 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX Kathleen M. Goforth, Manager, 
Environmental Review Office 

04/06/09 
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Comment Set A.1:  Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District 

A.1‐1 
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Response to Comment Set A.1:  Antelope Valley Air Quality Management 
District 

A.1-1 Thank you for your review. 
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Comment Set A.2:  City of Palmdale 

A.2‐1 

A.2‐2 

A.2‐3 
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Comment Set A.2, continued:  City of Palmdale 
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Response to Comment Set A.2:  City of Palmdale 

A.2-1 Thank you for your review of the proposed Project.  

A.2-2 Thank you for your review. Table 3.9-7 was corrected in the Final EIR; however, the table is 
not reproduced in this Final EIS. The Forest Service is aware of the corrections. 

A.2-3 Thank you for your review and edits. Table 3.9-8 was corrected in the Final EIR; however, 
the table is not reproduced in this Final EIS. The Forest Service is aware of the corrections. 
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Comment Set A.3:  John A. Rowland High School 

A.3‐1 
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Response to Comment Set A.3:  John A. Rowland High School 

A.3-1 Thank you for your comments. 



APPENDIX F.  DRAFT EIR/EIS COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
Tehachapi Renewable Transmission Project 

 

September 2010  F.A‐8  Final EIS 

Comment Set A.4:  South Coast Air Quality Management District 

A.4‐1 
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Response to Comment Set A.4:  South Coast Air Quality Management District 

A.4-1 The Forest Service appreciates South Coast Air Quality Management District’s (SCAQMD’s) 
review of the Draft EIR/EIS. The Draft EIR/EIS provides a range of potential project 
emissions in comparison with General Conformity applicability thresholds and identified two 
potential paths for a positive conformity determination. The Draft General Conformity 
analysis was sent to SCAQMD for review and the Final General Conformity Analysis was 
finalized on June 2, 2010. 
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Comment Set A.5:  Department of Transportation 

A.5‐1 

A.5‐2 
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Comment Set A.5, continued:  Department of Transportation 

A.5‐3 

A.5‐4 

A.5‐5 
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Comment Set A.5, continued:  Department of Transportation 

 

A.5‐6 

A.5‐7 

A.5‐8 

A.5‐9 

A.5‐10 
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Comment Set A.5, continued:  Department of Transportation 

A.5‐11 
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Comment Set A.5, continued:  Department of Transportation 
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Comment Set A.5, continued:  Department of Transportation 
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Comment Set A.5, continued:  Department of Transportation 
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Comment Set A.5, continued:  Department of Transportation 
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Comment Set A.5, continued:  Department of Transportation 
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Comment Set A.5, continued:  Department of Transportation 
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Comment Set A.5, continued:  Department of Transportation  
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Comment Set A.5, continued:  Department of Transportation 



APPENDIX F.  DRAFT EIR/EIS COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
Tehachapi Renewable Transmission Project 

 

September 2010  F.A‐22  Final EIS 

Comment Set A.5, continued:  Department of Transportation 
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Comment Set A.5, continued:  Department of Transportation 
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Comment Set A.5, continued:  Department of Transportation 
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Comment Set A.5, continued:  Department of Transportation 
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Response to Comment Set A.5:  Department of Transportation 

A.5-1 Thank you for your comments in response to the Notice of Preparation and for providing 
copies of previous letters. Your comment letter and attachments are included in the Scoping 
Report prepared for the proposed Project and were considered in preparation of the Final EIR 
prepared by the CPUC and this Final EIS. 

A.5-2 Commenting entities are not listed in Section 7 of the Draft EIR/EIS nor does that section 
attempt to present all the scoping comments received. All comments received in response to 
the Notice of Preparation, as well as all other comments received during the scoping process, 
are presented in a separate Scoping Report prepared by the Lead Agencies (CPUC and Forest 
Service), which thoroughly documents the scoping process and all comments. The Scoping 
Report is all inclusive. NEPA (CFR 1501.7) explains that the scoping process shall be used to 
determine the scope of issues to be addressed and identify the significant issues related to the 
proposed action. CFR 1502.12 also states that the Summary shall include issues raised by 
agencies and the public. Relevant issues and concerns identified during the scoping process 
that are addressed in the Draft EIR/EIS are summarized at the beginning of each 
resource/issue area section in Chapter 3. 

A.5-3 Thank you. Table 1-1 (Required Federal and State Permits and Approvals) in the Final EIS 
has been revised to indicate the need for encroachment permits for any nonstandard use of 
State highway facilities as well as the need for permits for heavy or oversized loads. This 
information will be passed on to SCE, which will be responsible for obtaining all necessary 
permits for the Project. 

A.5-4 Thank you. The Final EIR was revised and the Final EIS has been revised to reflect that 
District 6 is the point of contact for permits in Kern County and District 8 is the point of 
contact for San Bernardino County. This information will be passed on to SCE, which will be 
responsible for obtaining all necessary permits for the Project. 

A.5-5 The Final EIR was revised and the Final EIS has been revised to include a requirement for 
SCE to coordinate with all affected Caltrans District offices prior to final design to avoid 
conflicts with any planned future expansion of State Highway Facilities. 

A.5-6  This comment is in response to a CEQA requirement to evaluate the significance of impacts; 
however, significance conclusions based on defined criteria are not necessary in an EIS. 
Therefore, a response to this comment is not included in this EIS, but was provided in the 
Final EIR prepared by the CPUC. 

A.5-7 The discussion related to the proposed Project’s consistency with Congestion Management 
Plans states that construction should not be inconsistent with regional and local transportation 
plans. Review and consideration of the Congestion Management Plans was not meant to 
imply that they are applicable to the State highway system. 

A.5-8 This information does not result in changes to the proposed action, alternatives, analysis, or 
recommended mitigation measures. A full response to this comment is provided in Section 
3.13.2.2 of the Final EIR, but is not included in this Final EIS.  

A.5-9 A response to this comment was provided in the Final EIR and considered by the CPUC in its 
Decision on the Project. The concerns raised in the comment relate to the non-federal portion 
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of the Project and do not affect decisions to be made by the Forest Service or the USACE; 
however, federal decision makers are aware of the City’s concerns. The comment does not 
necessitate any changes to the Final EIS. A more detailed response to this comment is 
provided in the Final EIR, but is not discussed further in this Final EIS. 

A.5-10 Thank you for your comment. This comment does not result in changes to the proposed 
action, alternatives, analysis, or proposed mitigation measures. A full response to this 
comment is provided in the Final EIR, but is not included in this Final EIS.  

A.5-11 Thank you for your comment. The Interstate-5 corridor is located at least 10 miles west of the 
proposed Project and would not be affected by the proposed Project. Effects of this Project on 
wildlife movement corridors are addressed in Section 3.4, Biological Resources. Analysis 
shows that transmission lines have little effect on terrestrial wildlife movement since 
disturbance is not continuous. Impact B-40 discusses specific impacts on bird and bat 
migration corridors. 



APPENDIX F.  DRAFT EIR/EIS COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
Tehachapi Renewable Transmission Project 

 

September 2010  F.A‐28  Final EIS 

Comment Set A.6:  City of Brea 

A.6‐1 
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Comment Set A.6, continued:  City of Brea 

A.6‐2 
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Response to Comment Set A.6:  City of Brea 

A.6-1 As discussed in the Draft EIR/EIS, Alternative 4 would place a new double-circuit 500-kV 
transmission line adjacent to the existing transmission line corridor. The ROW would need to 
be expanded by approximately 150 feet to accommodate the new 500-kV line. As described, 
new land disturbance would result from upgrades to existing access roads and the addition of 
new permanent access and spur roads. Please refer to Tables 2.4-2 (Alt 4A), 2.4-5 (Alt 4B), 
2.4-8 (Alt 4C), and 2.4-11 (Alt 4D) for preliminary estimates of land disturbance associated 
with Alternative 4. Alternative 4 is located outside the jurisdiction of the Forest Service or 
USACE. A response to this comment was provided in the Final EIR and considered by the 
CPUC in its Decision. 

A.6-2 SCE will coordinate with affected property owners, as well as local agencies, prior to 
construction of the Project. Visual (aesthetic) impacts associated with Alternative 4 have been 
addressed in the Draft EIR/EIS in Section 3.14.8. A representative Key Observation Point 
near the City of Brea is referenced as “South-21” and the existing conditions are shown in 
Figure 3.14-57a with simulations of Alternatives 4A and 4C shown in Figure 3.14-57b and 
Alternatives 4B and 4D shown in Figure 3.14-57c. Alternative 4 is located outside the 
jurisdiction of the Forest Service our USACE. A response to this comment was provided in 
the Final EIR and considered by the CPUC in its Decision. 
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Comment Set A.7:  City of San Marino, Planning & Building Department 

A.7‐1 
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Response to Comment Set A.7:  City of San Marino, Planning & Building 
Department 

A.7-1 Thank you for reviewing the Draft EIR/EIS. Currently, the City of San Marino has no 
comments to be addressed in the Final EIS. 
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Comment Set A.8:  County of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works 

A.8‐1 
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Comment Set A.8, continued: County of Los Angeles, Department of Public 
Works

A.8‐2 

A.8‐3 

A.8‐4 

A.8‐5 

A.8‐6 

A.8‐7 
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Comment Set A.8, continued: County of Los Angeles, Department of Public 
Works  

A.8‐8 
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Response to Comment Set A.8: County of Los Angeles, Department of Public 
Works 

A.8-1 Thank you for expressing your opinions regarding the 66-kV tower relocations described in 
Alternative 2. Alternative 7 identifies underground routes for the Rio Hondo-Jose-Mesa 66-
kV subtransmission line along Segment 7, through the River Commons and Whittier Narrows 
Recreation area (See Draft EIR/EIS, Section 2.7 and Figure 2.7-1). Please see the response to 
Comment A.17-10 and Appendix H, Section H.2, General Response GR-7 in the Final EIR 
approved by the CPUC for further discussion. Your comments will be shared with the federal 
decision-makers who are reviewing the Project. 

A.8-2 As described in the Draft EIR/EIS and the Alternatives Screening Report (Appendix A, 
Section 3.2.11), there are limitations to placing transmission lines underground, especially 
high voltage lines, such as 500-kV transmission lines. (See also, Appendix H, Section H.2, 
General Response GR-7: Undergrounding of Transmission Lines.) The Draft EIR/EIS 
analyzes two alternatives involving underground lines – Alternative 5 is a concept for placing 
500-kV lines underground in a tunnel for a portion of Segment 8A and Alternative 7 includes 
placement of 66-kV lines underground by direct burial along the San Gabriel River in 
Segment 7 (See Draft EIR/EIS, Section 2.7 and Figure 2.7-1). Your suggestion for joint 
projects will be passed on to SCE. Please note that any use or development of transmission 
ROWs will need to be implemented in a manner that is consistent with the ROW’s primary 
purpose as a transmission corridor, which places necessary restrictions on any joint-use 
projects. In addition, the comment includes no evidence that enhancement of rights-of-way 
with water quality and/or passive recreation amenities would minimize the aesthetic impacts 
of the proposed Project, or that a reduction in the useable area surrounding the proposed 
towers is an environmental impact under NEPA.  

A.8-3 Potential impacts related to hydrology and water quality are addressed in Section 3.8 of the 
Draft EIR/EIS, the Final EIR, and this Final EIS. The commenter notes that project 
infrastructure should be kept out of “natural drainage pathways.” To clarify the terminology 
used, a “natural drainage pathway” could refer to a dry wash or ephemeral waterway (flows 
only in direct response to precipitation), an intermittent waterway (flows most of the year but 
is dry for weeks or months at a time), and/or a perennial waterway (flows continuously 
throughout the year). The Project does not include placement of any infrastructure within a 
perennial waterway. However, some Project features may be placed within dry washes and/or 
ephemeral waterways, and it may be necessary to locate some towers within intermittent 
waterway(s). In addition, some transmission towers would be placed in areas subject to 
periodic overland flow and flooding, such as the Whittier Narrows Flood Control Basin, and 
some broad, ephemeral washes in southern Kern County. However, as required by Applicant-
Proposed Measure (APM) HYD-7 (Flood and Erosion Structure Damage Protection), which 
is part of the Project design, aboveground Project features including transmission line towers 
and substation facilities would be designed and engineered to withstand potential flooding and 
erosion hazards. Therefore, although the Project may include placement of some above 
ground features within a “natural drainage pathway,” such as a dry wash or an ephemeral or 
intermittent waterway, all infrastructure associated with the Project would be designed and 
engineered to withstand potential flooding and erosion hazards. 
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A.8-4 Flood control facilities including Eaton Wash, the San Gabriel River, and the Santa Fe Flood 
Control Basin are discussed in Section 3.8 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the Final EIR, and this Final 
EIS. Design-level construction plans for the Project are not available at this time, as such 
plans are would typically developed during the final engineering process, after the 
environmental review process is complete and the federal decision-makers have made a 
decision on the Project.  

 Section 3.8 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the Final EIR, and this Final EIS further describes that the 
Project proponent (SCE) would obtain all required water quality permits and demonstrate 
compliance with such permits, including floodplain management ordinances required by 
FEMA, as additionally specified by Mitigation Measure H-1a (Implement an Erosion Control 
Plan and demonstrate compliance with water quality permits). 

 As described in Section 1.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the Final EIR, and this Final EIS, no local 
discretionary approvals (e.g., use permits) are required of SCE for non-federal lands because 
the CPUC has preemptive jurisdiction over the construction, design, and operation of SCE 
facilities in California. CPUC’s General Order 131-D requires SCE to consult with local 
agencies to minimize Project conflicts with local conditions. As such, the CPUC encourages 
SCE to obtain encroachment permit(s) as necessary for work within the Los Angeles County 
Flood Control District easements and/or right of ways. On federal lands, encroachment 
permits from local jurisdictions would be required where applicable. 

A.8-5 As noted in the Draft EIR/EIS, the Final EIR, and this Final EIS Section 1.3 under “Other 
Approvals Required,” “the County of Los Angeles Public Works Department would likely 
require that SCE obtain permits for road use, excavation activities (for the cutting of public 
roadways), encroachment (of the public ROW), and construction activities.” For work 
authorized on federal lands, SCE would be required to coordinate with the Los Angeles 
County Public Works Department to obtain any applicable grading permits. 

A.8-6 Thank you for the information. The Forest Service understands and acknowledges the need 
for permits from the Department of Public Works for public road closures, detours, and/or 
any work with a public ROW. Section 1.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the Final EIR, and this Final 
EIS describes the need for ministerial permits from local agencies for construction activities, 
including permits from the Department of Public Works. As discussed in Section 3.13.3.3 of 
the Draft EIR/EIS, construction of the proposed Project could potentially affect transportation 
ROWs, access, traffic flow, and parking on public streets and highways. Therefore, it would 
be necessary for SCE and/or the construction contractor to obtain encroachment permits or 
similar legal agreements from the public agencies responsible for each affected roadway or 
other transportation ROW. Such permits are needed for ROWs that would be crossed by the 
transmission line as well as for where transmission line construction activities would require 
the use of a public ROW for a parallel installation. These encroachment permits would be 
issued by Caltrans, the counties of Kern, Los Angeles, and San Bernardino, as well as the 
numerous cities through which the proposed transmission route traverses. 

A.8-7 Site-specific geotechnical reports for the Project are not available at this time. The high cost 
of such studies means that utilities are typically unwilling to undertake them until there is 
some degree of certainty regarding decisions to be made by the Lead Agencies. Site-specific 
geotechnical investigations would typically be conducted during the final engineering process, 
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after the environmental review process is complete and federal decision-makers have made a 
decision on the Project.  

 As discussed in the Final EIS Section 3.7 (Geology, Soils, and Paleontology), APM GEO-2 
states that prior to final design of substation facilities and T/L tower foundations, a 
geotechnical study would be performed to identify site-specific geologic conditions and 
potential geologic hazards in enough detail to support good engineering practice. The 
geotechnical study would be performed by professional civil or geotechnical engineers and 
engineering geologists licensed in the State of California and would provide design and 
construction recommendations, as appropriate, to reduce potential impacts from geologic 
hazards or soil conditions. However, this measure does not identify items to be completed as 
part of the geotechnical study to identify areas of unstable slopes. Implementation of 
Mitigation Measure G-3 (Conduct geological surveys for landslides and protect against slope 
instability) adds specific requirements to the planned geotechnical investigations to be 
completed prior to final Project design.  

A.8-8 Mitigation Measure G-4, in Section 3.7.6.1 of the Final EIS and formerly identified as 
Mitigation Measure G-4a in the Draft EIR/EIS, requires fault evaluation studies within active 
fault zones to accurately locate fault traces and prevent location of towers or other structures 
on the fault. The title of Mitigation Measure G-4 has been changed to match the specific 
language contained in the measure. This measure would not allow SCE to place any Project 
structures on the traces of active faults. The revised title of Mitigation Measure G-4 is below. 

G-4 Avoid placement of Project structures within active fault zones. Prior to final 
Project design SCE shall perform a fault evaluation study to confirm the location of 
mapped traces of active and potentially active faults crossed by the Project route or 
other Project structures. For crossings of active faults, the Project design shall be 
planned so as not to locate towers or other Project structures on the traces of active 
faults; and, in addition, Project components shall be placed as far as feasible outside 
the areas of mapped fault traces. Compliance with this measure shall be documented 
to the CPUC and FS in a report submitted for review at least 60 days prior to the 
start of construction. 
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A.9‐1 
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Comment Set A.9, continued:  California Regional Water Quality Control Board 

A.9‐1, 
cont. 

A.9‐2

A.9‐3

A.9‐4

A.9‐2, 
cont. 
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Comment Set A.9, continued:  California Regional Water Quality Control Board 

A.9‐4, 
cont. 
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Response to Comment Set A.9:  California Regional Water Quality Control Board 

A.9-1 Thank you for your comment regarding impacts to natural drainages, including the potential 
for erosion and loss of beneficial uses. Section 3.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality) requires 
mitigation measures where the implementation of specified actions would minimize, reduce, 
or avoid such impacts to the maximum extent feasible. The Project does not include 
placement of any infrastructure within a perennial waterway. However, some Project features 
may be placed within dry washes and/or ephemeral waterways, and it may be necessary to 
locate some towers within intermittent waterway(s). In addition, some transmission towers 
would be placed in areas subject to periodic overland flow and flooding, such as the Whittier 
Narrows Flood Control Basin, and some broad, ephemeral washes in southern Kern County. 
However, as required by Applicant-Proposed Measure (APM) HYD-7 (Flood and Erosion 
Structure Damage Protection), which is part of the Project design, aboveground Project 
features including transmission line towers and substation facilities would be designed and 
engineered to withstand potential flooding and erosion hazards. Therefore, although the 
Project may include placement of some aboveground features within a “natural drainage 
pathway”, such as a dry wash or an ephemeral or intermittent waterway, all infrastructure 
associated with the Project would be designed and engineered to withstand potential flooding 
and erosion hazards. 

A.9-2 The suggested revisions have been incorporated into Table 1-1 (Required Federal and State 
Permits and Approvals), indicating that a CWA Section 401 Water Quality Standards 
Certification from the Regional Board would be obtained as a prerequisite for USACE 
issuance of a CWA Section 404 permit. Section 3.4.3.1.1 (Regulated Habitats) of the Final 
EIR, incorporated by reference in this Final EIS in Section 3.4, addresses jurisdictional 
waters of the California Department of Fish and Game and the USACE. As described in 
Section 3.4.6.1, any Project activities that would involve modification of the bed or bank of a 
State- or US-jurisdictional waterway would be regulated by the CDFG, Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and USACE. Additionally, Project impacts relevant to 
waste discharge requirements are assessed under Significance Criterion HYD1 (Violate any 
water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, create any substantial new sources 
of polluted runoff, or otherwise degrade water quality) of the Hydrology and Water Quality 
analysis presented in Section 3.8 of the Final EIS. 

A.9-3 Section 3.4 of the Final EIS indicates that implementation of the proposed Project could result 
in direct loss of wetland and riparian habitat that supports sensitive wildlife including least 
Bell’s vireo. In addition, cumulative impacts to wetland and riparian habitat, should they 
occur, would be considered cumulatively significant and unavoidable based on the extensive 
historical loss of this type of habitat throughout southern California. Implementation of 
Mitigation Measure B-1a requires SCE to fully mitigate for temporary and permanent impacts 
to wetland and riparian habitats. This measure contains proposed mitigation ratios, methods to 
ensure compliance with restoration goals, and performance criteria to meet regulatory 
requirements. Although not stated in the text of Mitigation Measure B-1a, SCE will also have 
to comply with the provisions of regulatory permits including the CDFG Streambed 
Alteration Agreement, State 401 Water Quality Certification, and U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers 404 permits. However, in order to further clarify that wetlands would be subject to 
no net loss the text of the Final EIS has been revised. 
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A.9-4 As described in Section 1.3 (Agency Use of this Document) of the Final EIS, SCE would be 
required to obtain all ministerial building and encroachment permits from local jurisdictions.  

 As part of this requirement, SCE would be responsible for ensuring that the appropriate 
jurisdictional bodies are contacted. Your comment will be shared with them to assist in this 
regard. 

 Applicable permits would include those required for compliance with waste discharge 
requirements and storm water runoff regulations. Section 3.8.3.1 (Hydrology and Water 
Quality) of the Draft EIR/EIS was revised to reflect expected revisions to NPDES 
construction guidelines and permits and the State Board’s adoption of the new Construction 
General Permit. 
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Comment Set A.10:  Karen Bristow, City of Chino Hills Planning Commission 

A.10‐1 

A.10‐2 

A.10‐3 
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Response to Comment Set A.10:  Karen Bristow, City of Chino Hills Planning 
Commission 
A.10-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment will be shared with the federal decision-

makers who are reviewing the Project. 

A.10-2 Thank you for your comments. Air emissions and earthquake risks are discussed in 
Sections 3.3 and 3.7 of the Final EIS, respectively. 

A.10-3 Thank you for expressing your concerns and opinions. Your comment will be shared 
with the federal decision-makers who are reviewing the Project. 
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Comment Set A.11:  City of Chino 

A.11‐1 
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Comment Set A.11, continued:  City of Chino 

A.11‐4 

A.11‐1, 
cont. 

A.11‐2 

A.11‐3 

A.11‐5 
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Comment Set A.11, continued:  City of Chino  

A.11‐7 

A.11‐6 

A.11‐5, 
cont. 
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Comment Set A.11, continued:  City of Chino  

A.11‐7, 
cont. 

A.11‐8

A.11‐9

A.11‐10

A.11‐11
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Comment Set A.11, continued:  City of Chino  

A.11‐11, 
cont. 

A.11‐12

A.11‐13

A.11‐14

A.11‐15
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Comment Set A.11, continued:  City of Chino  

A.11‐16 

A.11‐15, 
cont. 
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Response to Comment Set A.11:  City of Chino 

A.11-1 The information provided in the comment resulted in a correction that was previously 
presented in the Final EIR published by the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) 
in October 2009. This correction does not have a substantial effect on the analysis or 
conclusions presented in the Draft EIR/EIS. This change only affects non-federal jurisdiction 
and has already been considered by the CPUC in its Decision. 

 As future ambient noise conditions at any one point source are unpredictable and would be 
generated by a number of mobile and stationary noise sources at receptor locations, Draft 
EIR/EIS Section 3.10 presents the modeled future corona noise associated with the proposed 
Project (Alternative 2) to demonstrate the impact it would have on future ambient noise 
conditions.  

 Table 3.10-10 of the Final EIR was revised by the CPUC to reflect that the modeled 
operational noise impacts of the proposed Project would not comply with City of Chino 
Municipal Code Noise Ordinance. Specifically, under future wet weather conditions, the 
range of future corona noise along the portion of Segment 8 located in the City of Chino 
would be between 56 and 58 dBA at the edge of the ROW.  The City’s 30-minute exposure 
threshold for noise states that noise levels should not exceed 55 dBA from 7 am to 10 pm and 
50 dBA from 10 pm to 7 am. 

A.11-2 Table 3.10-9 in the Draft EIR/EIS identifies the City of Chino Municipal Code Noise 
Ordinance pertaining to construction noise. As noted, the City of Chino Municipal Code 
Noise Ordinance does not contain regulations specifying construction noise level thresholds. 
As noted on Draft EIR/EIS page 3.10-23, despite the implementation of APMs NOI-1, NOI-3 
and NOI-4 and Mitigation Measures N-1a and N-1b, maximum construction noise levels 
would substantially exceed ambient noise conditions along the proposed Project (Alternative 
2) route, and would affect sensitive noise receptors.  

 Helicopters would only be utilized in Chino to run sock line as part of the conductor stringing 
process after transmission structures have been constructed. Helicopters would operate for 
very short periods at any single location because running sock line is a relatively quick 
operation. 

 In response to concerns concerning construction timing, as presented, APM NOI-1 would 
ensure that construction activities would either comply with local noise ordinances pertaining 
to daily construction activity timing, or SCE would obtain a variance from each affected 
jurisdiction, if there is a need to work outside of normal daytime, weekday hours (Draft 
EIR/EIS, Table 3.10-8). In addition, Draft EIR/EIS Section 2.2.12 (Description of 
Alternatives) provides information on construction hours, use of construction equipment, and 
proposed construction activities. 

A.11-3 As a result of this comment, minor modifications were made to the description of Impact N-1 
in the Final EIR, but did not result in a change in the impact analysis or conclusions. These 
modifications were considered by the CPUC in its Decision on the Project.  

 Potential vibration impacts during construction were addressed in the Draft EIR/EIS on Page 
3.10-22. The analysis presented in the Draft EIR/EIS (based on Federal Transit Authority 
data) concludes that vibration issues are usually confined to short distances (i.e., 500 feet or 
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less) from the source but no ground-borne vibration would affect sensitive noise receptors. 
Where applicable, policies pertaining to vibration thresholds were evaluated for each 
jurisdiction in Draft EIR/EIS Table 3.10-9.   

A.11-4 As noted in the Draft EIR/EIS, many studies have been conducted related to potential health 
effects of EMF from power lines. The power flow levels and calculated EMF are used to 
identify potential field strengths in the vicinity of the line and how certain field mitigation 
techniques may be used to result in lower field strengths. The calculated field strength is not 
intended to predict the actual field strength in the vicinity of the transmission line since these 
will be highly variable over the life of the transmission line. The field strength will vary 
significantly over time, including variation on a daily, seasonal and year-to-year basis and the 
use of electricity changes in the region. There is no consensus in the scientific community 
regarding the health risks associated with EMF exposure. Therefore, conclusions regarding 
this concern are not analyzed in the Draft EIR/EIS or in this Final EIS. In addition, there are 
no federal or state standards limiting human exposure to EMF from transmission lines or 
substation facilities. Please see Draft EIR/EIS Section 5.3.1. Please see GR-2 for further 
discussion of this issue. 

A.11-5 Transmission structure failures are extremely rare. Mitigation Measures G-3, G-4a, G-5a, G-
5b, and G-6 will be implemented to further reduce the potential for a structure failure. Please 
see General Response GR-10.  

A.11-6 The proposed Project does not include any improvements to the substation located on Edison 
Avenue (Chino Substation) and, therefore, would not affect any existing traffic safety issues 
that may exist along roadways adjacent to this facility. As a result, construction of a 
decorative barrier at this location would not mitigate any of the Project’s impacts and is 
therefore not required. 

A.11-7 Thank you for this information. These existing land uses were considered as part of both the 
description of existing conditions and the analysis of impacts in the Draft EIR/EIS. 

A.11-8 The concerns raised in this comment were addressed in the Final EIR and considered by the 
CPUC in its Decision on the Project. The Forest Service does not have jurisdiction for the 
portion of the Project that traversed the City of Chino; however, federal decision makers are 
aware of the City’s concerns. Please note that no new ROW or easement would be required 
within Segment 8 through the City of Chino as a result of the proposed Project.  

 Under SCE’s Easement Policy (Rev. 1, July 7, 2008), it is stated that “Buildings and other 
permanent structures, both above ground and underground are prohibited within SCE’s 
ROWs. Examples of permanent structures are pipelines, concrete slabs [i.e., parking lot], 
foundations, vaults, decks, detention basins, pools, and anything else that is not portable and 
easily moveable.” In SCE’s Secondary Land Use Policy, it states that SCE “will permit 
secondary uses of its transmission rights-of-way only when these secondary land uses do not 
conflict with current or projected first priority use, as determined by the company’s 
Transmission and Distribution Business Unit (TDBU). Such uses will be low intensity in 
nature. Other possible low-intensity projects include short-term or overflow parking lots or 
equestrian stables. Since these are not the preferred uses, SCE will not actively pursue these 
uses but will consider them on a case-by-case basis.” Previously existing land uses, such as 
parking lots, that may conflict with SCE’s Secondary Land Use Policy and Transmission Line 
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Right of Way Requirements will be reviewed by SCE on a case-by-case basis. It should be 
noted that SCE is currently working towards a system-wide policy regarding land uses under 
500-kV T/Ls; however, this policy is not yet in place. 

A.11-9 Please see the response to Comment A.11-8 above.   

A.11-10 The Cities of Chino and Ontario are underlain by the Chino Subbasin of the Upper Santa Ana 
Valley Groundwater Basin. The wells noted in the comment are part of the Chino Subbasin 
and are included in the Draft EIR/EIS’ analysis of the Chino Subbasin. Section 2.2 (Regional 
Setting: Southern Region) of the Hydrology and Water Quality Specialist Report, which is 
incorporated by reference to the Draft EIR/EIS, provides a detailed description of the Chino 
Subbasin. As described in this Specialist Report, total storage within the Chino Subbasin is 
approximately 18,300,000 acre-feet, with approximately 5,300,000 acre-feet currently in 
storage. Depth to groundwater in proximity of the Project route is approximately 75 feet or 
greater bgs (below ground surface) (Draft EIR/EIS, page 3.8-12.). As discussed in Section 
3.8 of the EIR/EIS, the maximum construction-related excavation depth is approximately 40 
feet bgs and, therefore, no contact with groundwater would occur during construction of the 
proposed Project and no need for dewatering is expected. (Draft EIR/EIS, page 3.8-33.) No 
depletion of groundwater supplies or substantial interference with groundwater recharge 
would result from operation and maintenance of the Project. Other potential impacts to 
groundwater resources are discussed in Section 3.8 of the Draft EIR/EIS.   

A.11-11 The relocation of existing 66-kV overhead lines in the vicinity of Chino Substation is 
described in Section 2.2.9 of the Draft EIR/EIS Multiple 66-kV lines in the vicinity of the 
Chino Substation beginning approximately 500 feet west of Central Avenue to Magnolia 
Avenue would be placed underground. Additional details of these relocations and 
undergrounding are provided under the sub-heading “220-kV Transmission and 66-kV 
Subtransmission Relocation.” These components of the Project are not located on federal 
lands and have already been addressed by the CPUC in its Decision on the Project. They do 
not affect decisions to be made by the Forest Service or the USACE and the comment does 
not necessitate any changes to the Final EIS. 

A.11-12 As shown on Draft EIR/EIS Figure 2.2-1y, SCE’s existing ROW splits into two separate 
ROWs at approximately (S8A MP 29.2). The area between these ROWs is not part of SCE’s 
ROW and, therefore, SCE did not propose to place structures in this area. As shown in 
Figures 2.2-47 and 2.2-48, the new transmission structures would in fact be placed within the 
center of the existing ROWs. These components of the Project are not located on federal 
lands and have already been addressed by the CPUC in its Decision on the Project. They do 
not affect decisions to be made by the Forest Service or the USACE and the comment does 
not necessitate any changes to the Final EIS. 

A.11-13 The other existing lines in the easements are considered part of baseline conditions and the 
Draft EIR/EIS assumed their continued existence because the proposed Project does not 
involve any modifications to those lines. SCE has not indicated any intent to re-energize any 
idle lines in the transmission easements. The EIS is only required to analyze future actions 
that are reasonably foreseeable consequences of a proposed project. Also, please note that the 
subject line is not located on federal lands and its future disposition does affect decisions to be 
made by the Forest Service or the USACE.  
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A.11-14 As shown in the cross-section Figures 2.2-45 to 2.2-47, the new double-circuit 500-kV 
structures would be located in the same location within the ROW as the structures they are 
replacing. As shown in Figure 2.2-46, the edge of the ROW would be between 40 and 165 
feet from the centerline of the new TSPs. Tower placement within the ROW is determined 
based on SCE and industry design practices and would be designed to meet all such 
requirements to ensure the safety of all homes/buildings located adjacent/near the ROW.  

 Noise and visual impacts of the TRTP are discussed in Sections 3.10 and 3.14, respectively, 
of the Draft EIR/EIS. Corona noise generated by operation of the proposed Project along 
Segment 8 would result in significant and unavoidable permanent increases to existing 
ambient noise levels (Draft EIR/EIS, page 3.10-34). No feasible mitigation measures were 
identified in the Draft EIR/EIS to reduce this impact. The comment’s suggestion to move the 
lines farther away from the existing homes in order to reduce noise impacts is infeasible due 
to clearance requirements within the ROW between structures and their associated 
conductors.  

 Because of the height of the proposed new structures, moving them further inside the existing 
ROW would not reduce or eliminate the visual impacts, which would remain adverse and 
unavoidable as described in the Draft EIR/EIS in Section 3.14.6.1. 

 With respect to safety issues, please see General Response GR-8 regarding use of narrow 
ROWs and General Response GR-10 regarding potential failure of transmission structures. 
Please see General Response GR-2 regarding Electric and Magnetic Fields for further 
discussion of this issue. 

A.11-15 Please see the response to Comment A.11-14. All impacts have been mitigated to the extent 
feasible. The EIR/EIS concludes that visual impacts in the South Area, including Segment 8, 
would be adverse and unavoidable (Draft EIR/EIS, pages 3.14-104 through 3.12-109). All 
adverse and unavoidable impacts have been indentified and will be considered by federal 
decision-makers. 

A.11-16 Thank you for expressing your opinion regarding Alternative 4. Alternative 4 is not located 
on federal lands and has already been addressed by the CPUC in its Decision on the Project. 
The Forest Service and the USACE do not have jurisdiction over Alternative 4 as it is not 
located on National Forest System lands or lands owned by the USACE. The comment does 
not necessitate any changes to the Final EIS. 
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Comment Set A.12:  City of Chino 

A.12‐1 
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Response to Comment Set A.12:  City of Chino 

A.12-1 Thank you for communicating the City of Chino’s consideration of developing shared 
recreational use(s) in the SCE utility corridor. Any shared uses of the SCE utility corridor, 
such as for equestrian purposes, would be subject to existing easement restrictions. 
Discussion of existing shared uses of SCE’s utility corridor for recreational purposes is 
provided in Section 3.15 (Wilderness and Recreation) of the Final EIR. Please note that any 
use or development of transmission ROWs will need to be implemented in a manner that is 
consistent with the ROW’s primary purpose as a transmission corridor, which places 
necessary restrictions on any joint-use projects. Your comment was considered by the CPUC 
in its Decision. The areas noted are not subject to federal jurisdiction and the comment is not 
addressed further in this Final EIS.  
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Comment Set A.13:  Department of Parks and Recreation, Inland Empire District 

A.13‐1 

A.13‐2 

A.13‐3 
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Comment Set A.13, continued:  Department of Parks and Recreation, Inland 
Empire District 

A.13‐9 

A.13‐8 

A.13‐7 

A.13‐6 

A.13‐5 

A.13‐4 
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Comment Set A.13, continued:  Department of Parks and Recreation, Inland 
Empire District  

A.13‐13 

A.13‐12 

A.13‐11 

A.13‐10 

A.13‐9, 
cont.
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Comment Set A.13, continued:  Department of Parks and Recreation, Inland 
Empire District  

A.13‐15 

A.13‐14 

A.13‐16 
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Comment Set A.13, continued:  Department of Parks and Recreation, Inland 
Empire District  

A.13‐17 

A.13‐16, 
cont. 

A.13‐18 

A.13‐19 
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Comment Set A.13, continued:  Department of Parks and Recreation, Inland 
Empire District  

A.13‐20 

A.13‐19, 
cont. 

A.13‐21 

A.13‐22 

A.13‐23 

A.13‐24 
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Comment Set A.13, continued:  Department of Parks and Recreation, Inland 
Empire District  

A.13‐26 

A.13‐25 

A.13‐27 
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Comment Set A.13, continued:  Department of Parks and Recreation, Inland 
Empire District  

A.13‐32 

A.13‐31 

A.13‐30 

A.13‐29 

A.13‐28 

A.13‐27, 
cont.
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Comment Set A.13, continued:  Department of Parks and Recreation, Inland 
Empire District  

A.13‐37 

A.13‐36 

A.13‐35 

A.13‐34 

A.13‐33 

A.13‐32, 
cont.
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Comment Set A.13, continued:  Department of Parks and Recreation, Inland 
Empire District 

A.13‐39 

A.13‐38 
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Response to Comment Set A.13:  Department of Parks and Recreation, Inland 
Empire District 

A.13-1 Thank you for your comment and the description of the State Park’s mission. Your comments 
will be shared with the federal decision makers who are reviewing the Project. 

A.13-2 Thank you for your comment. 

A.13-3 Thank you for your comments. The roles of the Department of Parks and Recreation and the 
Park and Recreation Commission as Responsible Agencies are described in Section 1.3 of the 
Draft EIR/EIS. 

A.13-4 The Draft EIR/EIS provides adequate information to characterize the Project’s impacts, 
identify appropriate mitigation measures to reduce impacts to the extent feasible, and reach 
conclusions as required per NEPA. Please see specific responses below for Land Use, 
Cultural Resources, and Visual Resources. 

A.13-5 Thank you for your comment. It is noted that the Department of Parks and Recreation 
concurs with the CPUC’s determination that Alternative 2 is the CEQA Environmentally 
Superior Alternative relative only to those portions involving Chino Hills SP. Your comment 
will be forwarded to the federal decision-makers who are reviewing the Project. 

A.13-6 Thank you for expressing your concerns and opinions. Your comments will be shared with 
the federal decision-makers who are reviewing the Project. The CPUC was responsible for 
providing you with a copy of the Final EIR. 

A.13-7 This comment expresses concern regarding CEQA that are not relevant to the EIS. However, 
the CPUC prepared a response to this comment in the Final EIR that is reproduced below. 

“The EIR/EIS has described a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives 
pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(a). Please see Chapter 2 of the 
EIR/EIS for a description of alternatives, Chapter 3 for a discussion of impacts from 
the alternatives, and Chapter 4 for a discussion on the comparison of alternatives. In 
addition, please see the Alternatives Screening Report in Appendix A.” 

A.13-8 This comment expresses concern regarding the CPUC that the Forest Service cannot address. 
However, the CPUC prepared a response to this comment in the Final EIR that is reproduced 
below with updates. 

“The Lead Agencies are aware of and have reviewed Order 0.82-09-093. This order 
applies to the Mira Loma-Serrano transmission line and it has yet to be determined 
whether this order is also applicable to the proposed TRTP. Therefore, a final 
determination on the legal infeasibility of Alternative 4 was made by the CPUC and 
Alternative 4 is appropriately analyzed in the Draft EIR/EIS as a potentially feasible 
alternative.” 

A.13-9 Please see the response to Comment A.13-8. 

A.13-10 Comment noted. The land use impact analysis for Alternative 4 (Draft EIR/EIS Section 
3.9.8.1) concludes that conflicts with the Chino Hills State Park General Plan would be 
significant and unavoidable. 

A.13-11 Single-circuit transmission lines for Segment 8A are not under consideration at this time. 
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A.13-12 Thank you for your comments. Alternative 4 was not approved by the CPUC. However, text 
has been added to the description of the construction schedule for Alternative 4 in the Final 
EIR Chapter 2 to indicate that the schedule for each of these alternative routes would 
potentially be delayed as a result of the need to obtain approval from the California State Park 
Commission to amend the Chino Hills State Park General Plan (Alternative 4, Route A 
through D) and/or be delayed as a result of Department of Toxic Substance Control (DTSC) 
approval and access restrictions to the Aerojet property (Alternative 4, Routes C and D). 

A.13-13 This is consistent with the description of agency approvals provided in Section 1.3 of the 
Draft EIR/EIS. The land use analysis concludes that the routing options under Alternative 4 
would conflict with the Chino Hills State Park General Plan and that such conflicts would 
result in a unavoidable adverse impact. Additionally, Draft EIR/EIS Section ES.2 (Areas of 
Controversy, Issues Raised, and Issues to be Resolved) acknowledges that the California 
Department of Parks and Recreation has indicated that any transmission improvements within 
Chino Hills State Park would be inconsistent with the Park’s General Plan and, therefore, 
would not be permitted absent amendments to the General Plan. 

A.13-14 Comment noted. The Chino Hills State Park General Plan (General Plan) addresses the 
potential for future land acquisitions for the purposes of long range planning, and past land 
acquisitions have emphasized the inclusion of ridgelines, watersheds, and buffer areas. 
However, the General Plan also states that “additional guidelines are needed to help [the 
California] Department [of Parks and Recreation] staff evaluate the desirability of proposed 
land acquisitions at Chino Hills State Park,” and no specific areas targeted for land 
acquisition could be found within the document. However, it is assumed that the area being 
referenced in Comment A.13-14 relates to the lands surrounding (north and west of) the 
Upper Aliso Canyon Core Habitat Zone (located southwest of the Park’s north entrance). 
Alternatives 4C, 4C Modified and 4D traverse these lands. The land use analysis for 
Alternatives 4C, 4C Modified and 4D (Section 3.9.8.1) has been revised to note the 
California Department of Parks and Recreation’s possible interest in acquiring at least a 
portion of these lands; however, due to the lack of any known and property-specific 
acquisition plans, no conclusions regarding impact significance can be made. Additionally, 
NEPA requires that the EIS shall succinctly describe the environment of the area(s) to be 
affected or created by the alternatives under consideration (40 CFR 1502.15). NEPA has no 
direct guidance regarding the establishment of a baseline for determining the significance of 
an impact when preparing an EIS. However, in a 2005 CEQ memorandum regarding 
emergency actions and NEPA it was pointed out that “You may contrast the impacts of the 
proposed action and alternatives with the current condition and expected future condition in 
the absence of the project. This constitutes consideration of a no-action alternative as well as 
demonstrating the need for the project.” Therefore, the Forest Service has taken a 
conservative approach and adopted the CEQA NOP date as the existing environment baseline. 
The resource-specific impact analyses of the Draft EIR/EIS address the Alternative 4 routes, 
including cumulative impacts. 

A.13-15 Comment noted. The commenter is directed to Table 3.9-23, located at the end of the land 
use analysis. The table contains the full language requested for insertion in Comment A.13-
15, and the text of Impact Criterion LU2 (Conflict with any applicable federal, State or local 
land use plans, goals or policies) for Alternative 4 directs the reader to Table 3.9-23. 
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A.13-16 The Aesthetic Resources Goal and all five Guidelines are listed in Appendix C of the Visual 
Resources Specialist Report of the Draft EIR/EIS, and all of these guidelines were considered 
in the analysis of the proposed Project and alternatives. As a result of this comment, minor 
modifications were made to the description of Impact V-7 in the Final EIR, but did not result 
in a change in the impact analysis or conclusions. These modifications were considered by the 
CPUC in its Decision on the Project. A more detailed response to this comment is provided 
in the Final EIR (reproduced below), but is not discussed further in this Final EIS.  

For improved specificity, the Final EIR text for Alternative 4, Impact V-7, was changed by 
the CPUC. It now reads: Alternative 4 would conflict with the Management Plan of Chino 
Hills State Park, including Parkwide Management Goals and Guidelines for Aesthetic 
Resources. 

A.13-17 An underground alternative within Segment 8A has already been analyzed as part of the Draft 
EIR/EIS (see Alternative 5, Partial Underground Alternative). Analysis of alternatives is 
appropriate when they avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects associated 
with the proposed Project. It is not necessary to investigate alternatives that address the 
adverse effects of other alternatives. As described in General Response GR-1, a reasonable 
range of alternatives has been analyzed in the Draft EIR/EIS. 

A.13-18 The Final EIR included a new figure to portray the proximity of proposed Alternative 4 
alignments in relation to the Chino Hills State Park (CHSP) management zones, including the 
Core Habitat Zones and Natural Open Zones, as specified in the CHSP General Plan. 
Discussion of these CHSP management zones has also been incorporated into Chapter 3 of 
the Final EIR/EIS, as appropriate. Inclusion of this information did not result in identification 
of any new significant impacts and no recirculation of the EIR was required. Thank you for 
your input. 

A.13-19 Please see the response to Comment A.13-18. 

A.13-20 Reliable communications lines are a requirement for the proposed switching station. While 
the specific design details are not described in the Draft EIR/EIS, these are standard features 
associated with these types of facilities and, as such, were assumed as part of the alternative 
in this analysis. The description of Alternative 4 in the Final EIR was updated to clearly 
identify the need for communications lines to the new switching station.  

 Adequate information was provided in the Draft EIR/EIS to accurately characterize impacts, 
identify appropriate mitigation measures to reduce impacts to the extent feasible, and reach 
significance conclusions. The additional detail being requested would have been developed as 
part of the final engineering for Alternative 4, if this alternative had been approved by the 
CPUC, but would not change the results of this analysis. 

A.13-21 The proposed switching station will need AC power to operate pumps, fans, compressors, 
lights, battery chargers, and other equipment. As noted, at least two independent sources of 
power are required for a 500-kV switching station and are usually delivered at 12 kV and 
there would be an additional on-site emergency generator. While the specific design details 
regarding power/power sources for the new switching station were not described in the Draft 
EIR/EIS, these are standard features associated with these types of facilities, and as such, 



APPENDIX F.  DRAFT EIR/EIS COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
Tehachapi Renewable Transmission Project 

 

Final EIS  F.A‐71 September 2010 

were assumed as part of the Project in the analysis. The description of Alternative 4 in the 
Final EIR was updated to clearly identify the need for power to the new switching station.  

 Adequate information was provided in the Draft EIR/EIS to accurately characterize impacts, 
identify appropriate mitigation measures to reduce impacts to the extent feasible, and reach 
conclusions as required per NEPA. The additional detail being requested would be developed 
as part of the final engineering for Alternative 4, if this alternative is approved by the federal 
Lead Agencies, and is not expected to change the results of this analysis.   

A.13-22 Adequate information has been provided in the Draft EIR/EIS to accurately characterize 
impacts, identify appropriate mitigation measures, and reach significance conclusions. The 
additional detail being requested would be developed as part of the final engineering for 
Alternative 4, if this alternative had been approved by the CPUC, but would not change the 
results of this analysis.  

 Please see the response to Comment A.18-6. 

A.13-23 Per SCE, a paved all-weather access road to the proposed switching station is required for 
each of the Alternative 4 routes. As shown in Figures 2.4-1 though 2.4-4 of the Draft EIR/ 
EIS, only Alternative 4A would require an all-weather access road through CHSP. If the 
proposed route through the Aerojet property were utilized under Alternative 4C, then the 
need for an all-weather access road through CHSP could be avoided. The options for access 
roads to the proposed switching station will be considered by the decision-makers at the 
CPUC and Forest Service as part of their decision on Alternative 4.  

 It is noted that under any of the Alternative 4 routing options, construction of an all-weather 
road either through the Park (Alternative 4A) or its surrounding areas (Alternatives 4B 
through 4C) could conflict with a Guideline related to the Chino Hills State Park General Plan 
Goal for Natural Resources, Biocorridors; the Guideline states: “The Department will 
actively work with local jurisdictions, transportation agencies, and regulatory agencies in the 
planning of future transportation projects. The Department will discourage the fragmentation 
and isolation of habitat by such projects and ensure that adequate mitigation measures are 
incorporated into all road improvement and construction projects. The Department will 
advocate measures that consider known information on wildlife use of biocorridors, principles 
of conservation biology, and other professionally accepted design criteria. An emphasis 
should be placed on the maintenance of habitat linkages and construction of under-crossings 
and bridges that allow full wildlife movement between the affected areas.” Additionally, 
Alternative 4A could conflict with the following Guideline for the General Plan’s Goal related 
to Development: “Road maintenance standards will be developed and implemented in 
cooperation with utility companies. These standards will be designed to maintain natural 
drainage patterns, reduce erosion and stream siltation, and minimize road widths and impacts 
to aquatic habitats.”  The all-weather road proposed under Alternative 4A would also conflict 
with the Chino Hills State Park General Plan Goals contained in Tables 3.9-21 (Consistency 
with Applicable Land Use Plans and Policies – Alternative 4) and 3.9-23(Applicable Policies, 
Goals and Objectives). The land use analysis for Alternative 4 has been revised to reflect the 
above. 

A.13-24 Thank you for your comment. Adequate information was provided in the Draft EIR/EIS 
regarding the effects to biological resources that occur within the Chino Hills State Park. 
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However, in response to your comment, additional specificity regarding biological resources 
was incorporated into the Final EIR prepared by the CPUC. 

A.13-25 Thank you for your comment. Table 3.4-6 of the Final EIR was updated by the CPUC with 
the information you have provided. The analysis and mitigation provided under Impact B-23 
(The Project could result in the loss of candidate, Forest Service Sensitive, or special-status 
plant species) adequately address impacts to these and other special-status species. 

A.13-26 Thank you for your comment. Table 3.4-7 of the Final EIR was updated by the CPUC with 
the information you have provided. However, it should be noted that the CDFG recognizes 
only a subspecies of coastal cactus wren (Camphlorhynchus brunnecapillus sandiegensis) as a 
Species of Special Concern, and that status applies only to the subspecies in San Diego and 
Orange Counties. 

A.13-27 Thank you for the information regarding this species. Table 3.4-7 of the Draft EIR/EIS does 
indicate the species is considered present in the Chino Hills State Park. While not specifically 
discussed, effects to this species are addressed under Impact B-5. Construction activities 
conducted during the breeding season would result in the loss of nesting birds or raptors. To 
provide further clarification for this species and ensure adequate buffers are included, the text 
of Mitigation Measure B-5 in the Final EIR was revised to include a 660-foot no activity 
buffer consistent with USFWS Guidelines for Bald Eagle Management (2007). 

A.13-28 Thank you for your comment. Focused surveys for rare plants and wildlife were conducted 
along each of the Alternative 4 routes within the Chino Hills State Park to support preparation 
of the Draft EIR/EIS. Additional information regarding surveys conducted for Alternative 4 
has been included in the Final EIR. 

A.13-29 Comment noted. Field survey of the proposed all-weather access road would have been 
completed if this alternative had been approved by the CPUC. Of the sites referenced in the 
comment, CA-SBR-5283 would not have been affected, while CA-SBR-5097/H and CA-
SBR-3690 may have been affected by existing access roads (see Table 3.5-9 of the Final 
EIR). 

A.13-30 Thank you for pointing out that CA-SBR-6021 was misidentified. The resource number 
should read P36-060021. This has been corrected in Table 3.5.3 of the Final EIS. Because 
the resource is an isolated artifact and is not considered a significant property, CA-SBR-6021 
(P36-060021) has been removed from Table 3.5.9 of the Final EIS.  

 P36-060021 is not CA-SBR-12278, as suggested by State Parks. CA-SBR-12278 is located 
along the proposed access road in Telegraph Canyon and will likely be impacted if that access 
road is selected. This site has been added to Table 3.5.3 and Table 3.5.9 of the Final EIS. 
Applied EarthWorks did not survey the proposed all-weather access roads and this site has 
not been field checked. Additionally, Applied Earthworks did not include the proposed all-
weather access roads in their records search because they were not identified as part of the 
Project at the time. Thus, it is not known if additional sites (such as CA-ORA-1650) would be 
impacted by the proposed access roads. 

A.13-31 Thank you for providing previously unavailable information on the proposed Rolling M 
Ranch Historic District. State Parks has recently identified this district, which is located 
primarily in the northeastern section of Chino Hills State Park around the ranch headquarters 
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complex, and extending south and east along the drainage of Aliso Creek between Upper 
Aliso Canyon and the junction of Aliso and Bane Canyons. In August 2008, State Parks 
submitted a request to the California State Historic Preservation Officer to place the Rolling 
M Ranch Historic District on the California Register of Historical Resources; that request is 
pending review by the State Historic Resources Commission (Carver personal communication 
2009). 

 Significant elements of the proposed historic district would have been impacted if Alternative 
4 had been approved by the CPUC. The proposed all-weather access route along Bane 
Canyon and Telegraph Canyon could affect CA-SBR-5097/H or other resources that 
contribute to the significance of the district, depending on the nature, extent, and location of 
upgrades needed to improve the road. However, these details are not presently available. 
Field survey of the proposed all-weather access road has not been completed, but will be done 
if this alternative is selected. 

 Viewshed impacts were examined in Section 3.14 of the Draft EIR/EIS (Visual Resources). 
Significant historical viewsheds from the ranch headquarters itself are not likely to be 
adversely affected because the amount of landscape visible from the headquarters itself is 
quite limited. The headquarters complex is located in the lowland zone along Aliso Creek and 
the landscape beyond the first adjacent ridgeline is not visible. (For that reason, the 
headquarters was not selected as a Key Observation Point [KOP] for visual resource impacts). 
Figure 3.14-60a shows existing conditions from KOP-South-24, located at the equestrian 
center on a hilltop at the southern end of Bane Canyon Road. In this view, part of the 
headquarters area can be seen in the mid-ground lowland terrain, with the existing 
transmission line along the ridge in the background.  

 As illustrated by Figures 3.14-60b, 3.14-60c, and 3.14-60d, however, when viewed from a 
greater distance, the broader visual landscape of which the headquarters is part will be 
adversely impacted if Alternative 4 is selected. As described in Section 3.14.8.1 of the 
DEIR/S (Visual Resources, Alternative 4: Chino Hills Route Alternatives, Direct and Indirect 
Effects Analysis), the presence of new transmission line structures, conductors, switching 
station, access and spur roads, all-weather road to the switching station, and new rights-of-
way in landscapes that currently have no transmission line facilities would result in significant 
visual impacts. Application of mitigation measures would reduce the impacts somewhat, but 
they would remain significant and unavoidable (Class I). 

A.13-32 Thank you for your comment. The information regarding slope stability in the Chino Hills 
State Park area in regard to Alternative 4 is consistent with information presented in Section 
3.7 of the Draft and Final EIR/EIS. Your comments will be shared with federal decision-
makers who are reviewing the Project. 

A.13-33 Mitigation Measure T-6 has been revised in the Final EIS to clarify that a circulation plan 
identifying detour routes for pedestrians and bicyclists would be included in the traffic control 
plans (TCPs) required under Mitigation Measure T-1. All detours and signage used to ensure 
safe passage for pedestrians and bicyclists shall be consistent with the standard guidelines 
outlined in the US Department of Transportation Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices 
(MUTCD). Copies of the TCPs shall be sent to the planning/or traffic departments of the 
affected local jurisdictions at least 30 days prior to the start of construction. Therefore, per 
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your request, the California Department of Parks and Recreation would have an opportunity 
to review a circulation plans that identify detour routes for pedestrians and bicyclists. 

A.13-34 Appropriate locations and an adequate number of KOPs were analyzed to allow the 
characterization of impacts, the determination of impact significance, and the need for 
mitigation. NEPA does not require an EIS to analyze KOPs for individual properties or for 
each jurisdiction adjacent to or traversed by the proposed Project. 

A.13-35 Thank you for your comment. Although, the proposed Project would increase the possibility 
of wildfire ignition, compliance with mitigation measures identified in Section 3.16 of the 
Draft EIR/EIS would reduce potential significant impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

A.13-36 Thank you for your comment. Please see the response to Comment A.23-15 and General 
Response GR-9. 

A.13-37 Thank you for your comment. The Forest Service and USACE only have authority to require 
implementation of feasible mitigation measures within each agency’s jurisdiction. The CPUC 
is responsible for ensuring implementation of mitigation measures on non-federal lands and 
would require SCE to provide funding as needed to implement mitigation measures. 

A.13-38 Thank you for your comment. The HCP and NCCP described by the commenter address 
management guidelines specific to those entities who prepared the documents. The Draft 
EIR/EIS has adequately analyzed potential effects of the proposed Project in compliance with 
NEPA. 

A.13-39 Thank you for your comment. The quoted sentence from page 3.4-270 appears on page 3.4-
296 in the hard copy version of the Draft EIR/EIS. This sentence and the following ones 
read: “The minor re-route of the proposed Project transmission line associated with 
Alternative 4 would not differ significantly from the proposed Project’s contribution to 
cumulative impacts. However, as a greater portion of the Project would be located in 
undeveloped areas under Alternative 4, this alternative’s contribution to cumulative biological 
impacts would be marginally greater than the proposed Project. This difference would not be 
substantial, and the significance of cumulative impacts under Alternative 4 would be the same 
as the significance of cumulative impacts for the proposed Project.” This means that, 
although Alternative 4 would have marginally greater cumulative impacts to biological 
resources owing to the greater disturbance to undeveloped areas, this difference was not 
considered substantial enough by the CPUC to warrant a different significance conclusion 
(i.e. Class I, II, or III) from those determined for the proposed Project. Most cumulative 
impacts to biological resources were determined to be significant and unavoidable for both the 
proposed Project and Alternative 4. 
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Comment Set A.14:  California Department of Fish and Game 
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Comment Set A.14, continued:  California Department of Fish and Game 

 

A.14‐2
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A.14‐8
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Comment Set A.14, continued:  California Department of Fish and Game 

A.14‐8, 
cont. 

A.14‐9 

A.14‐10 

A.14‐11 

A.14‐12 

A.14‐13 

A.14‐14 

A.14‐15 
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Comment Set A.14, continued:  California Department of Fish and Game  

A.14‐15, 
cont. 
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Response to Comment Set A.14:  California Department of Fish and Game 

A.14-1 Thank you for your comment. The Draft EIR/EIS indicated that the alternative route through 
Chino Hills is not compatible with the Chino Hills State Park General Plan and that the 
placement of a line through this area would require an amendment to the General Plan. 
Mitigation for impacts to biological resources would not be limited to a single measure. 
Section 3.4.8, Alternative 4: Chino Hills Route Alternatives, provides a detailed description 
of the effects and provides numerous mitigation measures to reduce impacts to biological 
resources. In addition, Section 3.14.8, Alternative 4: Chino Hills Route Alternatives, 
provides a detailed discussion of impacts to visual resources and mitigation proposed to 
reduce those effects. 

A.14-2 Thank you for your comment. Desert tortoise was recently identified in the project area. As a 
result, the preservation of tortoise habitat was included in the Final EIR prepared by the 
CPUC and is also reflected in the Final EIS. Mitigation Measure B-10 has been edited to 
include the following: 

 To mitigate potential permanent impacts to occupied desert tortoise habitat from Project 
construction, SCE will acquire habitat occupied by desert tortoises. Disturbance occurring 
along Segment 10 and along Segment 4 between the Cottonwind and Whirlwind substations 
shall be mitigated through acquisition of occupied habitat at a ratio of 3:1 (acres of habitat 
acquired:acres of land permanently disturbed). Mitigation acquisition shall occur at a FWS- 
and CDFG-approved location and shall be coordinated through a FWS- and CDFG-approved 
entity.  SCE shall enter into a binding legal agreement regarding the preservation of off-site 
lands describing the terms of the acquisition, enhancement, and management of those lands.  
Fee title acquisition of habitat lands or a conservation easement over these lands will be 
transferred to an entity approved by FWS and CDFG, along with funding for enhancement of 
the land and an endowment for permanent management of the lands. SCE will provide 
verification to the CPUC that FWS- and CDFG-approved lands have been acquired. 

A.14-3 Thank you for your comment. The Forest Service is aware that some of the permanent impact 
mitigation ratios do not conform to the off-site mitigation acreages reported in Table 3.4-17. 
This was a typographical error and has been corrected in the Final EIS. We also agree that 
higher mitigation ratios may be required for riparian vegetation through the context of the 
Streambed Alteration Agreement that will be obtained for the TRTP.   

A.14-4 Thank you for your comment. The commenter is correct that Mitigation Measure B-1a 
(Provide restoration/compensation for impacts to native vegetation communities) states that all 
protection and replacement measures on non-NFS lands shall be consistent with applicable 
local jurisdiction requirements. This means that measures will not conflict with local 
requirements; however, it is not meant to imply that local requirements will be the only 
standard for mitigation. Instead, a Restoration and Revegetation Plan, to be approved by the 
CPUC and the USFWS on non-federal lands, shall be prepared that outlines the goals, 
standards, and implementation measures to be achieved by SCE subsequent to project 
construction. The measures contained within the Plan will likely exceed, but shall not conflict 
with, local requirements. In addition, compensation for permanent impacts is required under 
this mitigation measure. Compensation may be in the form of funding for land acquisition, 
preservation and/or restoration of off-site comparable areas, and mitigation banking. Because 
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Mitigation Measure B-1a already identifies the mitigation ratios and methods for 
compensation for temporary and permanent impacts, no changes have been made to the 
measure. 

A.14-5 Operations and maintenance activities associated with the Project, which includes vegetation 
management, would be governed by both CPUC regulations, such as General Order No. 95, 
and per the terms specified in the Special Use authorization which would need to be issued by 
the Forest Service as part of Project approval. One of the standard terms for Forest Service 
transmission line permits is development of an Operations and Maintenance Plan. Operations 
and maintenance activities associated with the Project, as proposed by SCE, are detailed in 
Draft EIR/EIS Section 2.2.13. These activities routinely involve removal of vegetation per 
SCE Transmission Operations and Maintenance Policies and Procedures. While the Forest 
Service generally does not complete any further NEPA review for activities within the scope 
of an approved Operations and Maintenance Plan, all operations and maintenance activities 
are reviewed to ensure that impacts are avoided or minimized. Operations and maintenance 
activities would not cause any new disturbance on NFS lands, as all new transmission lines 
would be replacing existing ones. Furthermore, should any federally listed, proposed, or 
candidate species be found during the operation and maintenance activities and it is 
determined that operation and maintenance may affect that species, then further coordination 
or consultation with the USFWS will be required. Currently, there is no proposed or 
designated critical habitat for any federally listed plant species within the Project area.  
Should that change in the future, then re-initiation of consultation with the USFWS would be 
required. 

A.14-6 Thank you for your comment. The commenter is correct in stating that handling of desert 
tortoises will require further consultation and coordination with the USFWS. It should also be 
noted that the Forest Service has completed consultation with the USFWS on the desert 
tortoise and 16 other federally listed or candidate species under Section 7 of the federal 
Endangered Species Act. The handling of desert tortoises will comply with the Biological 
Opinion issued by the USFWS in July 2010.  

A.14-7 Thank you for your comment. As required by law SCE would be required to obtain a CDFG 
Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement if they modify the bed and banks of any State 
Jurisdictional water way. SCE is currently preparing a draft Streambed Alteration Agreement 
to submit to CDFG for review. In addition, the text of Mitigation Measure B-12 in the Final 
EIS has been modified to reflect CDFG’s comment regarding the requirement for a 
Streambed Alteration Agreement from CDFG. Furthermore, Impact B-2 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS contains the following text regarding the acquisition of regulatory permits. “A 
formal delineation of each riparian area would be conducted and SCE would apply for 
permits from the USACE, RWQCB, and CDFG for activities in riparian habitat. In addition, 
no activities would be allowed within any RCA without the concurrence of the Forest.” 

A.14-8 Thank you for your comment. The text of the Final EIS has been modified to reflect CDFG’s 
comment regarding take. 

A.14-9 Thank you for your comment. In order to evaluate potential impacts to birds from collisions 
with electrical transmission line components, numerous surveys of the Project area were 
completed. This included the preparation of an Avian Risk Assessment for the proposed 
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Project, focused and reconnaissance surveys of the transmission line corridor, and protocol 
surveys for listed species in both riparian and upland areas. The Draft EIR/EIS recognizes 
and discloses that transmission lines and structures pose a risk to birds from collision and 
indicated areas where literature suggests collision risks are higher such as reservoirs, lakes, 
mountain passes, and known migratory movement corridors. In addition, the document 
indicates that the addition of new lines would result in significant and unavoidable cumulative 
impacts from collision. However, a monitoring and adaptive management program, even in 
the Antelope Valley portion of the Project, would require a substantial effort for the collection 
of scientifically meaningful data. The lead agencies concluded that, given the potential for 
impact to birds resulting from collision with the proposed transmission lines, it would not be 
feasible or proportional to the impacts related to collision to obtain useful, scientifically 
meaningful information regarding collision rates consider the labor intensiveness of data 
collection.  

A.14-10 Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 3.4.6.1, Direct and Indirect Effects 
Analysis of the Draft EIR/EIS. Mitigation Measure B-23 (Preserve off-site habitat/ 
management of existing populations of special-status plants) requires surveys for rare plants, 
including all CNPS List 1B plants that have the potential to occur in the Project area. These 
surveys will be conducted within 100 feet of all surface-disturbing activities during the 
appropriate floristic period for each species and will follow established and accepted protocol 
such as the Department’s Guidelines for Assessing the Effects of Proposed Projects on Rare, 
Threatened, and Endangered Plants and Plant Communities. 

A.14-11 Thank you for your comment. The Forest Service understands that the use of trapping 
provides a more thorough method to identify if this species occupies a Project area. However, 
most Project activities occur in adjacent upland habitat and would not result in substantial 
effects to riparian areas. This may be an appropriate mechanism for inclusion with the 
required Streambed Alteration Agreement. 

A.14-12 Thank you for your comment. The CPUC has preemptive jurisdiction over the Project and is 
the Lead Agency under CEQA. The USDA Forest Service is the NEPA Lead Agency with 
exclusive jurisdiction over National Forest System Lands. Both agencies recognize the 
jurisdictional role of CDFG regarding wildlife of the State of California, and are firmly 
committed to involving CDFG in all aspects of project implementation, including specific 
aspects of mitigation measures. As demonstrated on recent SCE projects, CDFG will be 
consulted throughout field implementation of the mitigation measures. The Lead Agencies do, 
however, reserve their exclusive decision making authority regarding the selection of 
mitigation measures to be implemented, and any other conditions of approval. 

A.14-13 Thank you for your comment. The text of the Mitigation Measure B-29 has been modified to 
reflect this change (please see Section 3.4.6.1, Direct and Indirect Effects Analysis of the 
Final EIS). 

A.14-14 Thank you for your comment. This species is not considered sensitive on National Forest 
System lands and the federal Lead Agency has not required mitigation for this species. 

A.14-15 Please refer to General Response GR-9 for a discussion of fee-based mitigation programs. 
Requiring a project applicant to pay an unspecified amount of money at an unspecified time to 
fund an unspecified plan is inadequate mitigation under NEPA. Mitigation, as defined by 
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NEPA, is intended to avoid, minimize, rectify, reduce, or compensate for the adverse effects 
of a project. In accordance with Supreme Court rulings (Nollan v. California Coastal 
Commission (1987) 483 U.S. 825), there must be an essential nexus between an impact and 
the measures proposed to mitigate the impact. Therefore, before mitigation can be 
formulated, an adverse impact requiring mitigation must be identified. After a specific 
adverse impact has been identified that would be caused by the proposed project, mitigation 
measures addressing that impact can be developed. There must be a direct nexus between the 
impact and the mitigation, and the mitigation requirements must be roughly proportional to 
the magnitude of the impact (Dolan v. City of Tigard (1994) 512 U.S. 374; Ehrlich v. City of 
Culver City (1996) 12 Cal.4th 854). The concept behind this is that a project should only be 
responsible for mitigating the impacts it generates and can only be required to mitigate its fair 
share of those impacts. 
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Response to Comment Set A.15:  County of Los Angeles, Chief Executive Office 

A.15-1 Thank you for your comments. The Forest Service acknowledges the County’s support for 
Alternatives 3, 6, and 7; however, please be aware that the Forest Service and USACE only 
have jurisdiction related to Alternatives 2, 6, and 7 as those are the only alternatives that 
involve federal lands. It is also noted that the County does not support helicopter construction 
in close proximity to the residential neighborhoods such as Agua Dulce and the “cabins” 
along San Francisquito Canyon. However, for clarification, Agua Dulce and the “cabins” 
along San Francisquito Canyon are located many miles from the proposed Project. 

A.15-2 Comment noted. The CPUC revised Final EIR Section 3.11.2.1 (Public Services and 
Utilities) to reflect Comment A.15-2. This section has not been included in the Final EIS as 
the changes did not the change the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

A.15-3 Comment noted. The CPUC revised Table 3.11.2 (Potentially Affected Fire Protection 
Services) in the Final EIR in response to Comment A.15-3. This section has not been 
included in the Final EIS as the changes did not the change the analysis or conclusions of the 
Draft EIR/EIS. 

A.15-4 Thank you for this information. 

A.15-5 Park patrons are not considered sensitive receptors because, unlike residents, park patrons 
would generally not be exposed to increased air emissions for long periods of time. For 
example, on bike paths a cyclist would go through the construction equipment downwind 
exhaust plume within a few seconds. Also, unlike more fixed locations such as schools, 
hospitals, or residences, exposures in recreational areas can often be avoided by moving to 
another area of the park. Therefore, the mitigation measures already in place to mitigate 
impacts to residents and other sensitive receptors are sufficient to reduce impacts to park 
patrons (Draft EIR/EIS, page 3.3-35). Please see the response to Comment A.17-6 for further 
discussion of this issue. 

A.15-6 Thank you for your comment. The proposed towers have been designed to comply with 
APLIC guidelines to minimize electrocution potential for bird species. 

A.15-7 Thank you for your comment. The requirements of Mitigation Measure B-15 (Conduct 
protocol or focused surveys for listed riparian birds and avoid occupied habitat) include 
protocol surveys for this species within the Project area and adjacent areas within 500 feet in 
all habitat capable of supporting the least Bell’s vireo. In habitat that is known to be occupied 
by this species, focused surveys will be conducted. No construction will occur within 300 feet 
of a confirmed nest or territory. These measures apply to all known and potential habitat for 
this species, including the Natural Area and Mitigation Lakes Area. It should be noted that 
Mitigation Measure B-15 has been edited to state that the construction-free buffer may be 
adjusted provided noise levels do not exceed 60 dB(A) hourly Leq at the edge of a nest site. 

A.15-8 Thank you for your comment. Parish’s gooseberry is presumed extinct in California by the 
California Native Plant Society (CNPS). According to CNPS, recent surveys for this species 
have been negative. Nonetheless, SCE is required to conduct surveys for rare plants within 
the Project ROW and within 100 feet of all ground-disturbing activities (Mitigation Measure 
B-23: Preserve offsite habitat/management of existing populations of special-status plants). 
Should this species be detected during surveys, SCE would mark and avoid it to the extent 
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feasible. If not feasible, SCE would consult with the CPUC and USACE (if applicable) to 
determine appropriate action, including transplanting or reseeding. 

A.15-9 Thank you for your comment. Construction activities associated with the proposed Project 
may impact riparian areas. However, SCE is required to restore and mitigate for all Project 
effects. 

A.15-10 Thank you for your comment. The Forest Service encourages SCE to coordinate with 
affected local jurisdictions on construction and maintenance activities. 

A.15-11 Thank you for your comment. Staging areas for each tower are required for construction of 
the Project. However, SCE would be required to mitigate losses to vegetation communities 
should they occur by implementing mitigation measures for Impact B-4 , i.e., Mitigation 
Measures B-1a, B-1b, B-2, B-3a, AW-1a and H-1a. These measures would reduce impacts to 
vegetation communities to the extent feasible. Construction related impacts to wildlife would 
be reduced by replacing lost functional values and avoiding construction during the breading 
season. 

A.15-12 Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.14 (Visual Resources) concludes that the proposed Project would 
result in unavoidable adverse impacts. Specifically, the impact analysis at the end of the 
discussion of Impact V-3 (For a landscape with an existing transmission line, increased 
structure size and new materials would result in adverse visual effects) states: “While the 
mitigation measures described above would reduce the effects of Impact V-3 along portions of 
the Project route, visual impacts … from increased tower heights in the South Area, would 
remain adverse and unavoidable.” Including vegetative or other screening (walls, fences, or 
lattice) that are 10 to 12 feet tall at the base of new transmission line structures would not 
effectively screen structures that would be approximately 113 to 262 feet tall in this area and, 
therefore, this suggestion has not been incorporated as a new mitigation measure. 
Additionally, CPUC General Order 95 specifies vegetation management practices and 
clearances between energized conductors and surrounding vegetation. Section 2.2.13 of the 
Draft EIR/EIS (Operations and Maintenance) describes vegetation management around each 
tower footprint.     

 Thank you for expressing your concerns regarding the visual impacts of the Project. Your 
comments will be shared with the federal decision-makers and considered in rendering a 
decision on the Project. 

A.15-13 Information regarding construction access points, staging areas, and individual transmission 
tower locations are preliminary at this time and subject to change. This information will be 
developed in more detail and finalizes as part of SCE’s final engineering process, which 
would occur after Project approval. Adequate detail regarding construction activities is 
included in the Draft EIR/EIS to characterize the impacts, make impact conclusions, and 
determine the need for mitigation. As described in the Draft EIR/EIS, construction activities 
would occur within existing roadways and utility easements to the maximum extent feasible. 
Analysis of impacts to recreational resources and opportunities, including park facilities 
within Los Angeles County, was provided in Section 3.15 (Wilderness and Recreation) of the 
Draft EIR/EIS. This impact analysis takes into consideration potential impacts that could 
occur as a result of construction-related access restrictions (Impact R-1), and mitigation 
measures are presented to reduce construction impacts to the extent feasible. 
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A.15-14 Analysis of the Project’s Wilderness and Recreation impacts, including as related to Los 
Angeles County park facilities, is provided in Section 3.15 of the Draft EIR/EIS. This 
analysis also identified mitigation measures where applicable to reduce impacts. Mitigation 
Measure R-1a (Coordinate construction schedule and maintenance activities with managing 
officer(s) for affected recreation areas) is required for recreation resources that would be 
affected by Impact R-1 (Construction activities would restrict access to or disrupt activities 
within established recreational areas) and Impact R-2 (Operation and maintenance activities 
would restrict access to or disrupt activities within established recreational areas). This 
mitigation measure would include advance noticing of Project construction activities, as well 
as identification of construction duration and coordination with all affected agencies 
responsible for management of recreational areas, including within Los Angeles County. 

A.15-15 The location of staging areas for Project equipment, materials, and vehicles will be identified 
during SCE’s Final Engineering process; this information is not currently available. 
However, the mitigation measure noted by the commenter (MM R-1a: Coordinate 
construction schedule and maintenance activities with managing officer(s) for affected 
recreation areas) requires the Project Proponent (SCE) to coordinate with agencies 
responsible for the management of recreational areas that would be affected by Project 
activities. Through implementation of this mitigation measure, as required by Section 3.15 
(Wilderness and Recreation) of the Draft EIR/EIS, Final Engineering details including the 
identification of staging areas shall be developed to result in the least possible effect on 
recreational activities and opportunities. 

A.15-16 Noise-related concerns that are relevant to recreation, including the potential for Project-
related noise to affect recreational experiences, are addressed in Section 3.15 (Wilderness and 
Recreation) of the Draft EIR/EIS.  

 Pathfinder Community Regional Park is located in the community of Rowland Heights, along 
Segment 8 of the proposed Project (Alternative 2). As stated on Draft EIR/EIS page 3.10-32, 
operational noise impacts of the proposed Project within Segment 8 would substantially 
increase existing ambient noise conditions. Conductor and insulator specifications used to 
determine Project operational noise levels within Segment 8 were provided on Draft EIR/EIS 
pages 2-23 and 2-24. No feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce or eliminate the 
permanent operational corona noise that would be generated by the proposed Project. (Draft 
EIR/EIS 3.10-32 through 3.10-34.) 

A.15-17 Thank you for communicating the County of Los Angeles’ consideration of the development 
of a community building at Pathfinder Park. Table 3.15-17 (South Region Recreational 
Resources within One-Half Mile of Alternative 2), as presented in Section 3.15 (Wilderness 
and Recreation) of the EIR/EIS, describes that the proposed Project would traverse the 
northern portion of Pathfinder Park along Segment 8A, at approximately Mile 13.7. The 
exact distance between the proposed transmission lines and the ground surface at this location 
would be determined during the final engineering process. SCE has standards in place to 
ensure minimum distances between the active transmission lines and the ground. During final 
engineering, factors such as topography and surrounding infrastructure will be considered to 
determine the tower height and spacing necessary to maintain consistency of the Project with 
SCE's standards for minimum distance between transmission lines and the ground.   
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 With respect to how a new community building within Pathfinder Park would be compatible 
with Project infrastructure, it is noted that if the new building is placed under the new 
transmission lines, it would also be within SCE’s utility corridor, and thus would be 
considered a shared use of the corridor. Any shared uses of the SCE utility corridor would be 
subject to existing easement restrictions. Please note that any use or development of 
transmission ROWs will need to be implemented in a manner that is consistent the ROW’s 
primary purpose as a transmission corridor, which places necessary restrictions on any joint-
use projects. 

A.15-18 Section 2.2.12.2 (Staging and Support Areas) describe helicopter staging areas that would be 
required during construction of the Project; as described, no helicopter staging areas have 
been identified along Segment 8A of the proposed Project, including in the vicinity of 
Pathfinder Park. Construction activities would be coordinated with all agencies responsible 
for managing recreation areas affected by the Project, including the County of Los Angeles, 
as required by Mitigation Measure R-1a (Coordinate construction schedule and maintenance 
activities with managing officer(s) for affected recreation areas). Thank you for your 
comments and suggestions regarding Project impacts on County of Los Angeles Department 
of Parks and Recreation’s recreational facilities, including Pathfinder Park; they will be 
shared with and considered by decision makers. 

A.15-19 Thank you for your comment and suggestion regarding construction scheduling in the vicinity 
of the Whittier Narrows Recreation Area. Construction of the proposed Project would be 
scheduled to occur during periods of lower recreational use. Mitigation Measure R-1a 
(Coordinate construction schedule and maintenance activities with managing officer(s) for 
affected recreation areas) stipulates that construction activities would be coordinated with all 
agencies responsible for managing recreation areas affected by the Project. It also specifies: 
“… that through coordination efforts…and at the discretion of the authorized officer(s) 
responsible for management of the affected resource(s), SCE shall ensure the following 
occurs unless otherwise approved by the affected agencies: Construction and maintenance 
activities are scheduled to avoid heavy recreational use periods (including major holidays); 
Staging areas for Project-related equipment, materials, and vehicles are located in areas with 
least possible effect on recreational activities and opportunities; and Timetables for the 
required period of usage of each staging area are developed and adhered to in coordination 
with all affected resource agencies…” (Draft EIR/EIS, page 3.15-81.) 

A.15-20 Thank you for your input regarding facilities within the Whittier Narrows Recreation Area. 

A.15-21 As previously noted the location of individual transmission towers will be identified during 
SCE’s Final Engineering process. The Draft EIR/EIS analysis was performed based on 
preliminary engineering, including tower locations, provided by SCE. For the most up to date 
information on proposed tower locations, the Forest Service recommends that the County 
contact SCE directly. Construction activities, including staging areas to be used for tower 
demolition, would be coordinated with affected agencies responsible for managing recreation 
areas affected by the Project, including the County of Los Angeles, as required by Mitigation 
Measure R-1a (Coordinate construction schedule and maintenance activities with managing 
officer(s) for affected recreation areas). Mitigation Measure R-1a would also require staging 
areas for project-related equipment to be located in areas with the least possible effect on 
recreational activities and opportunities (Draft EIR/EIS, page 3.15-81). In addition, operation 
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and maintenance of the project would not have a significant impact on access to activities 
within recreational areas (Draft EIR/EIS, pages 3.15-83 through 3.15-86). Thank you for 
your input regarding the Disc Golf Area; your comments will be shared with and considered 
by decision makers. 

A.15-22 Thank you for your input regarding the Model Boat Area/Strawberry Patch access to Legg 
Lake. As described, coordination of construction activities is required by Mitigation Measure 
R-1a, which includes a requirement that staging areas for project-related equipment be located 
in areas with the least possible effect on recreational activities and opportunities (Draft 
EIR/EIS, page 3.15-81). 

A.15-23 Thank you for your input regarding the Archery Range. Coordination of construction 
activities will be conducted according to Mitigation Measure R-1a (Coordinate construction 
schedule and maintenance activities with managing officer(s) for affected recreation areas). 

A.15-24 Coordination of construction activities in the area surrounding the SCE utility corridor that 
may affect the Sporting Dog Area would be conducted in accordance with Mitigation 
Measure R-1a. Such coordination would minimize impacts to recreational activities and 
opportunities in that area.   

A.15-25 Construction and operation and maintenance of the proposed Project could impact the Santa 
Fe Dam Recreational Area in places where the transmission line directly crosses the 
Recreational Area. These potential impacts are discussed in Section 3.15 of the Draft EIR/EIS 
on pages 3.15-76 through 3.15-86. Several mitigation measures are identified that would 
reduce the impact to the Santa Fe Recreational Area. (Draft EIR/EIS pages 3.15-80 through 
3-15.82.) 

A.15-26 Thank you for your comment. Your support of Alternative 7 is noted. Construction activities 
associated with this alternative would be conducted outside of the breeding season for the 
least Bell's vireo to the extent feasible. If construction must occur during the breeding season, 
a qualified biologist would conduct pre-construction protocol surveys in suitable habitat or 
focused surveys in habitat known to be occupied by this species. If vireos are detected, a 300-
foot buffer would be established within which no construction activities would occur during 
the breeding season (Mitigation Measure B-15: Conduct protocol or focused surveys for listed 
riparian birds and avoid occupied habitat, Draft EIR/EIS, page 3.4-180.) 

A.15-27 Implementation of the proposed Project does not include plans to permanently close or 
obstruct existing recreational trails, including the County of Los Angeles’s multi-use and 
equestrian trails. The analysis presented in Section 3.15 (Wilderness and Recreation) of the 
Draft EIR/EIS includes mitigation measures to minimize the Project’s impacts to recreational 
trails. In accordance with Mitigation Measure R-1a (Coordinate construction schedule and 
maintenance activities with managing officer(s) for affected recreation areas) SCE will 
coordinate with the Los Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation in the 
scheduling of construction activities and posting of public notices to minimize Project impacts 
the recreational resources. Implementation of Mitigation Measures R-1b (Identify and provide 
noticing of alternative recreation areas) and R-1c (Notification of temporary closure of OHV 
routes) would also minimize Project impacts to recreational and multi-use trails, including 
those managed by the County of Los Angeles.  
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 The commenter’s request to keep trails open on weekends and holidays has been noted and 
will be shared with decision makers. However, due to public safety concerns associated with 
construction equipments and activities located in proximity to recreation activities, 
construction of the proposed Project may require that some trails be temporarily restricted on 
weekends, and possibly on holidays. As described in Mitigation Measure R-1a, SCE will 
coordinate with managing recreation officer(s) to schedule construction activities to avoid 
heavy recreational use periods, including major holidays, to the maximum extent feasible. 
Any trail restrictions or closures that occur during Project construction would be temporary in 
nature, and would be sign-posted at least 30 days prior to the onset of construction activities, 
in accordance with the mitigation measures identified above and described in Section 3.15 of 
the Draft EIR/EIS. Thirty days prior notice of temporary trail closures is adequate to mitigate 
impacts; providing notice two months in advance of temporary trail closures would not 
further reduce Project impacts on recreational trails.   

 It should also be noted that any shared uses of the SCE utility corridor, including for 
recreational trail use, would be subject to existing easement restrictions; any use or 
development of transmission ROWs will need to be implemented in a manner that is 
consistent the ROW’s primary purpose as a transmission corridor, which places necessary 
restrictions on any joint-use projects. 

A.15-28 Certification of the Final EIR and selection of the preferred project by the CPUC has bound 
SCE to all APMs and Mitigation Measures required for that alternative. APMs are considered 
a part of the proposed alternative and have been incorporated as such. The Final EIR 
mitigation monitoring plan contains details on how all mitigation measures would be 
monitored including all proof of completion requirements. 

A.15-29 Section 3.10.6.1 of the Final EIR has been revised to specify that routine maintenance 
activities would not occur on weekday between the hours of 7 p.m. and 7 a.m. or on Sunday 
or legal holidays. On federal lands considered in the Final EIS, no specific restriction on 
maintenance activities is applied as mitigation; however, the Forest Service will consider 
ways to reduce impacts on Forest visitors through its ongoing administration of SCE’s 
permits. 

A.15-30 Applicant-Proposed Measure (APM) NOI-1 indicates that SCE will comply with all 
applicable noise ordinances regarding construction hour limitations or obtain variances where 
necessary. (Draft EIR/EIS, page 3.10-20.)  APM NOI-2 requires the applicant to minimize 
substation noise by conducting noise studies to determine appropriate design measures to 
ensure compliance with applicable noise ordinance limitations. (Draft EIR/EIS, page 3.10-
20.) In addition, Mitigation Measure MM-N-1a requires the applicant to implement a variety 
of noise suppression techniques, which are listed on pages 3.10-22 through 3.10-23 of the 
Draft EIR/EIS, to ensure compliance with applicable noise standards and ordinances to the 
extent possible. (Draft EIR/EIS, page 3.10-22.) Adoption of mitigation measures in the Final 
EIR as conditions of approval has bound SCE to all APMs and Mitigation Measures required 
for that alternative. APMs are considered a part of the proposed alternative and would be 
incorporated as such. The Final EIR mitigation monitoring plan contains details on how all 
mitigation measures would be monitored including all proof of completion requirements. 
Implementation of the APMs and noise mitigation measures would ensure compliance with 
most applicable noise ordinances. However, noise levels during construction would violate 
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several noise ordinances for sensitive receptors. Please see Table 3.10-9 and the discussion of 
Impact N-2 in Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.10.6.1 for an analysis of the proposed Project’s 
compliance with each applicable noise ordinance. Because mitigation measures would not 
prevent all noise ordinances from being violated, noise impacts would be adverse and 
unavoidable.  

A.15-31 Draft EIR/EIS Chapter 2 (Description of Alternatives) and Draft EIR/EIS Table 3.10-5 
identify the parameters considered during corona noise modeling, which includes conductor 
size and other engineering specifications to minimize corona noise to the maximum extent 
feasible. In addition, all feasible mitigation measures to reduce noise levels would be 
implemented, as described in Draft EIR/EIS section 3.10.6. All project alternatives described 
in Draft EIR/EIS Chapter 2 and evaluated in Section 3.10 would result in adverse 
unavoidable operational noise impacts. Please note that on federal lands considered in the 
Final EIS, no mitigation for corona noise is recommended. The Los Angeles County Noise 
Ordinance would not apply on federal lands. 

A.15-32 Please see the responses to Comments A.17-10 and A.8-1. Please note that the letter from the 
County of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works was submitted separately and is 
identified above as Comment Set A.8. Please see Comment Set A.8 for responses to those 
comments. 

A.15-33 Please see the response to Comment A.8-2. 

A.15-34 Please see the response to Comment A.8-3. 

A.15-35 Please see the response to Comment A.8-4. 

A.15-36 Please see the response to Comment A.8-5. 

A.15-37 Please see the response to Comment A.8-6. 

A.15-38 Please see the response to Comment A.8-7. 

A.15-39 Please see the response to Comment A.8-8. 

A.15-40 Thank you for your review and comment. Your recommendation was shared with decision-
makers at the CPUC and will be shared with federal decision-makers. 

A.15-41 Thank you for your comment. The Forest Service acknowledges LA County’s concerns over 
the use of helicopters near residential areas. The Angeles National Forest will experience a 
majority of the helicopter use under Alternative 6. The Forest Service respectfully disagrees 
with the County’s assessment, and has determined that helicopter use on National Forest 
lands, which would impact nearby communities, is feasible. Impacts to communities adjacent 
to the National Forest are described in Section 3.10.2.6, Noise Impacts of Alternative 6, and 
will be considered by federal decision makers. 

 It should also be noted that the use of helicopters during construction would reduce the visual 
impacts on the Angeles National Forest because it would reduce the number of new access 
and spur roads that would otherwise be needed (See Draft EIR/EIS, Section 3.14). These 
considerations will need to be weighed by federal decision-makers. 

 Greater short-term disruption to residential areas presented by Alternative 6 was a factor in 
the Lead Agency’s selection of a preferred alternative that combines ground construction 
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favored by Alternative 2 and helicopter access maximized by Alternative 6 (See Section 4.3). 
While this preferred alternative was not specifically defined to avoid the residential areas 
within and near the ANF, adoption of the Agency Preferred Alternative would lessen the 
overall extent of helicopter use compared to Alternative 6, and reduce disruptions for 
residents. 

A.15-42 The helicopter staging areas are generally located on National Forest System (NFS) lands 
within the Angeles National Forest. As part of the Project, these staging areas would be 
temporary and would be restored following completion of construction activities. As 
discussed in the Supplemental Draft EIS and incorporated into the Final EIS (see Section 
2.2.13, Operations and Maintenance), SCE has requested that small helicopter landing areas 
(50 foot by 50 foot) at each of the identified helicopter staging areas not be restored after 
construction and remain as a permanent features of the Project to support operations and 
maintenance activities. The specific operation and maintenance needs for these areas will be 
included in the overall Operations and Maintenance Plan (to be approved by the Forest 
Service) for the transmission line easement. The only routine maintenance activity for these 
landing areas would be brush clearance. A request to make these permanently available for 
use by the Los Angeles County Fire Department is outside the scope of this EIS. The Forest 
Service has a separate process to permit/ approve such uses and would be willing to 
coordinate further with LA County Fire in this regard. Please note that all wildfire impacts 
associated with the Project (with the exception of Alternative 4 within Chino Hills where 
there are no helicopter staging areas identified) have been mitigated to the extent feasible and 
analyzed in detail in Section 3.16. 

A.15-43 Thank you for your comment regarding Alternative 7. 

A.15-44 Comment noted. The Forest Service agrees that affected local agencies should be provided 
with the liaison contact information provided to local property owners for the proposed 
Project’s construction phase (Mitigation Measure L-1a [Construction liaison – Property 
owners]). However, since the purpose of Mitigation Measure L-1a is to provide property 
owners with a mechanism for efficiently resolving property-specific concerns by contacting 
SCE (or its contractor) directly, it is considered more appropriate to require SCE to provide 
local agencies with this contact information through Mitigation Measure L-4 (Consult with 
federal, State and local agencies). Mitigation Measure L-4 has been revised to reflect this 
requirement.  

 As addressed in Draft EIR/EIS Section 2.2.12.1 (Transmission Line Construction), 
construction-related activities would typically occur Monday through Friday during daylight 
hours (7:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.). However, as noted in Section 2.2.12.1 (APM NOI-1), when 
different hours or days are necessary, SCE has indicated that it would obtain variances, as 
needed, from the jurisdiction within which the work would take place. As such, the Lead 
Agencies acknowledge that construction-related activities could occur over weekends and 
holiday weekends that extend for more than 72 hours (three or more days). However, since 
the construction liaison must be available at all times that construction is active (including 
weekends and holiday weekends), it is highly unlikely that the construction liaison would not 
be available to respond to property owner comments or concerns during these weekend and 
holiday weekend periods. Therefore, revision to Mitigation Measure L-1a in response to 
Comment A.15-44 is not considered necessary; it is noted, though, that Mitigation Measure 
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L-1a has been augmented to include a toll-free phone number (in addition to the liaison 
contact phone number) to address property owner questions and concerns. 

A.15-45 Comment noted. Impacts for land use were developed to distinguish between residential 
(Impacts L-1 and L-3) and non-residential (Impacts L-2 and L-4) uses because their related 
activities and functions are distinct from each other, and thus the proposed Project’s effects on 
them are different. Although residential effects due to construction would include impacts 
such as the temporary curtailment of outdoor activities (such as gardening and play time) and 
short-term access restrictions within a neighborhood, the overall function of a residential 
home would not be substantially impaired. Mitigation Measures L-1a through L-1c have been 
recommended to provide residents with the time needed to prepare for (and respond to, if 
needed) temporary construction-related impacts. With implementation of these measures, in 
conjunction with Mitigation Measures T-1a (Prepare Traffic Control Plans), T-1b (Restrict 
lane closures), T-6 (Ensure pedestrian and bicycle circulation and safety) and T-11 (Provide 
continuous access to properties) impacts to residential land uses would be reduced to the 
extent feasible. In contrast, construction-related activities could substantially impair the entire 
function of a non-residential use due to impacts such as blocked and restricted access or the 
possible need to temporarily shut-down all or some operations (for those uses that occur 
directly within right-of-way, such as nurseries). Direct impairment to the function of these 
non-residential land uses could also result in indirect impacts, at both local and regional 
scales, such as disruptions in the ability to provide goods and services. Consequently, 
Mitigation Measure L-2a (Construction plan provisions – Non-residential property owners) 
has been recommended specifically for non-residential land uses to minimize the potential for 
construction to completely obstruct their respective functions. The Forest Service has no 
jurisdiction over private lands where single-family homes are located; therefore, the Forest 
Service would be practically unable to implement this mitigation. 

A.15-46 Thank you for your comment. Regional emergency planning issues are not within the scope 
of analyses of a geology section of an EIS document.   

 Your concerns regarding flaws revealed in utility company emergency response plans by the 
Great California Shakeout have been forwarded to SCE, which would be responsible for 
updating their Event Response and Recovery Protocol manual to include the new transmission 
facilities. SCE’s Event Response and Recovery Protocol manual includes protocols to be 
implemented in response to catastrophic events including fault rupture to allow for quick 
implementation of operations to repair transmission structures in the event an earthquake does 
cause damage to structures. 
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Response to Comment Set A.16:  Acton Town Council 

A.16-1 Regarding the commenter’s concern that the proposed infrastructure is not necessary to meet 
the Project objectives, there are no requirements under NEPA that all infrastructure proposed 
as part of a project be necessary to meet project objectives (See 40 CFR §1502.13). Please 
see Draft EIR/EIS Section 1.2 for discussion of the Project's objectives and the purpose and 
need. These project objectives/purpose and need were appropriately used in screening for 
potentially feasible alternatives which accomplish most of the project objectives (see Draft 
EIR/EIS Appendix A). For additional information on the alternative screening methodology, 
please see General Response GR-1 of the Final EIS. 

 The independent analysis of purpose and need conducted for the proposed Project was 
designed to review the findings of SCE, the California ISO, the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission, the California Energy Commission, and the Tehachapi Collaborative Study 
Group regarding the need for the Project. The CPUC is required to independently evaluate 
the need for a project prior to approving the project. The memorandum referenced in the 
comment contains information protected by the Critical Energy Infrastructure Information 
Act, and, therefore, is not publicly available. A written request for a redacted version of the 
memorandum may be made to the CPUC. NEPA does not require that this information be 
included in the EIR/EIS. 

 A redacted version of the requested memorandum, removing information that is protected by 
the Critical Energy Infrastructure Information Act, was provided to the commenter by the 
Forest Service on May 20, 2009. Note that no formal written request for the document was 
ever directly submitted to the CPUC. 

A.16-2 Please see response to Comment A.16-1 regarding the proposed infrastructure and how it 
relates to the Project objectives, purpose and need.  

 As discussed in Data Request Set TRTP ACTON-01 (Question #3), the design of the TRTP 
considered serving forecasted load growth and providing the necessary transmission to meet 
the generation interconnection needs in the area. As part of the CAISO's South Regional 
Transmission Plan for 2006 (CSRTP 2006), multiple conceptual arrangements were evaluated 
and eliminated because they did not consider both load-serving needs and generation 
interconnection needs. The conceptual plans that were eliminated would result in designs that 
would not address both needs.  

 Also, as discussed in Data Request Set TRTP ACTON-06 (Question #1, Part 2), based on the 
numerous alternatives examined to interconnect up to 4,500 MW in the Tehachapi Area as 
part of the CSRTP 2006 planning process, the project scope associated with the TRTP was 
determined to be the least-cost alternative needed to interconnect up to 4,500 MW in a 
manner that meets applicable North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC), 
Western Electricity Coordination Council (WECC), and CAISO criteria. Without these 
additional transmission line and substation upgrades, interconnection of new generation 
resources up to 4,500 MW cannot be accommodated. 

 Furthermore, as discussed in Data Request Set TRTP ACTON-12 (Question #2, Part B) the 
CAISO-approved project would not be and is not identical in all aspects to the proposed 
TRTP. The reason is because the CAISO’s role in transmission planning is limited to 
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determining the need for a proposed transmission project. The CAISO specifically does not 
have any involvement in developing the final design for the transmission line routes and/or 
completing substation siting to support the proposed plans. The CSRTP 2006 is a conceptual 
planning document and does not include the details required to actually implement such plans. 

A.16-3 In reviewing the 2007 SCE Conceptual Transmission Requirements and Costs for Integrating 
Renewable Resources, no statement could be found indicating that the proposed TRTP 
infrastructure into and out of Vincent is not needed until the Tehachapi area exports more 
than 4,500 MW through Vincent, as the commenter suggests. Nor were any references to 
concerns that the 4,500 MW of wind energy may not be constructed to justify the TRTP. 
Furthermore, the pages referenced in the footnote (Page 2-6 and Page 6-12) do not exist.      

 Section 5 of the 2007 SCE Conceptual Transmission Requirements and Costs for Integrating 
Renewable Resources report addresses SCE’s conceptual transmission requirements for 
integrating wind resources in Los Angeles and Kern Counties. Table 5-1 shows a total of 
4,060 MW of renewable resources in Kern County and 415 MW in Los Angeles County 
identified by the California Energy Commission (CEC) as of December 1, 2003. It is stated 
that “Currently, there are a total of twenty-six wind generation projects totaling 5,789 MW, 
two solar generation projects totaling 712 MW and four non-renewable gas-fired projects 
totaling 1,502 MW in the CAISO and SCE interconnection queue which require transmission 
upgrades in this area. These interconnection applications indicate that more wind generation 
development is likely earlier in the process than was forecast by the CEC.” SCE states that 
“[a]ll of these resources impact flow South of Antelope.” As such, there does not appear to 
be any concerns that 4,500 MW of wind energy may not be constructed, as purported by the 
commenter.   

 While it is stated under the study methodology in Section 5.3 that “[m]odifications to the 
previous Transmission Ranking Cost Report were extensive due to the additional upgrades 
required to interconnect and deliver generation levels in excess of the 4,500 MW that the 
TRTP provides”, these additional upgrades are described separately from the components of 
the TRTP. The transmission and substation upgrades described in the first part of Section 5-4 
(before Figure 5-1) are specifically described as being necessary “[i]n order to integrate the 
initial 4500 MW of resources in this area” and are generally limited to those upgrades 
associated with TRTP. The additional upgrades needed for interconnection requests beyond 
the initial 4,500 MW are detailed separately under “Facilities for Wind Generation Identified 
in Response to SCE’s Request for Information” and detailed in Figure 5-2.   

 Please see the above response to Comment A.16-2 regarding the project infrastructure and 
how it relates to the project objectives, purpose and need. 

A.16-4 The Project is being proposed to accommodate wind energy projects, although it may not be 
limited to wind energy, as SCE must interconnect and integrate power generation facilities 
into its electrical system as required under Sections 210 and 212 of the Federal Power Act (16 
U.S.C. § 824 [i] and [k]) and Sections 3.2 and 5.7 of the CAISO’s Tariff. Serving an 
additional 4,000 MW of solar energy is not part of the stated purpose and need. The ISO 
interconnection queue supports this, as shown in Draft EIR/EIS Table 6.2-2, incorporated by 
reference into the Final EIS, which lists the wind projects in Kern County in the CAISO 
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queue as of January 9, 2009. Please see the above response to Comment A.16-2 regarding the 
project infrastructure and how it relates to the project objectives, purpose and need. 

A.16-5 Constructing the TRTP to 220-kV standards would not allow for the full integration of the 
4,500 MW or adequately address South of Lugo transmission constraints. If built at 220-kV, 
new infrastructure would be required in the future, which may mean rebuilding the 
transmission lines to 500 kV as load increases; however, the CAISO may not allow the 220-
kV transmission lines to be taken out of service at a later date due to system loading, which 
would then require that future upgrades be built in parallel, requiring additional ROW width, 
or built elsewhere, requiring entirely new ROW. These additional upgrades to the system 
would result in additional environmental impacts, which would exceed those associated with 
the Project as currently proposed. Furthermore, upgrading the system to 220-kV standards 
would not necessarily reduce the environmental impacts associated with construction, as the 
structures in Segments 6 and 11 (for example), would still need to be removed and replaced 
with new structures due to design limitations (mechanical strength, conductor clearances, etc.) 
of the existing structures. Therefore, the Lead Agencies eliminated alternatives that would 
result in the installation of a system that would only meet some initial need for additional 
capacity, but would not adequately provide for the estimated future transmission needs (up to 
4,500 MW) or adequately address the South of Lugo transmission constraints. 

 As discussed in Data Request Set TRTP ACTON-05 (Question #1, Part H) for Segment 5 
(but applies to all segments where 220-kV T/Ls are replaced by 500-kV T/Ls operated at 220 
kV), replacing the existing lines would result in new tower infrastructure capable of 
supporting much larger conductors than are currently supported by the existing transmission 
tower infrastructure. As designed, all TRTP lines south of Antelope would be constructed 
with two-bundles of 2156 ACSR line conductor. As such, these new lines, regardless of the 
operating voltage (220 kV or 500 kV), would not have the same capacity limitations as 
today's Antelope-Mesa 220-kV transmission line. 

 As described by SCE in Data Request Set TRTP CPUC-ED-07 (Question 08), in general 500-
kV T/Ls operated at 220 kV have higher capacity than existing 220 kV T/Ls in part because 
SCE standard 500-kV T/Ls are constructed to today’s 500-kV design standards for structural 
design and are strung with 2B-2156 ACSR conductor. Existing 220-kV T/Ls are constructed 
with a wide variety of smaller conductor sizes depending on the location, age, and design. 
For example, the existing 220-kV Antelope-Mesa T/L is constructed with 1B-605 ACSR 
conductor. Most existing 220-kV T/L structures in the Project area were not designed to 
accommodate additional conductor (i.e., bundling of conductors), conductors with 
substantially greater weight (i.e., larger size standard conductor), or substantially different 
mechanical properties (i.e., many non-standard conductors). Therefore, tear-down and 
rebuild is required for those existing 220-kV T/L structures in the area that cannot support the 
larger conductor needed to provide for interconnection of up to 4,500 MW. The rebuilt 500-
kV T/Ls proposed as part of TRTP, while operated at 220 kV would have substantially 
greater capacity than the existing 220-kV T/Ls in the Project area and will enable the 
interconnection of up to 4,500 MW. 

 As discussed in Data Request Set TRTP ACTON-01 (Question #4, Part B), as part of TRTP, 
there is not a Mesa-Vincent T/L. The double-circuit design from Rio Hondo to Mesa and 
from Mesa to Mira Loma would be operated as a single Mira Loma-Vincent (box-loop 
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configuration) 500-kV T/L. As a point of clarification, within Segment 11 there is a 220-kV 
circuit which travels from Vincent to Mesa Substation denoted as the Mesa-Vincent T/L; 
however, construction of this T/L would not occur in Segment 7, which is the focus of this 
comment. 

A.16-6 The TRTP upgrades proposed by SCE are required to interconnect 4,500 MW of power from 
the TWRA and to address the South of Lugo transmission constraints. As discussed in Data 
Request Set TRTP ACTON-06 (Question #1, Part 2), as part of the CAISO’s South Regional 
Transmission Plan for 2006 Planning Process, numerous alternatives were examined to 
interconnect up to 4,500 MW in the Tehachapi Area. The project scope associated with 
TRTP was determined to be the least-cost alternative needed to interconnect up to 4,500 MW 
in a manner that meets applicable NERC, WECC, and CAISO criteria. Without these 
additional transmission line and substation upgrades, interconnection of new generation 
resources up to 4,500 MW cannot be accommodated. Please see response to Comment A.16-
5 regarding the transmission planning decisions considered in determining not to build the 
TRTP to 220-kV standards. 

 Idle lines exist south of Vincent. However, they will be connected and begin transmitting 
power as part of the proposed Project. The current lines are only 220-kv and alone are not 
capable to meet the purpose and need of the proposed Project.  

A.16-7 The TRTP upgrades proposed by SCE are required to interconnect 4,500 MW of power from 
the TWRA, to address the South of Lugo transmission constraints, and address the reliability 
needs of the CAISO-controlled grid due to projected load growth in the Antelope Valley. It is 
not designed to accommodate additional TWRA power of up to 8,000 MW as suggested. 

 There is no requirement under NEPA to limit the description/design of a proposed Project to 
the stated project’s objectives or that an EIR/EIS may only describe strictly what is necessary 
to meet those objectives. The function of the EIR/EIS is to evaluate the proposed project and 
alternatives to that project that meet most of the project objectives and reduce any of the 
significant impacts of that project. The EIR/EIS fulfills this requirement.   

A.16-8 With respect to Item #1, please see the response to Comment A.16-1 and A.16-2 regarding 
discussion of project objectives and the purpose and need of the Project.  

 With respect to Item #2, SCE has stated in Data Request Set TRTP ACTON-01 (Question #3) 
that absent generation interconnections beyond 700 MW in the Antelope Valley area, 
Segments 1 and 2 would provide sufficient transmission capacity to reliably serve the forecast 
load growth in the Antelope Valley for more than 10 years. As a follow-up to this, SCE 
stated in Data Request Set TRTP ACTON-05 (Question #1) that the Antelope Valley load 
demand is physically served by an extensive subtransmission (66-kV) system and the source 
for this subtransmission system is the 220 kV to 66 kV transformer banks (“A banks”) at the 
Antelope Substation. Segments 1 and 2 are not directly related to this subtransmission system 
but are related to the adequacy of the transmission system (220 kV and above) that delivers 
the power to the Antelope Substation. Specifically, the completion of Segments 1 and 2 will 
provide for sufficient transmission system capacity to deliver power to the Antelope 
Substation A-banks in a manner that meets applicable NERC, WECC, and CAISO 
transmission system reliability criteria. Furthermore, Segments 1 and 2 will provide reliable 
service to Antelope Valley load regardless of the status of generation interconnections in the 
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Tehachapi area but enables interconnection of up to only 700 MW of new generation. TRTP 
would further address the reliability needs of the CAISO-controlled grid due to projected load 
growth in the Antelope Valley. The description of the project objectives and purpose and need 
in Section 1.2 of the Final EIS has been updated to clarify that one of the objectives for TRTP 
is to further improve reliability given the expected increase in renewable power generation 
beyond the initial 700 MW. 

 The design for TRTP considered serving forecasted load growth and providing the necessary 
transmission to meet the generation interconnection needs of the area. As part of the CAISO's 
2006 CSRTP, multiple different arrangements were evaluated and eliminated from further 
analysis because they did not consider BOTH load serving needs and generation 
interconnection needs. Segments 4-11 was designed in a manner that continues to provide 
reliable service to the Antelope Valley load and enables interconnection of additional 
generation (levels beyond 700 MW and up to 4,500 MW). 

 With respect to Items #3 and #4, please see the response to Comment A.16-5 regarding the 
transmission planning decisions considered in determining not to build the TRTP to 220-kV 
standards and the design for the Mira Loma-Vincent 500-kV T/L.   

 With respect to the 500-kV infrastructure proposed south of Vincent, the Mira Loma-Vincent 
500-kV T/L would be operated at 500-kV. Please see response to Comments A.16-2 and 
A.16-5 regarding the objectives and infrastructure determined to meet these objectives. 

A.16-9 Please see the responses to Comments A.16-1, A.16-2, A.16-5, and A.16-6 regarding the 
objectives and infrastructure determined to meet the Project objectives/purpose and need for 
the TRTP.  

 As discussed in Data Request Set TRTP ACTON-01 (Question #4, Part B), as part of TRTP, 
there is not a Mesa-Vincent T/L. The double-circuit design from Rio Hondo to Mesa and 
from Mesa to Mira Loma would be operated as a single Mira Loma-Vincent (box-loop 
configuration) 500-kV T/L.  

 As discussed in Chapter 1, Section 1.2 of SCE’s PEA, SCE does envision a possible future 
Mesa 500-kV Substation, which can only be accomplished with minimal impacts if 500-kV 
design specification for the new transmission construction is implemented as part of this 
Project; however, since the executed Power Purchase Agreements (PPAs) are less than the 
TRTP 4,500 MW capability and not all projects in the CAISO’s interconnection queue are 
expected to materialize (i.e., speculative), justification of the additional 500 kV T/Ls and 
Mesa 500-kV Substation is not appropriate at this time. Therefore, SCE has not included 
these additional facility upgrades as part of this Project. 

 There are several potential triggers that may create a need for a future Mesa 500-kV 
substation. For example, interconnecting generation beyond the 4,500 MW of total TRTP 
capability and delivery of these future resources south towards the Los Angeles Basin or San 
Diego service territory may require additional north-to-south transmission capability. The 
need for such interconnections could also be driven by a State increase in the RPS 
requirements. Other possible triggers for a potential Mesa 500-kV substation could be the 
retirement of Los Angeles Basin thermal generating units requiring increased imports or 
continued load growth beyond the 10-year planning window. As stated above, these triggers 
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and the possible future need for upgrading the Mesa Substation to 500 kV are speculative at 
this time.   

 Please see the response to Comment B.5-4 regarding the proposal to re-route the Mira Loma-
Vincent 500-kV T/L into an existing ROW at MP 10.5 and south to Segment 8.   

A.16-10 The TRTP upgrades proposed by SCE are required to interconnect 4,500 MW of power from 
the TWRA and to address the South of Lugo transmission constraints. Please see the response 
to Comment A.16-5 regarding the transmission planning decisions considered in determining 
not to build the TRTP to 220-kV standards. 

 A reasonable range of alternatives were considered as part of the TRTP, as discussed in 
General Response GR-1 of the Final EIS and the response to Comment A.16-7. Please also 
see Draft EIR/EIS Appendix A for the Alternatives Screening Report and the rationale 
contained therein for eliminating alternatives. These alternatives considered limiting upgrades 
to 220-kV, such as the Minimize 500 kV Upgrades Alternatives, as well as other possible 
configurations to reduce the total upgrades required for TRTP. Through discussions with SCE 
it was clear that the system had to be looked at as a whole and not each individual segment, as 
the overall system capability is determined by the collective performance of all the segments 
and will be less than the sum of the individual segment capabilities. This methodology of 
addressing alternatives is appropriate for use in a NEPA document, has not changed since the 
Draft EIR/EIS, and is incorporated by reference into the Final EIS.  As discussed in in the 
Alternatives Screening Report (Draft EIR/EIS Appendix A, incorporated by reference into the 
Final EIS), many of the alternatives considered which reduced upgrades were eliminated as 
they would not meet the project objectives of reliably interconnecting the full 4,500 MW or 
address the South of Lugo transmission constraints. Additionally, the Forty Most Asked 
Questions Concerning CEQ’s National Environmental Policy Act Regulations (CEQ, 1981), 
states that Section 1502.14(b) does not dictate an amount of information to be provided, but 
rather, prescribes a level of treatment, which may in turn require varying amounts of 
information to enable a reviewer to evaluate and compare alternatives. 

 It is acknowledged that 4,500 MW of Tehachapi power could be accommodated by the 
proposed TRTP if the existing portion of Rio Hondo-Vincent No. 2 (Segment 6) and all of 
Segment 11 are constructed with 220-kV design standards. However, these structures would 
need to be rebuilt since the existing structures cannot support conductor (of either 
conventional or high capacity type) large enough to carry the 4,500 MW. Since the structures 
must be rebuilt, and the impact of constructing new 220-kV structures is essentially the same 
as constructing 500 kV structures (except for visual), it is prudent to rebuild them to 500-kV 
standards. Please see response to Comment A.16-5. 

A.16-11 The phrase “future transmission needs” is only used in the Draft EIR/EIS with respect to the 
“Minimize 500-kV Upgrades Alternative” and refers to future need beyond the initial 4,500 
MW. As described in the Alternatives Screening Report (revised) provided in Appendix A of 
the Draft EIR/EIS and summarized in Section 2.8 of the Final EIR, the “Minimize 500-kV 
Upgrades Alternative” would not accommodate all planned or expected projects (up to 4,500 
MW) or allow for future increases in voltage operation from 220 kV to 500 kV. In other 
words, this alternative may meet initial needs for additional capacity and reliability, but does 
not adequately provide for future potential transmission needs that have not been considered 
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as part of TRTP. Building a system that only meets initial needs would result in tear down 
and rebuild to meet future transmission requirements. Prudent planning of transmission 
upgrades should be based on logical, cost-effective transmission expansions rather than 
upgrades that are limited to the needs of specific projects. As such, additional future upgrades 
to the system would cancel out any positive reduction in environmental impacts that this 
alternative may offer compared to the proposed Project. While the current project does not 
provide for the use of the all conductors designed at 500-kV to be operated at 500 kV without 
substation upgrades, TRTP would limit the scope of future upgrades that would be required 
when and if such upgrades are required. 

A.16-12 A reasonable range of alternatives were considered as part of the TRTP, as discussed in 
General Response GR-1. These alternatives considered limiting upgrades to 220 kV, such as 
the Minimize 500-kV Upgrades Alternatives, as well as other possible configurations to 
reduce the total upgrades required for TRTP. Through discussions with SCE it was clear that 
the system had to be looked at as a whole and not each individual segment, as the overall 
system capability is determined by the collective performance of all the segments and will be 
less than the sum of the individual segment capabilities. As such, many of the alternatives 
considered with reduced upgrades in particular segments were eliminated as they would not 
meet the project objectives of reliably interconnecting the full 4,500 MW or address the South 
of Lugo transmission constraints. This methodology of addressing Alternatives is appropriate 
for use in a NEPA document, has not changed since the Draft EIR/EIS, and is incorporated 
by reference into the Final EIS. The Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ’s 
National Environmental Policy Act Regulations (CEQ 1981)states that Section 1502.14(b) 
does not dictate an amount of information to be provided, but rather, prescribes a level of 
treatment, which may in turn require varying amounts of information to enable a reviewer to 
evaluate and compare alternatives. 

 Please see the response to Comment A.16-5 regarding the transmission planning decisions 
considered in determining not to build the TRTP to 220-kV standards. 

 When considering existing transmission lines that are near Vincent and relevant to TRTP 
Segment 11, there is one existing Pardee-Vincent 220-kV line today. There is also one Eagle 
Rock-Pardee 220-kV line today which runs approximately 4 miles south of Vincent Substation 
and passes very close to, but does not connect to, the existing Gould Substation. In addition, 
there are two existing sections of idle (non-energized) 220-kV towers south of Vincent. Each 
idle section of line is approximately 4 miles in length and does not connect to any substation. 

 The scope of TRTP Segment 11 involves the separation of the existing Eagle Rock-Pardee 
220-kV line into three portions: (a) The northern portion, geographically between the Pardee 
Substation and a point 4 miles south of the Vincent Substation, would connect to the Vincent 
Substation via one of the two existing idle 4 mile section of 220-kV towers to form a new 
Pardee-Vincent No. 2 220-kV line. It should be pointed out that the existing Pardee-Vincent 
220-kV line would then be renamed the Pardee-Vincent No. 1 220-kV line. (b) The southern 
portion, geographically between the Eagle Rock Substation and a point just outside of the 
Gould Substation, would be connected to the Gould Substation to form a new Eagle Rock-
Gould 220-kV line. (c) The central portion, geographically between the northern portion 
(connected to Vincent Substation as described in (a)) and the southern portion (connected to 
Gould as described in (b)), would be as described below. 
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 The TRTP Segment 11 would also involve the separation of the existing Pardee-Vincent No. 
1 220-kV line into two parts. (a) The western portion, geographically between Pardee and a 
point 4 miles south of Vincent, would be disconnected from (b) the northern portion, 
geographically the last 4 miles into Vincent Substation. This will temporarily remove the 
existing Pardee-Vincent No. 1 220-kV line from operation. The western portion would then 
be connected to the other 4-mile wide section of existing idle 220-kV towers south of Vincent 
Substation. This would re-establish the Pardee-Vincent No. 1 220-kV line using today's idle 
towers, not today's energized towers, to complete the last 4 miles into Vincent Substation. 
Note that at this time both existing idle line sections south of Vincent Substation would be 
used (one to help re-establish Pardee-Vincent No. 1 and one to help establish a new Pardee-
Vincent No. 2). Note also that at this point a “new” 4-mile idle section of line would result; 
this is what is currently energized as the last 4 miles of today's Pardee-Vincent No. 1 220-kV 
line, but completion of construction as outlined below would not leave this piece of line 
permanently idle. 

 All of the above scope was, in essence, to create the ability to construct the new Mesa-
Vincent No.2 T/L in Segment 11. The new Mesa-Vincent No.2 T/L would ultimately be 
formed in three sections. (a) The northern section, geographically between Vincent Substation 
and a point 4 miles south of Vincent Substation, would be formed by a tear-down-and-rebuild 
of the “new” 4-mile idle section of what was Pardee-Vincent No. 1 (described immediately 
above). (b) The central section, geographically between a point 4 miles south of Vincent 
Substation and a point just outside of Gould Substation, would be formed by a tear-down-and-
rebuild of the central section of today's Eagle Rock-Pardee 220-kV line (mentioned in item 
(c) above. (c) The southern section, geographically between Mesa Substation and a point just 
outside of Gould Substation, would be formed by stringing new conductor on a vacant 
position on existing 220-kV towers. The connection of all three sections would form a new 
Mesa-Vincent No. 2 T/L, energized at 220 kV, from Vincent Substation to Mesa Substation 
and routed by - but not connecting to - the existing Gould Substation. 

 Therefore, the correct characterization of TRTP Segment 11 should be as follows: 

 BEFORE: 

 Pardee-Vincent 220 kV 
 Eagle Rock-Pardee 220 kV 
 Two idle sections of 220 kV south of Vincent (4 miles in length each) 

 AFTER: 

 Pardee-Vincent No. 1 220 kV 
 Pardee-Vincent No. 2 220 kV 
 Mesa-Vincent No. 2 220 kV 
 Eagle Rock-Gould 220 kV 

 As such, the construction of TRTP Segment 11 would not “end up with fewer circuits” as 
stated. At Vincent Substation, Segment 11 would take one energized and two idle sections (4 
miles each) of 220-kV circuits that are not connected on either end and result in three 
complete and energized 220-kV circuits (two to Pardee and one to Mesa). At Gould 
Substation, a new connection to the Eagle Rock Substation would be created increasing the 
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number of lines connecting to Gould Substation. As a point of clarification, there is no Gould-
Eagle Rock-Vincent 220 kV T/L (either energized or idle). 

 Please see the response to Comment A.16-9 regarding the routing and design of the Mira 
Loma-Vincent 500-kV T/L.       

A.16-13 As discussed by SCE in Data Request Set TRTP ACTON-01 (Question #2), the baseline 
capacity of the existing 220-kV transmission lines south of Vincent Substation are as follows: 

Existing Transmission Line Current Rating 
(MVA) 

Antelope-Mesa 353 
Mesa-Vincent 988 
Rio Hondo-Vincent No. 1 988 
Rio Hondo-Vincent No. 2 988 
Limiting Conductor 353 

 

The capacity of the individual 220-kV transmission lines south of Vincent Substation with a 
50 percent increase would be as follows: 

Existing Transmission Line 50% Increase 
(MVA) 

Antelope-Mesa 530 
Mesa-Vincent 1482 
Rio Hondo-Vincent No. 1 1482 
Rio Hondo-Vincent No. 2 1482 
Limiting Conductor 530 

 

As shown here and as discussed in the Alternatives Screening Report located in Appendix A 
of the Draft EIR/EIS, the system is currently limited by the Antelope-Mesa 220-kV 
transmission line. Reconductoring all existing 220-kV transmission lines south of Vincent to 
achieve a 50 percent increase (or more) on each line would not eliminate the existing 
Antelope-Mesa as the limiting conductor.  

In evaluating how the use of HTLS conductors can address transmission system loads there 
are two main considerations. First is what capacity a given transmission line has and second 
is what is the impedance of the line. The capacity is conductor specific and represents the 
amount of power that a conductor can carry without excessive sag or damage to the 
conductor. The impedance is specific for each transmission line and is dependent not only on 
the resistance of the conductor but also on the length of the line, with the overall line 
impedance being a function of these two elements (resistance, length) combined. 

When multiple transmission lines are in an interconnected grid the amount of power that 
flows over each individual line is a factor of its impedance, not its capacity. Replacing a 
conventional conductor with a corresponding HTLS conductor, with similar sag and weight, 
will substantially increase the capacity of the line, as has been indicated, but will not 
substantially decrease the impedance. To install an HTLS conductor with sufficiently low 
impedance in order to substantially increase power flow over a given line, as part of an 
interconnected grid, is anticipated to require using an HTLS conductor which would have a 
larger diameter and weight than the existing conductor which would result in tower 
overloads. As such, the limit of a 50 percent increase between standard and non-standard 
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conductor technologies, which was provided by SCE in their PEA (Chapter 2, Section 
2.4.2.2.1, Page 2-52), took into account only conductors with similar mechanical properties, 
as use of heavier conductors or conductors with substantially different mechanical properties 
would necessitate the rebuild of the transmission towers because the existing tower strength 
would be insufficient to support additional mechanical stress. 

As stated in the Alternatives Screening Report (Appendix A), Section 3.2.12 (Partial 
Composite Core Conductor Alternative), the existing structures south of the Vincent 
Substation within the ANF (Segments 6 and 11) and between the Mesa and Chino Substations 
(Segments 7 and 8) would not be able to support the weight of the composite core conductor 
that would be needed to provide the required capacity increase to meet the objectives of the 
TRTP. Consequently, the existing structures within Segments 6, 7, 8, and 11 would need to 
be replaced to provide sufficient mechanical strength and adequate clearances for ultimate 
operation at 500 kV. Therefore, the environmental advantages of using composite core 
conductor associated with the use of existing structures would be eliminated (see Appendix A, 
Section 3.2.12, for additional details). Therefore, this alternative was eliminated from further 
consideration in the Draft EIR/EIS. 

As described by SCE in Data Request Set TRTP CPUC-ED-07 (Question #19), 
reconductoring the Antelope-Mesa 220-kV T/L with a HTLS system and continued operation 
at 220 kV could not realistically increase the capacity by a factor of two as postulated by the 
Acton Town Council because the existing tower structures cannot support conductor large 
enough to allow for such an increase (see discussion in the PEA, Section 2.4.2.2, page 2-52). 
Consequently, a complete tear-down and rebuild would be required to allow for increases of 
capacity to the levels postulated by the Acton Town Council. 

It is important to recognize that the discussion about “how much” specific nameplate capacity 
increase can be achieved on a reconductored transmission line (a 50% increase, a “factor of 
two” increase, consideration of the capabilities of existing structures, etc.) does not properly 
address how much actual increase can be achieved in total system capacity to accommodate 
up to 4,500 MW of new generation. As discussed above, regardless of the nameplate capacity 
increase that can be achieved on any individual transmission line with a 220-kV reconductor, 
such an upgrade would not intrinsically result in greater utilization of the nameplate capacity 
of that line and therefore would not result in a substantial increase in the “total” transmission 
system capability. Therefore, the statement that “reconductoring all the line identified in 
Segments 5, 6, 7, 8 and 11 with an appropriate HTLS conductor will accommodate far more 
than the 4500 MW” is factually incorrect. Assuming such an upgrade could be implemented 
to increase individual line nameplate capacity, and assuming such a reconductor would not 
require widespread replacement of existing transmission structures, this hypothetical upgrade 
would not “force” 4,500 MW of new generation to flow on these reconductored 220-kV lines 
for the reasons stated above. In essence, without changing the distribution of power flows, the 
TRTP project objectives, including increasing system reliability and address South of Lugo 
transmission constraints would not be met. 

As discussed in Data Request Set TRTP ACTON-05 (Question #1, Part H) for Segment 5 
(but applies to all segments where 220-kV T/Ls are replaced by 500-kV T/Ls operated at 220 
kV), replacing the existing lines would result in new tower infrastructure capable of 
supporting much larger conductors than are currently supported by the existing transmission 
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tower infrastructure. As designed, all TRTP lines south of Antelope would be constructed 
with two-bundles of 2156 ACSR line conductor. As such, these new lines, regardless of the 
operating voltage (220 kV or 500 kV), would not have the same capacity limitations as 
today’s Antelope-Mesa 220 kV transmission line. 

Furthermore, as presented by SCE in Data Request Set TRTP CPUC-ED-07 (Question #20), 
the new TRTP 500 kV T/Ls, even though operated at 220 kV, would not be limited by other 
existing 220-kV transmission elements in a manner that limits the ability of the system as a 
whole to accommodate up to 4,500 MW of new generation and meet the TRTP Project 
objectives. As discussed above, increasing the nameplate capacity of any line (in MW) will 
not by itself result in greater utilization of that line unless there is a resulting decrease in line 
electrical impedance as well. This is why when reconductoring a line with conductor that has 
similar mechanical properties to existing conductor in place, electrical impedances will not be 
significantly reduced, actual power flow utilization of that facility will not significantly 
increase, and constraints caused by other 220-kV lines in the system will still limit total 
system capability. In the case of TRTP, however, all 500 kV T/Ls (even those with initial 
operation at 220 kV) would be constructed with larger conductors in a bundled configuration 
(2B-2156 ACSR) which would both increase the capacity of these lines and decrease the 
electrical impedance of these lines relative to the impedances of other existing 220-kV lines in 
the system. This combination would result in greater utilization of these new transmission 
lines, less stress on other 220-kV lines in the system, and greater overall total system 
capability. This allows TRTP, as proposed, to accommodate up to 4,500 MW of new 
generation even with Rio Hondo-Vincent No. 2 (partial Segment 6) and Mesa-Vincent No. 2 
(Segment 11) initially energized at 220 kV. 

Generation interconnection studies have determined that with up to 4,500 MW of new 
generation, the system with TRTP as proposed meets applicable NERC, WECC and CAISO 
reliability criteria under base case and line outage conditions. Note that the TRTP as proposed 
involves the operation of the Mira Loma-Vincent T/L (Segments 6, 7 and 8) at 500 kV and 
the operation of the Rio Hondo-Vincent No. 2 (partial Segment 6) and the Mesa-Vincent No. 
2 (Segment 11) at 220 kV. Operation of the Rio Hondo-Vincent No. 2 T/L and the Mesa-
Vincent No. 2 T/L at 500 kV is anticipated to be required to accommodate generation 
interconnection requests beyond 4,500 MW. 

A.16-14 The Noise Technical Report was reviewed by Aspen Environmental Group for the CPUC for 
completeness and adequacy. The data provided in the Noise Technical Report was then 
independently evaluated and incorporated by reference into the Draft EIR/EIS for analysis of 
Alternative 2.  

 The existing ambient corona noise conditions within the City of Acton are based on Draft 
EIR/EIS Noise Location 5 (South of Vincent), with the existing Scenario modeled with seven 
220kV single-circuit LSTs and one 500kV single-circuit LST; six of the lines are energized 
and two of the lines are idle (de-energized). 

 Corona noise modeling inputs included 40 total conductors, of which 18 are energized phases, 
6 are non-energized (idle) phases, and 16 are ground wires. An elevation of 3,225 feet above 
msl was used for Location 5 South of Vincent. Draft EIR/EIS Table 3.10-3, has been updated 
to clarify the number of non-energized lines.  
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 Existing Corona noise for Location 5 (South of Vincent) was modeled from left to right (see 
Draft EIR/EIS Figure 2.2-56), with the following eight transmission lines:  

• Segment 6: First Structure – 220 kV SC LST - energized 

• Segment 6: Second Structure – 220 kV SC LST - energized 

• Segment 6: Third Structure - 220 kV SC LST - energized 

• Segment 11: First Structure – 220 kV SC LST - idle 

• Segment 11: Second Structure – 220 kV SC LST - energized 

• Segment 11: Third Structure – 220 kV SC LST - idle 

• Segment 11: Fourth Structure – 220 kV SC LST - energized 

• Segment 11: Fifth Structure - 500 kV SC LST – operated at 220 kV – energized 

 Draft EIR/EIS Table 3.10-5, shows that operational corona noise for Location 5 of the 
proposed Project was based on operation of the following eight transmission lines:   

• Six 220-kV single-circuit lines on LSTs    

• One single-circuit line on tubular steel poles (TSPs), to be built to 500-kV specifications and 
operated at 220 kV    

• One 500-kV single-circuit line on TSPs   

 The corona modeling inputs included 38 total conductors, of which 24 are energized phases 
and 14 are ground wires.  

 Based on the noise model output using these assumptions, it was determined that the increase 
in operational corona noise generated by the proposed Project along this segment would 
represent a substantial increase in noise over existing ambient noise conditions. This increase 
was determined to represent a significant and unavoidable operational noise impact of the 
proposed Project at Location 5.    

 For a further explanation of how existing and future corona noise was determined for 
Alternative 2 Location 5, the City of Acton is referred to SCE Data Request Set TRTP 
ACTON-01.    

A.16-15 Please see the responses to Comments A.16-1, A.16-2, A.16-5, and A.16-10 through A.16-
13. 

 Please also see the response to Comment A.16-1 and Draft EIR/EIS Section 1.2, which 
discusses the project objectives and purpose and need. As discussed in Section 1.2, the 
Tehachapi Generation queue had a total of 19 projects equaling 4,350 MW as of April 2006. 
As further discussed in Section 2.9.3, “as energy projects are proposed, completed, or 
withdrawn, the CAISO queue is constantly changing and regularly updated.” Therefore, the 
queue has been tracked throughout the course of the EIR/EIS analysis. As of July 25, 2008, 
the total wind energy proposed for Kern County was 5,973.1 MW. The total has since 
changed to 4,791.1 MW, as listed in the January 9, 2009, CAISO queue.” 

 The TRTP upgrades proposed by SCE are required to interconnect 4,500 MW of power from 
the TWRA, address the reliability needs of the CAISO-controlled grid due to projected load 
growth in the Antelope Valley, and address the South of Lugo transmission constraints. The 
purpose and need for TRTP are clearly articulated in Section 1.2. Please also see the 
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responses to Comments A.16-1 and A.16-2 for discussion of project objectives, purpose and 
need, and Comment A.16-5 regarding the project infrastructure. 

A.16-16 The land use study area for the proposed Project includes lands that fall within one-half mile 
of both its proposed Right-of-Way and its proposed (new and expanded) substation sites, as 
identified in Section 3.9.2 (Land Use, Affected Environment). The same one-half mile 
“buffer” was used to establish the land use study area for the proposed Project’s alternatives.  
The community of Acton, from Highway 14’s crossing of Crown Valley Road, is an 
estimated 4.4 miles away from the Vincent Substation and approximately 4.0 miles away 
from Segment 5. Therefore, the community of Acton does not fall within the Land Use Study 
Area. Comment A.16-16’s reference to the proposed Project’s location “near” the community 
of Acton cannot be found within Section 3.9 (Land Use) of the Draft EIR/EIS; the 
community of Acton is not mentioned in the land use analysis. It is noted, however, that 
identified existing land uses within one-half mile of Segment 5 from Mile Post 12 to the 
Vincent Substation include Open Space/Undeveloped, Residential, Agriculture, Industrial, 
Commercial and Services, and Transportation, Communication and other Utilities (please 
refer to Figures 3.9-3d and 3.9-3e of the Map and Figure Series Volume and Table 3.9-7 of 
Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.9 [Land Use]). This portion of Segment 5 and the Vincent 
Substation are the closest locations of the proposed Project (and its alternatives) to the 
community of Acton.  For a discussion of the impacts associated with the proposed Project 
and its alternatives please refer to Sections 3.1 though 3.17. The visual simulations for KOP-
North-12, and -13 (Figures 3.14-14b, and 3.14-15b, respectively, of the Map and Figure 
Series Volume) provide renderings of the proposed Project in the vicinity of Segment 5 and 
the Vincent Substation, the closest locations to Acton. The Visual Resources analysis 
concludes that impacts in this area would be adverse but can be reduced with mitigation. 

A.16-17 Various local (city and county) jurisdictions define “Open Space” or “Open Space/ 
Undeveloped” differently. Existing land uses identified in Section 3.9 (Land Use) were based 
on the Southern California Association of Government’s (SCAG’s) existing land use mapping 
and classification scheme to ensure consistency between all jurisdictions crossed by the 
proposed Project Right-Of-Way. Table 3.9.2 (Existing Land Use Classification Scheme) 
defines “Open Space/Undeveloped” as lands that are “vacant/undifferentiated, abandon 
orchards and vineyards, vacant land with limited improvements, and beaches (vacant).” The 
definition does not state or imply that Open Space/Undeveloped lands are lands that are to be 
permanently set aside for environmental conservation, historical and cultural resource 
preservation, or recreation. As discussed in Final EIR Section 3.9.3.2 (Applicable Laws, 
Regulations, and Standards: State [Land Use]), under the CPUC’s General Order Number 
131-D, Section XIVB, the CPUC has preemptive jurisdiction over the construction, design, 
and operation of public utilities within the State, and no local land use permits or local land 
use plan or zoning consistency evaluations are required for the proposed Project and its 
alternatives. However, a Policy Consistency and Plan Amendments Report has been prepared 
for the proposed Project and its alternatives, and no inconsistencies with the Los Angeles 
General Plan were identified. The General Plan land use designations along Segment 5 from 
Mile Post 12 to the Vincent Substation include Open Not Developable, Agriculture and 
Transportation (as provided in Figures 3.9-4d and 3.9-4e of the Map and Figure Series 
Volume and Table 3.9-7 of Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.9 (Land Use). The community of 
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Acton’s concerns related to zoning will be shared with, and considered by, decision makers.  
Please refer to Sections 3.1 though 3.17 for discussions of the resource-specific impacts 
associated with the proposed Project and its alternatives. 

A.16-18 As discussed in Chaparral Greens v. City of Chula Vista (1996) 50 Cal.App.4th 1134, CEQA 
does not require discussion of consistency with draft plans. Nevertheless, Mitigation Measure 
T-8 has been revised in the Final EIS to include a requirement for the Project Applicant to 
coordinate with the California Department of Transportation (District 6, District 7, and 
District 8), the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transit Authority, and the traffic 
departments or public works departments of the counties of Kern, Los Angeles, and San 
Bernardino and the numerous cities through which the proposed transmission route traverses 
to ensure that Project structures are appropriately placed to avoid conflict with any planned 
transportation projects. Therefore, the proposed Project would be designed to avoid any 
conflicts with any potential transportation land uses along the proposed Project route.  

A.16-19 As discussed in the response to Comment A.16-1, the Draft EIR/EIS discloses the project 
objectives and the purpose and need in Section 1.2. The TRTP upgrades proposed by SCE 
are required to interconnect 4,500 MW of power from the TWRA, address the reliability 
needs of the CAISO-controlled grid due to projected load growth in the Antelope Valley, and 
address the South of Lugo transmission constraints. As discussed in Section 1.2 (Purpose and 
Need) of the Draft EIR/EIS, the Lead Agencies completed an independent assessment of the 
purpose and need for the TRTP. Based upon the information reviewed, it was determined that 
there was ample support to justify the need for the TRTP and that sufficient generation will be 
sited in the TWRA to justify the network upgrades proposed.  

 The project objectives were appropriately used in screening for potential alternatives. This 
screening methodology is discussed in General Response GR-1 and analyzed in Appendix A 
of the Draft EIR/EIS. A total of 31 potential alternatives to SCE’s proposed Project were 
initially considered for evaluation in the Draft EIR/EIS, of which seven were carried forward 
for detailed analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS, including the No Project/Action Alternative. These 
alternatives provide a reasonable range of alternatives and permit the decision makers to make 
a reasoned choice (See Village Laguna of Laguna Beach, Inc. v. Board of Supervisors of 
Orange County (1982) 134 Cal.App.3d 1022). Furthermore, the Draft EIR/EIS analyzes 
impacts of the proposed Project and the alternatives as required by NEPA. 

A.16-20 The Draft EIR/EIS contains certain information taken directly from the PEA, including 
information describing the proposed Project. However, the Draft EIR/EIS contains substantial 
additional information about existing conditions and environmental impacts, and proposes a 
substantial amount of additional mitigation. The Draft EIR/EIS also reaches many differing 
impact conclusions than the PEA, including conclusions that the Project would have more 
significant effects than identified in the PEA. The Draft EIR/EIS represents the independent 
judgment of the Lead Agencies. 

 Commenter suggests that alternatives should have been provided for every segment of the 
Project. As discussed in response to Comment A.16-12, analysis of alternatives for every 
segment of the Project is not required.  (See Big Rock Mesas Prop. Owners Ass’n v. Board of 
Supervisors (1977) 73 Cal.App.3d 218, 277; see also No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles 
(1987) 196 Cal.App.3d 223, 235) and the Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ's 
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National Environmental Policy Act Regulations (CEQ 1981). What is required is the analysis 
of a reasonable range of alternatives, which has been provided in the Draft EIR/EIS. 

 The No Project/No Action Alternative (Alternative 1) has been analyzed throughout the Draft 
EIR/EIS. The decision to approve, approve with modifications, or disapprove the proposed 
Project or one of the alternatives will be made by the federal decision makers at the Forest 
Service. The Final EIR was approved by the CPUC. 

 The installation of residential solar systems does not accomplish the objective to transmit 
wind energy from the Tehachapi Wind Resource Area, which is the largest wind resource 
area in the State. The addition of residential solar systems also does not accomplish either of 
the Project’s other two stated objectives. Residential solar systems may or may not be less 
expensive than the proposed Project, but that is not an appropriate subject for the Draft 
EIR/EIS, but rather is a subject for decision-makers to consider. The Draft EIR/EIS 
document presents environmental information about a project and alternatives, but does not 
provide cost-benefit analysis or make policy recommendations. 

 Regarding the Commission’s obligation under CEQA to complete an independent analysis of 
SCE's proposed TRTP project, please see response to Comment A.16-19. 

A.16-21 Socioeconomic effects are discussed in Section 3.12. NEPA does not require an EIS to 
perform a monetary cost-benefit analysis (See Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.12.3 and 40 CFR 
§1502.23 and 1508.14). Project costs and determinations as to whether such costs are 
warranted is matter that will be considered by the federal decision-makers in their review of 
the Project.  

A.16-22 The risk of terrorist attacks is not considered likely with or without the Project. As discussed 
in Section 5.3.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS: 

 “By nature the purpose of terrorism is to create and promote fear among populations, 
as well as (and through) death, destruction, and disruption of a targeted population’s 
or facility’s ability to effectively carry out its intended function and/or to eliminate or 
limit peaceful living and commerce. While the possibility of a terrorist attack on the 
proposed TRTP exists, the proposed Project is not considered to be a high level or 
likely target for attack, because consequences of a potential attack while serious and 
adverse would not result in catastrophic consequences to the regional electric grid. 
Any human injury or death resulting from a terrorist attack would be serious, tragic, 
and difficult to prevent; however, the overall risk of an attack on the proposed TRTP 
is not considered likely.” 

 Furthermore, electric transmission and substation systems are planned to address potential 
contingencies such as loss of a transmission line or a substation. In planning for facilities and 
operation of the electric system, this is identified as an N-1 condition, whereby the power 
system will continue to operate and serve load even though one element has been lost due to a 
contingency occurring. The contingency could be due to any number of reasons such as 
equipment failure, taking a facility out of service for maintenance, or damage due to 
terrorism. 

 As stated in Section 1.2, the objectives of the Project include addressing the reliability needs 
of the CAISO-controlled grid and addressing the South of Lugo transmission constraints. As 
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such, the Project would increase overall system reliability and consequently decrease the risk 
of an electrical outage resulting from a terrorist attack. Based on the reasons discussed in 
Section 5.3.2, the overall risk of an attack on the proposed TRTP is not considered likely. 

 Power generated in the TWRA would flow to the areas of electrical demand. Between the 
TWRA and Vincent Substation, power distribution could occur at the Windhub, Cottonwind, 
Whirlwind, and Antelope Substations (including use of the new Antelope-Pardee T/L being 
built as part of Segment 1) prior to reaching the Vincent Substation. Much of the power 
would likely flow through the Vincent Substation and then south to the load centers in Los 
Angeles. However, the change in the capacity of electricity flowing through Vincent 
Substation does not change the conclusions of the Final EIS, as the system is designed to 
allow for alternate electrical paths (see N-1 condition discussion above). 

A.16-23 Please see the response to Comment A.16-22, above. 

A.16-24 Please see Final EIR Section 3.16.6.26.1, Impact F-2.  As discussed under Impact F-2 
“because there are existing transmission lines in the shared ROW, aerial firefighting crews 
avoid making drops near the ROW under existing conditions, and the addition of the proposed 
Project would present only a marginal increase in the required altitude of aerial vehicles 
working through the shared ROW.” Segment 11 in the community of Acton would increase 
the maximum height of structures in the existing shared ROW by approximately 50 to 100 
feet (see Figure 2.2-56). Segments 5 and 6 through the community of Acton would not 
increase the maximum height of structures in the shared ROW (see Figures 2.2-9 and 2.2-
18). Aerial firefighters are required to maintain at least 150 feet of clearance from 
transmission structures, and aerial crews routinely avoid making drops of water and retardant 
in existing transmission ROWs due to the twin risks of electrocution and causing damage to 
the transmission infrastructure. Therefore, due to the presence of the existing transmission 
structures, the proposed Project's maximum height increase of 50 to 100 feet through the 
community of Acton will not significantly change the existing baseline conditions Segment 
11. The baseline conditions with respect to the maximum height of transmission structures for 
Segments 5 and 6 through the community of Acton would be unchanged. No change to the 
analysis of Impact F-2 has been made. The community of Acton does not contain federal 
lands, and is therefore not under the jurisdiction of the Forest Service. The CPUC has already 
made a decision on the project in this area. 

A.16-25 Thank you for your comments. They will be considered by the federal decision-makers in 
their review of the Project. Please see the responses to Comments A.16-1 through A.16-9 
regarding the Project objectives and the proposed Project design. The assessment of wildfire 
impact to the community of Acton is not discussed further here, as Acton does not contain 
federal lands, and is therefore not under the jurisdiction of the Forest Service. The CPUC has 
already made a decision on the project in this area. 
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Comment Set A.17:  Watershed Conservation Authority 

A.17‐1 

A.17‐2 
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Comment Set A.17, continued:  Watershed Conservation Authority 

A.17‐2, 
cont. 

A.17‐3 

A.17‐4 

A.17‐5 
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Comment Set A.17, continued:  Watershed Conservation Authority  

A.17‐6 

A.17‐7 

A.17‐8 
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Comment Set A.17, continued:  Watershed Conservation Authority  

A.17‐8, 
cont. 

A.17‐9 

A.17‐10 

A.17‐11 
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Comment Set A.17, continued:  Watershed Conservation Authority  

A.17‐11, 
cont. 

A.17‐12 
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Comment Set A.17, continued:  Watershed Conservation Authority  

A.17‐13 

A.17‐12, 
cont. 

A.17‐14 

A.17‐15 
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Comment Set A.17, continued:  Watershed Conservation Authority  

A.17‐16 

A.17‐15 

A.17‐17 
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Comment Set A.17, continued:  Watershed Conservation Authority  
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Response to Comment Set A.17:  Watershed Conservation Authority 
A.17-1 Thank you for reviewing the Draft EIR/EIS and for your comments. Your September 2007 

letter is already included in the record. A copy is included in the Scoping Report for the Draft 
EIR/EIS. 

A.17-2 Thank you for the explanation of your agency’s jurisdiction and mission. 

A.17-3 Thank you for expressing your agency’s preference for alternatives. Your comments will be 
shared with federal decision-makers who are reviewing the Project 

A.17-4 The Forest Service supports coordination between the WCA and SCE regarding the Duck 
Farm project. The WCA and SCE should coordinate directly on design and construction 
issues. 

A.17-5 As indicated above, the Forest Service supports coordination between the WCA and SCE. 
Your request for advance notice of the TRTP construction schedule will be provided to SCE. 
Preliminary locations for staging areas, wire setup sites, and access roads have been identified 
by SCE and were considered in the impact analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS. These types of 
project design details are subject to change and will be finalized as part of the final 
engineering process. 

A.17-6 SCAQMD’s recommended application of localized significance thresholds does include parks 
as receptors, but park users are not equivalent to other sensitive receptors like hospitals. In 
general, exposures would generally not occur for long periods of time, such as on bike paths 
where a cyclist would go through the construction equipment downwind exhaust plume within 
a few seconds. Also, unlike more fixed locations such as schools, hospitals, or even 
residences, exposures in recreational areas can often be avoided by moving to another area of 
the park. 

  Edits to the air quality impact AQ-3 have been made in the Final EIS to note that receptors in 
parks and recreation areas within certain distances from construction work areas may have 
adverse impacts. However, no additional air quality mitigation, for recreational areas, beyond 
that recommended for the Project as a whole is considered necessary. Specifically: 

 a) For AQ-1c, the word incentivized is not considered a major improvement over the word 
encouraged. 

 b) For AQ-1g, it is not practical to restrict vehicle idling for vehicles not directly under the 
control of the project (i.e., personal vehicles), and gasoline engine idling would be less 
frequent and has much lower health impacts than diesel engine idling. 

 c) For AQ-1h, the measure restricts trips from 6:00 to 9:30 a.m. and 3:30 to 6:30 p.m. as 
these are peak traffic times, changing this measure would have an overall negative impact to 
air quality. 

 d) For AQ-6, the offset mitigation is in the form of banked emission credits as necessary to 
meet federal General Conformity requirements. Other mitigation does not apply to meeting 
this federal statutory requirement. 

A.17-7 The Schabarum trail or “Juan Bautista De Anza National Historic Trail Recreation Route” is 
a bicycle trail and recreation route that roughly parallels Segment 8. According to mapping 
provided by the National Park Service (http://www.nps.gov/juba/), the recreation route is 
only related to the historic route by name and is not the actual Juan Bautista de Anza trail, 
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which is located between 3 and 8 miles to the south. Thus, the Schabarum Trail is not 
considered an important historical or cultural resource. 

 In the TRTP area, NPS depicts the Anza Trail as a corridor slightly more than one mile wide. 
The corridor intersects the TRTP in two locations: it crosses Segment 7 between M33-T4 and 
M35-T1 and Segment 11 between M38-T1 and M39-T3. However, there is no data to 
indicate where the actual trail was located, and since the area currently has intensive urban 
development the integrity of historical context, feeling, and association has been lost. 

A.17-8 Thank you for your comment. The Lead Agencies acknowledge the mitigation measure 
adopted by the Watershed Conservation Authority. As noted in Table 3.5-11, the Duck Farm 
is located along the proposed 66-kV Underground Element of Alternative 7. It is not 
anticipated that significant qualities of the Farm House will be affected adversely if this 
alternative is selected for implementation. 

A.17-9 The Duck Farm was not identified in the environmental database search by EDR and does not 
appear to be a known contaminated site with agency oversight for monitoring or cleanup. 
Review of the Duck Farm Project Final IS/MND (July 2007) does not reveal that this site is 
currently under the oversight of an environmental agency. Further, the IS/MND indicates that 
very low levels of soil contamination detected in soil gas samples were not confirmed by soil 
testing, and that site development for the Duck Farm is unlikely to encounter contaminated 
soil to depths of 11 feet. [Underground construction for subtransmission lines will be less 
than 11 feet]. In addition, minor hydrocarbon/diesel contamination of soil at the above ground 
storage tank and diesel drum storage area was removed. Due to these site conditions and lack 
of database assignment, a Phase I ESA for the proposed Project in this area is not required. 

  Regarding notification of the Watershed Conservation Authority in the event of encountering 
unanticipated pre-existing contamination, APM-Haz 3 does require notification of the local 
CUPA agency in such a case; WCA should be able to coordinate notification through the 
CUPA agency. Further, WCA could develop these requirements with SCE as part of right of 
entry agreements prior to construction. These arrangements are outside the scope of the EIS. 

A.17-10 To clarify, the undergrounding of 66-kV subtransmission lines is proposed under Alternative 
7. As summarized in Table 2.2-1 (Summary of Alternative 2 Components), Alternative 2 
(proposed Project) would include the relocation of several existing 66-kV subtransmission 
lines between the existing Rio Hondo Substation and the existing Mesa Substation, within the 
existing utility corridor, as well as erecting approximately 150 new double-circuit 66-kV 
subtransmission Light Weight Steel Poles (LWSPs) and TSPs. In comparison, as described in 
Section 2.7, Alternative 7 is comprised of three 66-kV subtransmission line elements, 
including the following: (1) Undergrounding the existing 66-kV subtransmission line in 
Segment 7 between Valley Boulevard (S7 MP 8.9) and S7 MP 9.9; (2) Re-routing and 
undergrounding the existing 66-kV subtransmission line around the Whittier Narrows 
Recreation area in Segment 7 (S7 MP 11.4 to 12.025); and (3) Re-routing the existing 66-kV 
subtransmission line around the Whittier Narrows Recreation Area in Segment 8A between 
the San Gabriel Junction (S8A MP 2.2) and S8A MP 3.8.  

  Thank you for your concerns and suggestions regarding placing the subtransmission lines 
underground along Segment 7 to minimize impacts to the San Gabriel River Master Plan 
projects. Your comments will be shared with the federal Lead Agency and may be considered 
in making a decision on the Project. 
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A.17-11 As addressed in Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.9.1 (Land Use, Affected Environment), due to the 
geographic breadth of the proposed Project, the consolidated General Plan land use 
designations of the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) was used to 
ensure a consistent classification scheme across all of the various jurisdictions affected by its 
implementation. Under the CPUC’s General Order Number 131-D, Section XIVB, the CPUC 
has preemptive jurisdiction over the construction, maintenance and operation of public 
utilities within the State and, as such, approvals from local agencies are not required. Please 
note, however, that a Policy Consistency and Plan Amendments Report has been prepared for 
the proposed Project and its alternatives and no inconsistencies with any local land use plans 
were identified. Additionally, Mitigation Measure L-4 (Consult with federal, State, and local 
agencies) would require SCE to consult with local agencies to ensure that, to the extent 
feasible, any conflicts with local zoning and General Plan land use designations are 
minimized. 

 Impacts to the commercial nursery at the Duck Farm are addressed in the Draft EIR/EIS. As 
outlined in Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.2.4.2 (Agricultural Resources, through Applicant-
Proposed Measures [APMs]), in addition to the mitigation measures recommended in the 
Draft EIR/EIS, SCE has committed to:  

 (1) APM AG-1 (Coordinate with Landowner - Prior to construction and as a part of 
acquisition of new easements on agricultural lands, SCE would coordinate with agricultural 
landowners and identify feasible site-specific measures to minimize impacts to ongoing 
agricultural operations, including, but not limited to, financial consideration for crop loss. 
General measures that would be implemented to the extent feasible are detailed below [in 
APM AG-2 and AG-3]); (2) APM AG-2 (Locate Project Activities to Minimize Impacts to 
Active Agricultural Operations - For example, to the extent practical, SCE would: [a] locate 
new towers adjacent to existing towers in order to consolidate obstructions to the movement 
of agricultural machinery; [b] locate access roads, spur roads, staging areas, and 
pulling/splicing locations in areas that minimize impacts to agricultural operation; and, [c] 
minimize removal of perennial crops); and, (3) APM AG-3 (Avoid Harvest Season - To the 
extent feasible, construction in agricultural fields would be scheduled after the end of harvest 
season. With implementation of the APMs listed above, and in conjunction with Draft 
EIR/EIS Mitigation Measures AG-1 (Coordinate construction activities with agricultural 
landowners) and L-2a (Construction plan provisions – Non-residential property owners), 
impacts to local agricultural uses, including nurseries within and adjacent to the proposed 
Project right-of-way or one of its routing alternatives would be minimized. 

 Overall descriptions of the proposed Project’s marshalling yards and pulling/splicing areas are 
provided in Draft EIR/EIS Sections 2.2.12.2 (Staging and Support Areas) and 2.2.12.7 
(Pulling and Splicing Locations) and their supporting tables. Although the precise locations of 
these project components were not detailed in the Draft EIR/EIS, preliminary locations of 
these types of construction areas were provided in SCE’s “Road Stories,” and acknowledged 
and used for the Draft EIR/EIS impact analyses.  

 The timing and mechanisms for noticing as required by Mitigation Measures L-1a, L-1b and 
L-2a is considered appropriate for the nature of pre-construction and construction-phase 
activities, as addressed in the response to Comment A.23-100. 

A.17-12 The effects of noise on wildlife are addressed in Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.4 (Biological 
Resources), Impacts B-4, B-5 B-6, B-9, B-10, B-14, B-15, B-16, B-18, B-29, B-30, B-31, B-
33, B-36, B-37, B-38, B-41. As indicated in Section 3.10 (Noise), operational corona noise 
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impacts associated with Alternative 2 will result in significant unavoidable impacts to the 
ambient noise levels in Segment 7 (including the Duck Farm). This significant unavoidable 
impact required a statement of overriding considerations by the CPUC in selecting Alternative 
2. Your support of Alternative 7 was noted and shared with decision-makers at the CPUC. 

A.17-13 For the purposes of the Final EIS and by reference, the Final EIR, “agricultural 
land/resources” are defined in Section 3.2 (Agricultural Resources) in accordance with the 
California Department of Conservation’s (DOC) Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program 
(FMMP), which applies the Natural Resources Conservation Service’s (NRCS) soil 
classifications to ten-acre mapping units in order to identify lands under the following 
categories: Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, Farmland 
of Local Importance, Grazing Land, and agricultural land under Williamson Act Contract. To 
clarify, the discussion of agricultural lands/resources presented in Section 3.2 is not limited to 
the North Region, but rather to the NRCS classification system mentioned above; this 
classification system is described in further detail in Section 3.2 of the Final EIR. The nursery 
area planned to be included as part of the Duck Farm Project is not considered “agricultural 
lands/resources”, and is therefore not subject to the impact discussion provided in Section 
3.12 (Socioeconomics), with regards to Impact S-2 (Construction activities would cause a 
temporary decrease in revenues for agricultural land owners). 

 With regard to Impact S-3 (Project activities would affect public agency revenue), presented 
in Section 3.12, potential effects of the proposed TRTP on public agency revenue are 
assessed with consideration of fee- and tax-based revenues, including Adventure Pass sales 
for visitation of the Angeles National Forest, and property tax payments made to local 
agencies. At the time of this analysis, construction of the Duck Farm Project was not 
underway, and a Conceptual Site Plan had only been developed for Phase 1 of the overall 
Duck Farm Project. As such, it was not possible to characterize potential revenues to the 
WCA that may result from full development of the Duck Farm Project and that may also have 
the potential to be affected by the proposed TRTP. 

 Potential impacts of the proposed TRTP on the Duck Farm Project are addressed in Section 
3.5 (Wilderness and Recreation), and relevant mitigation measures have been introduced to 
reduce significance of potential impacts, as applicable. As indicated in Table 3.15-31 
(Wilderness and Recreation Impacts Applicable to Resources in the South Region) it has been 
determined that the following impacts would be applicable to the planned Duck Farm Project: 
Impact R-1 (Construction activities would restrict access to or disrupt activities within 
established recreational areas); and Impact R-2 (Operation and maintenance activities would 
restrict access to or disrupt activities within established recreational areas). Mitigation 
Measure R-1a (Coordinate construction schedule with managing officer’s for affected 
recreation areas), which is also identified in Section 3.15, would require SCE to coordinate 
with WCA in order to avoid and/or minimize impacts to the Duck Farm Project area. 

A.17-14 The compatibility of the route in Segment 7 was considered in Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.9, 
Land Use. Proposed infrastructure for Segment 7 would be constructed within SCE’s existing 
right-of-way (ROW). Any entity planning improvements within the existing ROW would 
need to coordinate with SCE to ensure such improvements would not conflict with use of the 
ROW for electrical transmission. 

A.17-15 Section 3.14.11 of the Draft EIR/EIS acknowledges the beneficial visual effects of placing 
certain portions of Segments 7 and 8A underground or re-routed overhead. In fact, for 
Alternative 7, the text for Impact V-3 (For a landscape with an existing transmission line, 
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increased structure size and new materials would result in adverse visual effects) states: 
“Additionally, removal of existing overhead subtransmission lines in Alternative 7 would 
improve the visual environment and viewsheds of the Duck Farm and Whittier Narrows and 
would create a beneficial effect.” 

 The Draft EIS/EIR considered a reasonable range of alternatives that best accomplish the 
project objectives while minimizing the impacts to the environment. It is not feasible to 
consider every possible permutation of each alternative and NEPA does not require this. 
(CEQ Forty Questions, No. 1b). Placing Segment 7 underground from MP 4.4 to 15.8 was 
not considered in the alternative analysis. Please the Alternatives Screening Report in 
Appendix A of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

A.17-16 Thank you for your comments regarding the Baseline Data Collection Methodology utilized 
for the Wilderness and Recreation analysis presented in Section 3.15 of the Draft EIR/EIS. A 
complete list of recreational resources within the Project Study Area is provided collectively 
in the following tables, which are presented in Section 3.15.2.2 for the proposed Project: 
Table 3.15-11 (North Region Recreational Resources within One-Half Mile of Alternative 2); 
Table 3.15-14a (Developed Recreation Resources within One-Half Mile of Alternative 2 in 
the Central Region); Table 3.15-14b (Dispersed Recreation Opportunities within One-Half 
Mile of Alternative 2 in the Central Region); and Table 3.15-17 (South Region Recreational 
Resources within One-Half Mile of Alternative 2). In addition, the following tables identify 
recreational resources within the study area for the Alternative 4 routing options in the South 
Region: Table 3.15-18 (Recreational Resources within One-Half Mile of Alternative 4, Route 
A); Table 3.15-19 (Recreational Resources within One-Half Mile of Alternative 4, Route B); 
Table 3.15-20 (Recreational Resources within One-Half Mile of Alternative 4, Route C); and 
Table 3.15-21 (Recreational Resources within One-Half Mile of Alternative 4, Route D). The 
aforementioned tables and associated discussions included in Section 3.15 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS are inclusive of all recreational resources within the Study Area, with reference to 
the Final EIR for those areas outside federal lands. 

 The Specialist Reports noted by the commenter are technical documents prepared for specific 
environmental issue areas which required more technical analysis than others. As described in 
Section 1.5.1 (Incorporation by Reference) of the Draft EIR/EIS, the Specialist Reports 
include detailed technical environmental analyses; due to the nature of certain resource/issue 
areas that are less technical than others, Specialist Reports were not required for all sections. 
As such, Specialist Reports were prepared for the following resource/issue areas: Air Quality; 
Biological Resources (including noxious weed and avian risk analyses); Cultural Resources; 
Geology, Soils, and Paleontology; Hydrology and Water Quality; Visual Resources. These 
Specialist Reports are available for review upon request, as well as at the following locations: 
Project repository sites; on the Project website (ftp://ftp.cpuc.ca.gov/gopher-data/environ/ 
tehachapi_renewables/TRTP.htm); and through the Lead Agencies. 

 The San Gabriel Watershed and Mountains Special Resource Study will not change the Forest 
Service’s exclusive jurisdiction over approving special uses on National Forest System lands.  
Portions of TRTP on National Forest System lands are subject to the 2005 Angeles National 
Forest Land Management Plan, which will also be unaffected by results of the Park Service 
study. 

 The information on TWRA, incorporated herein by reference to the Final EIR, is not meant 
to provide project-specific analysis, but to give a clear picture of cumulative impacts from 
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TWRA development. Please see the first page of the Executive Summary for further 
clarification. 

A.17-17 A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program was not developed as part of the Draft 
EIR/EIS, but was presented in Appendix G of the Final EIR. All costs associated with 
implementation of the mitigation measures would be borne by SCE as part of the 
construction, operation, and maintenance of the TRTP. 
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A.18‐2 

A.18‐1 
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cont. 
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cont.
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Response to Comment Set A.18:  Puente Hills Landfill, Native Habitat 
Preservation Authority 
A.18-1 Thank you for your participation and review of the Draft EIR/EIS. Your letters from 2007 

are included in the Project record and were previously incorporated into the Scoping Report 
for the proposed Project. 

A.18-2 Thank you for your comment. The CPUC and Forest Service have consulted with responsible 
agencies, trustee agencies, and any other public agency with jurisdiction by law with respect 
to the project (Pub. Res. Code, § 21104). Under CEQA, responsible agencies are public 
agencies other than the lead agency with responsibility for carrying out or approving the 
project (Pub. Res. Code, §21069). Trustee agencies are state agencies with jurisdiction over 
natural resources affected by a project that are held in trust for the people of the state of 
California (Pub. Res. Code, § 21070). The CPUC is the Lead Agency under CEQA and the 
USDA Forest Service is the Lead Agency under NEPA for this project. The U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers is a NEPA cooperating agency. The California Park and Recreation 
Commission and the California Department of Parks and Recreation have been identified as 
responsible agencies under Alternative 4, as they would need to issue approvals if that 
alternative is approved by the CPUC. The Department of Toxic Substances Control is also a 
responsible agency under Alternative 4. In addition, there are various other Federal and State 
agencies that would need to issue permits if the proposed Project or an alternative is 
approved. These agencies are listed in Table 1-1 of the Draft EIR/EIS. No local government 
agencies have approval authority over the proposed Project. 

A.18-3 Thank you for your efforts in reviewing the proposed Project and providing input to the 
EIR/EIS process. An EIR/EIS is required to analyze a reasonable range of alternatives that 
would feasibly attain most of the project objectives and would address significant 
environmental issues associated with the project (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6; 40 CFR 
§1502.14; CEQ, NEPA’s Forty Most Asked Questions, No. 1). An EIR/EIS is not required 
to consider infeasible alternatives. (Id.)  Nor is an EIR/EIS required to consider alternatives 
to a component or segment of a project (Big Rock Mesas Prop. Owners Ass’n v. Board of 
Supervisors (1977) 73 Cal. App. 3d 218, 227). The requirement that an EIR/EIS describe 
alternatives to the project applies to the project as a whole and not to the various facets 
thereof. (Id.) While the Habitat Authority made a general request that alternative routes be 
analyzed, it did not propose or identify any alternative routes for analysis. There was no 
request to analyze any specific alternative route and no feasible alternative routes have been 
identified for Segment 8A. An investigation was conducted to see if it was possible to identify 
alternative routes for Segment 8A between the San Gabriel Junction (the western end of 
Segment 8A) and Mesa Substation (the eastern end of Segment 8A). In accordance with 
comments made during Scoping, the investigation looked at existing utility, flood control, and 
transportation corridors in the San Gabriel Valley to see whether there was available space 
within or adjacent to any of these corridors to accommodate a new 500-kV transmission line. 
The investigation did not identify any existing corridor or combination of corridors that would 
come close to providing a connection to the western and eastern ends of Segment 8A. The 
existing corridors are either already occupied by other facilities or did not provide adequate 
width to accommodate a 500-kV transmission line. Widening of existing corridors to 
accommodate a new transmission line would have required acquisition and relocation of 
numerous homes and businesses. Therefore, it was not possible to identify a suitable 
alternative corridor for Alternative 8A for analysis. Further, establishment of such a corridor 
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would result in a much longer length for Segment 8A and a much greater degree of impact to 
existing homes and businesses than the proposed Project. As stated above, infeasible 
alternatives need not be analyzed in the Draft EIR/EIS, nor do alternatives that would not 
avoid or substantially lessen the adverse effects of the project. The screening process used in 
the Draft EIR/EIS is described in the Alternatives Screening Report (Appendix A) and 
indicates that investigations did not identify a feasible alternative route that could even be 
evaluated in the screening process. 

 The process for identification and evaluation of alternatives was much different in Chino 
Hills. Early in the Draft EIR/EIS process, the City of Chino Hills proposed an alternative for 
analysis. The City also verified with SCE that the alternative was feasible from an electrical 
standpoint and would meet the Project objectives. In response to criticisms of the City’s 
original alternative, the City went on to formulate three other variations of its alternative. 
This alternative and its variations are analyzed in the Draft EIR/EIS. 

A.18-4 Thank you for your comment. The Draft EIR/EIS discusses the importance of Habitat 
Authority lands in the regional landscape and considers the increasing number of urban 
development projects near the Preserve which encroach upon remaining open space (Draft 
EIR/EIS, page 3.15-80). The Draft EIR/EIS concludes that the effects of the proposed Project 
on recreation would be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measures R-
1a, R-1b, R-1c, R-1d, and R-1e (Draft EIR/EIS, pages 3.15-80 through 3.15-86). The Draft 
EIR/EIS also concludes that impacts of the proposed Project on biological resources, 
including loss of native vegetation and disturbance to wildlife in and around the Puente Hills 
Habitat Area, would be less than significant with the implementation of mitigation measures 
(Draft EIR/EIS, Section 3.4 and pages 3.4-124; 3.4-143). The mitigation would include a 
series of measures to restore vegetation, control dust and noise, and avoid or minimize effects 
to wildlife (Mitigation Measures B-1a, B-1b, B-1c, AQ-1a, and H-1a; Draft EIR/EIS, pages 
3.4-119 through 3.4-123). As presented in the analysis, the effects of the project and the 
proposed measures would mitigate the project to acceptable levels. 

A.18-5 Habitat Authority boundaries have been added to Figures 2.2-1v and 2.2-1w (Project 
Location Strip Maps), as well as Figure 3.15-4 (Recreational Resources in the South Region), 
using GIS data provided by the Habitat Authority. Additionally, impacts of the proposed 
Project that would affect the Preserve are discussed in detail throughout Section 3.15 of the 
Draft EIR/EIS. 

A.18-6 An EIR/EIS is required to evaluate environmental impacts only to the extent that it is 
reasonably feasible to do so and is adequate as long as it is prepared with a sufficient degree 
of analysis to provide decision-makers with information which enables them to make a 
decision which intelligently takes account of environmental consequences (40 CFR 
§1502.15). The scope of this project covers approximately 173 miles. Given the standards of 
adequacy and the scope of this project, individual project components, like staging areas, do 
not need to be discussed individually as long as their impacts are accounted for in the 
EIR/EIS analysis of the project as a whole. Consistent with CEQA and NEPA, the EIR/EIS 
needs to collectively analyze the impacts to the project as whole not the impacts of hundreds 
of small individual project components.  

 There are also practical issues that must be taken into consideration in determining the 
appropriate level of detail to present in the EIR/EIS (CEQA Guidelines §§15144, 15145). 
There are thousands of individual land parcels directly affected by the proposed Project. It is 
impractical and unnecessary for the EIR/EIS to provide separate impact analyses for 
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individual property owners. Similarly, there are thousands of individual project features, such 
as structures, staging areas, wire setup sites, and roads, and it is not practical or necessary to 
assess the impacts of these project features individually or by property owner because impacts 
that would occur from these project features are accounted for in the analysis of each project 
segment. For instance, land disturbance estimates are presented in the Draft EIR/EIS for the 
entire Project and for each project segment, and these are based on estimates of disturbance 
associated with each project feature, but estimates of land disturbance per property are not 
provided and are not needed to assess impacts associated with land disturbance. 

 Further, in order to present maps at a scale that would show small individual project features, 
such as wire setup sites and crane pads, the EIR/EIS preparers estimate that close to 500 
additional 11x17 map pages would need to be added to the EIR/EIS. Not only is this 
problematic from a practical standpoint, it would also be inaccurate and misleading. The sizes 
and locations of all project components are preliminary and subject to change. Exact sizes and 
locations of individual project components won’t be known until after final engineering design 
for the project has been completed. Therefore, presentation of preliminary design information 
would have been incorrect as the locations of individual project components can and will shift 
between preliminary and final engineering. This would have caused the public to focus on 
details that are inaccurate and will undoubtedly change when and if the project moves into the 
engineering design phase. 

  While the exact sizes and locations of all project components are not known at this time, the 
preliminary design information provided by SCE provided a good basis for the impact 
analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS. Some latitude was included in the analysis to reflect the fact 
that the sizes and locations of all project features are not finalized. Further, an EIR/EIS is not 
required to consider alternatives to each individual component of a project (See Big Rock 
Mesas Prop. Owners Ass’n v. Board of Supervisors (1977) 73 Cal. App. 3d 218, 227). The 
requirement that an EIR/EIS describe alternatives to the project applies to the project as a 
whole and not to the various facets thereof. (Id.) Therefore, the EIR/EIS need not consider 
alternative locations for each staging area. 

A.18-7 Construction activities are described in Section 2.2.12 (Proposed Project Construction) of the 
Draft EIR/EIS. While exact durations of each activity are not presented, it is expected that 
construction at any one location along the Project route would only occur for a limited 
amount of time before moving to another location along the ROW. Duration of construction 
activities at any one location would range from a few minutes to a few days, depending on the 
activity. Per Mitigation Measure R-1a (Coordinate construction schedule and maintenance 
activities with managing officer(s) for affected recreation areas), SCE would coordinate 
construction with the authorized officer(s) or the agencies of all recreational areas affected by 
Project construction.  

 Adequate detail regarding construction activities is included in the Draft EIR/EIS to 
characterize the impacts and the need for mitigation as required under NEPA. Please see the 
response to Comment A.18-6 for additional discussion on the adequacy of the level of detail 
presented in the Draft EIR/EIS.  

A.18-8 Operations and maintenance activities are described in Section 2.2.13 (Operations and 
Maintenance) of the Draft EIR/EIS. As described, inspections would occur approximately 
once per year via helicopter and/or truck and recurring maintenance identified in the 
inspection process would include vegetation management, invasive plant survey and control, 
wood pole management, insulator washing, insulator replacement, repair of ground wires, 
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tightening/repair of hardware, tighten/replacement of guy wires, and adjustments to switch 
mechanisms. Per Mitigation Measure R-1a (Coordinate construction schedule and 
maintenance activities with managing officer(s) for affected recreation areas), SCE would 
coordinate activities beyond the periodic visual inspections with the authorized officer(s) or 
the agencies of all recreational areas affected by Project construction. 

A.18-9 The relocation of the ROW through the Rose Hills Memorial Park was proposed by SCE 
based on a request from the property owner to move the ROW to the eastern boundary of the 
property to allow for future development within their property. This coordination occurred 
prior to the PEA submittal to the CPUC and therefore is reflected in the design of SCE's 
proposed Project (Alternative 2). With respect to the new alignment near Fullerton Road, 
between approximately S8A MP 11.2 and 13.6 there is an additional set of double-circuit 
220-kV towers within the existing ROW limiting the available ROW width for 
accommodating the proposed double-circuit 500-kV structures. Between approximately S8A 
MP 11.2 and 13.3 the new structures would be accommodated by expanding the existing 
ROW by 100 feet to the south (see Figure 2.2-1w); however, due to existing permanent 
structures located in close proximity to the ROW at Fullerton Road (water tanks, church, 
private residences), the ROW cannot be similarly expanded as the ROW continues to the east. 
Therefore, SCE has proposed a re-route of the existing 220-kV transmission lines into a new 
ROW thereby avoiding this constrained area near Fullerton Road.  

 Please see the response to Comment A.18-3 regarding the NEPA requirements for the 
analysis of alternatives. As explained in that comment, the Draft EIR/EIS has adequately 
considered a reasonable range of alternatives under NEPA. Alternatives to reduce impacts to 
Habitat Authority lands were considered as discussed in Section 2.1.4 of the Alternatives 
Screening Report located in Appendix A of the Draft EIR/EIS. No specific re-route was 
identified that could avoid Habitat Authority properties without displacing numerous existing 
homes and businesses (see bullet “Avoid Impacts to Habitat Authority Properties”). Another 
option considered included use of tubular steel poles (TSPs) for the new double-circuit 500-
kV structures as well as replacing the existing 220-kV structures with TSPs, with the intent 
that this would enable the upgrades to remain in the existing ROW and avoid the need for 
new ROW in the area of Fullerton Road (see bullet “Rowland Heights Water District 
Detour”). The feasibility of this suggestion was reviewed and it was determined that replacing 
all the structures within the ROW with TSPs would not avoid the need for new ROW. 
Consequently, after consideration of both alternate corridors and consolidation of and use of 
TSPs within the existing ROW through the Preserve, no other alternative specifically for 
reducing impacts to the Preserve was identified and carried forward for full analysis in the 
Draft EIR/EIS. Impacts to the Preserve would be minimized to the extent feasible through 
implementation of the mitigation measures presented in the Draft EIR/EIS. 

A.18-10 The existing towers are not suitable for 500-kV circuits. The existing towers were designed 
for a 220-kV circuit and would not accommodate two 500-kV circuits for several reasons. 
First, the spacing between the wires on the existing towers is designed so that at 220 kV the 
individual phases have sufficient spacing to avoid electrical flashover (short circuit) between 
the phases, for 500-kV circuits a larger spacing is necessary, thereby requiring replacement 
with towers designed to support 500 kV. In addition, for 500-kV circuits a greater amount of 
vertical clearance, between the ground and the conductors, is required than for 220-kV 
circuits and, as a result, 500-kV towers need to be taller than 220-kV towers. Further, the 
Project proposes the installation of two 500-kV circuits in Segment 8A, which requires even 
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taller towers (or the installation of a second set of new parallel towers to carry the second 
circuit). For 500-kV circuits the conductors are larger and heavier than 220-kV conductors. 
The existing towers do not have adequate structural strength to carry these larger conductors. 

 Also, the statement that the Project “proposes to utilize existing towers” in Chino Hills is 
incorrect. The Project proposes to replace the existing single-circuit 220-kV structures in 
Chino Hills with new double-circuit 500-kV structures. The statement that this “will 
overburden the line” in Chino Hills is also incorrect. The proposed conductors have been 
sized to accommodate projected power flows and the structures have been designed to safely 
carry the weight of those conductors. Neither the conductors nor the structures will be 
overburdened. Alternative 4 in Chino Hills would connect with existing 500-kV lines to carry 
power to the Mira Loma Substation. These lines have the necessary excess capacity to carry 
the additional power to Mira Loma. These conductors and structures also would not be 
overburdened. 

A.18-11 Your concerns regarding the pulling area and the referenced re-routing of the transmission 
corridor have been shared with decision-makers at the CPUC. The transmission line was 
routed along the perimeter of the cemetery at the request of Rose Hills Memorial Park in 
order to minimize effects on existing grave sites, as well as on future expansion of burial 
areas on Rose Hills' property. This re-route largely keeps the transmission lines on Rose 
Hills' property, but does result in the placement of transmission structures closer to the 
property owned by the Sanitation Districts. There are various adverse effects resulting from 
the proposed re-routing of the transmission corridor in this area that are discussed in the Draft 
EIR/EIS, including adverse visual impacts (see Section 3.14) and adverse effects on 
recreational trails (see Section 3.15). Adverse biological impacts on habitat in the western 
Puente Hills, including lands owned and managed by the Habitat Preservation Authority are 
discussed in Section 3.4 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

 If the proposed Project is approved, the information regarding the pulling area will be shared 
with SCE for consideration when they undertake final design and engineering to determine if 
workable alternate locations can be identified. 

A.18-12 Thank you for your comment. The Draft EIR/EIS analyzes the proposed Project’s impact to 
wildlife movement in Section 3.4 In particular, Impact B-4 analyzes the impact of 
construction activities on wildlife and concludes the impact would be less-than-significant 
after the implementation of mitigation measures B-1a, B-1b, B-2, B-3a, AQ-1a, and H-1a 
(Draft EIR/EIS, page 3.4-143). Impact B-6 analyzes whether the project would cause the loss 
of foraging habitat for wildlife and concludes that the impact would be less-than-significant 
after the implementation of mitigation measures B-1a, B-1b, B-2, B-3a, AQ-1a, and H-1a 
(Draft EIR/EIS, page 3.4-147). Impact B-40 analyzes whether the project would interfere 
with established bird and bat migratory corridors and concludes that the project would have a 
less-than-significant impact without mitigation (Draft EIR/EIS, page 3.4-230). The Draft 
EIR/EIS analyzes numerous other impacts to specific special-status species and concludes that 
no significant and unavoidable impacts would occur. See Table 3.4-27 in the Draft EIR/EIS 
for a summary of all the impacts and mitigation measures applicable to biological resources. 
Impacts and mitigation to reduce and avoid impacts to wildlife movement have been 
adequately analyzed in the Draft EIR/EIS. The Draft EIR/EIS explains, in detail, the access 
and spur roads that would be needed as part of the proposed Project (Draft EIR/EIS Section 
2.2.12.3). The impacts associated with these roads are analyzed in Draft EIR/EIS Sections 
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3.3 (Air Quality), 3.4 (Biological Resources), 3.13 (Traffic & Transportation), 3.14 (Visual 
Resources) and 3.15 (Wilderness & Recreation).   

A.18-13 Thank you for your comment. As described in Section 2.2 Overview of Alternative 2 the 
Project would occur primarily within existing SCE easements. In some areas this right of way 
would be expanded by 100 feet to accommodate the larger towers to comply with safety 
requirements. Impacts to CDFG lands are not expected to occur as a result of the proposed 
Project. 

A.18-14 Access agreements would be between the utility, as easement holder, and the property owner. 
If the Project is approved, SCE will negotiate an access agreement with the Habitat 
Preservation Authority for access to lands owned by the Habitat Preservation Authority as 
required in connection with the Project. SCE already has certain access rights associated with 
its existing easement. Your comment will be shared with SCE. 

A.18-15 Thank you for your interest in reviewing the Biological Assessment. The Biological 
Assessment was prepared in accordance with the requirements of the Endangered Species Act 
(16 U.S.C. §1531 et seq.) and is separate from both NEPA and CEQA requirements. The 
USDA Forest Service (federal lead agency), the US Army Corps of Engineers (federal 
cooperating agency), and the CPUC (CEQA lead agency) prepared the Biological Assessment 
with input from SCE as they hold Applicant Status. The Endangered Species Act does not 
require public participation on the preparation of the Biological Assessment and, as such, the 
Forest Service did not distribute the Biological Assessment for public review prior to 
submittal to the USFWS for formal review. The EIS/EIR contains information sufficient to 
analyze the potential impacts the project would have on special-status species that may occur 
in the Project area independent of the Biological Assessment’s conclusions regarding whether 
the Project is likely to adversely affect species or critical habitat (See Draft EIR/EIS Section 
3.4 and Tables 3.4-6 and 3.4-7). 

A.18-16 Thank you for your comment. The text has been updated to include the Fish and Game Code 
Section 3503. 

A.18-17 Thank you for your comment regarding APM BIO-1. SCE has proposed a series of APMs to 
reduce or avoid impacts to sensitive species. These include APMs BIO-1 through BIO-7, 
described in Table 3.4-16 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Because the Draft EIR/EIS determined that 
impacts to listed plants would be significant even with implementation of the APMs, 
Mitigation Measures B-7 (Conduct preconstruction surveys for State and federally 
Threatened, Endangered, Proposed, Petitioned, and Candidate plants and avoid any located 
occurrences of listed plants) and B-23 (Preserve off-site habitat/management of existing 
populations of special-status plants) was included to reduce or avoid impacts to sensitive plant 
species. Mitigation Measure B-7 requires buffer zones to be placed around any populations of 
listed plant species identified during preconstruction surveys. (Draft EIR/EIS pages 3.4-152 
through 3.4-153.) The California Department of Fish and Game will be involved in the 
implementation of this mitigation measure, as stated in the Draft EIR/EIS. Mitigation 
Measure B-23 requires populations of rare plants to be avoided during construction, if 
feasible. This measure also requires an off-site mitigation ratio of 2:1 for sensitive or special 
status species if project activities would result in a loss of 10% or more of the known 
individuals within the population. (Draft EIR/EIS page 3.4-196.) Please see the full text of 
these mitigation measures in the Draft EIR/EIS on pages 3.4-152 through 3.4-153 and 3.4-
196 for more detailed information regarding the protection of sensitive plant species in the 
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Project area. Any special status species relocated from the project area would be in 
compliance with both State and federal law. 

A.18-18 The list was generated by making requests to each local jurisdiction for lists of pending or 
approved projects. The Pacific Heights project was not included in the County of Los 
Angeles’ response to this request. Therefore, the referenced project was not included in the 
cumulative projects list. It has been added to the cumulative projects list in the Final EIR. The 
addition of this Project doesn't change any of the conclusions in the Draft EIR/EIS regarding 
cumulative impacts. 

A.18-19 Thank you for your comment. The acres for off-site mitigation that were reported in Table 
3.4-17 contained typographical errors which have been corrected in the Final EIR, and this 
Final EIS. A 1:1 ratio for coastal sage scrub has been recommended for areas that do support 
federally listed species. In areas supporting coastal California gnatcatcher the mitigation ratio 
has been raised to 3:1. 

A.18-20 Thank you for your comment. As described in the Draft EIR/EIS "This habitat is restricted to 
southern portions of the proposed Project and along the southern border of the ANF. Loss of 
approximately 14 acres of coast live oak woodland habitat would occur as a result of the 
proposed Project. This habitat is locally and regionally abundant and only two percent of the 
approximately 584 acres of coast live oak woodlands mapped within the proposed Project 
area will be affected. Data compiled from CNDDB lists 289,608 acres of coast live oak 
woodland habitat as occurring within the State of California (CDFG 1995). Table B (Existing 
Vegetation Communities within the Preserve) of the Puente Hills Resource Management Plan 
identifies 211.83 acres of coast live oak woodland within the preserve area. The document 
recognizes the importance of this habitat and provides mitigation to offset effects to this 
community at a project level. Cumulative impacts to coast live oak woodland habitat and 
other native vegetation species are analyzed in Draft EIR/EIS section 3.4.6.2. When 
combined with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future project in the area, losses to 
these plant communities are considered significant and unavoidable. Mitigation measures 
would be implemented to reduce the impacts to coast live oak woodland habitat, but the 
impact to this habitat would remain cumulatively significant and unavoidable. (Draft EIR/EIS 
page 3.4-243.)   

A.18-21 Thank you for your comment. Approval of the restoration plan is limited to the Lead 
Agencies under CEQA and NEPA. Please see response to Comment A.18-2 for further 
discussion of this issue. Mitigation Measure B-1a requires the FS to prepare a Habitat 
Restoration and Revegetation Plan for NFS lands and for SCE to prepare a Habitat 
Restoration and Revegetation Plan for non-Federal lands. Both plans must include seed 
cutting and collecting guidelines. Mitigation Measure B-1a also specifies that the seed mix for 
each plan must be approved by the agencies with control over the lands. The seed mix for 
both plans must consist of native, locally occurring species collected for local seed sources. 
Mitigation ratios and restoration guidelines have also been specified for public and private 
lands within the context of Mitigation Measure B-1a. These ratios reflect a number of factors 
including direction from the Forest Service for mitigating effects to National Forest System 
lands and complying with land management guidelines identified by the Forest Plan. The 
measure does provide some flexibility in adjusting mitigation ratios to reflect actual site 
conditions consistent with requirements that mitigation be proportional to the impact. 

A.18-22 The specific weed management mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR/EIS that are 
required on National Forest System lands have been requested by the Forest Service in order 
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to comply with management guidelines identified in the Forest Land Management Plan. 
While these measures are more stringent on National Forest System lands the Draft EIR/EIS 
does include best management practices to reduce the spread and colonization of weeds on 
private lands. These include vehicle washing prior to use in the region and weed monitoring 
of restoration sites. 

A.18-23 Thank you for your comment. Records for California androsace (Androsace elongate ssp. 
acuta) in Los Angeles County are primarily located within the San Gabriel Mountains, 
although one record exists approximately 7 miles north of Segment 8. For this reason, Table 
3.4-6 has been revised to remove the statement that Segment 8 is outside of the known range 
of androsace. However, qualified botanists have evaluated the potential for this species to 
occur along Segment 8 and have determined that likelihood for occurrence is low. Fragrant 
pitcher sage (Lepechinia fragrans) is known from the San Gabriel and Santa Monica 
Mountains within Los Angeles County, thus Segment 8 is outside of the known range for this 
species and no changes to the document have been made for this species. 

A.18-24 Thank you for your comment. Table 3.4-6 has been updated with the information you have 
provided for Catalina mariposa lily (Calochortus catalinae) and Plummer’s mariposa lily (C. 
plummerae). 

A.18-25 Thank you for your comment. The Final EIR and this Final EIS have been updated with this 
information regarding the occurrence, and potential occurrence of San Diego horned lizard 
(Phyrmosoma coronatum blainvilli) in Los Angeles County and within Habitat Authority 
lands. Please see Table 3.4-7. 

A.18-26 Thank you for your comment. Table 3.4-7 has been updated to reflect that suitable habitat 
exists for orange-throated whiptail (Aspidoscelis hyperythrus beldingi) within Segment 8. The 
presence of coastal western whiptail (Aspidoscelis tigris stejnegeri) within the project area is 
acknowledged. The Draft EIR/EIS evaluated impacts on federally or State-listed or proposed 
threatened, endangered, or candidate species as well as Forest Service Sensitive and 
California Species of Special Concern. Numerous additional watch list and special animals, 
such as the coastal western whiptail, are likely present within the proposed Project area. 
Mitigation proposed for special status herpetofauna, which is described under Impact B-27 
and includes construction monitoring and the relocation of individuals found within the 
construction areas, would protect these species, including the coastal western whiptail, if 
present. 

A.18-27 Thank you for your comment. Impacts to the western spadefoot toad (Spea hammondii) and 
other terrestrial special-status herpetofauna are discussed under Impact B-27 (The Project 
would result in injury or mortality of, and loss of habitat for, terrestrial California Species of 
Special Concern and Forest Service Sensitive amphibian and reptile species; pages 3.4-205 
through 3.4-207). The analysis of impacts to these species, including western spadefoot, 
discloses the potential for crushing on access roads and during ground-disturbing activities, as 
well as general disturbance due to increased human presence. In addition, Impact B-4 
(Construction activities, including the use of access roads and helicopter construction, would 
result in disturbance to wildlife and may result in wildlife mortality) discusses impacts to 
wildlife related to use of access and spur roads. Mitigation measures would reduce impacts B-
4 and B-27 to less than significant (Class II). These impacts are adequately addressed in the 
Draft EIR/EIS, therefore no changes have been made. 
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A.18-28 Thank you for your comment. Mitigation Measure B-16 provides protection regarding the 
detection and avoidance of occupied habitat for coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila 
californica californica). The 300-foot buffer described in the measures is the minimum 
distance that SCE may approach a nest without concurrence from the USFWS. Please see 
response to comment A.23-72. In addition, Mitigation Measure B-16 contains the following 
language regarding the detection of birds “If a territory or nest is confirmed, the FWS shall 
be notified immediately. In coordination with the FWS a 300-foot disturbance-free buffer 
shall be established and demarcated by fencing or flagging. This buffer may be adjusted 
provided noise levels do not exceed 60 dB(A)hourly Leq at the edge of the nest site as 
determined by a qualified biologist in coordination with a qualified acoustician. If the noise 
meets or exceeds the 60 dB(A) Leq threshold, or if the biologist determines that the 
construction activities are disturbing nesting activities, the biologist shall have the authority to 
halt the construction and shall devise methods to reduce the noise and/or disturbance in the 
vicinity. This may include methods such as, but not limited to, turning off vehicle engines and 
other equipment whenever possible to reduce noise, installing a protective noise barrier 
between the nest site and the construction activities, and working in other areas until the 
young have fledged. If noise levels still exceed 60 dB(A) Leq hourly at the edge of nesting 
territories and/or a no-construction buffer cannot be maintained, construction shall be 
deferred in that area until the nestlings have fledged. All active nests shall be monitored on a 
weekly basis until the nestlings fledge. No Project activities may occur in these areas unless 
otherwise authorized by FWS.” To that effect, the Forest Service prepared a Biological 
Assessment to comply with provisions of the ESA. 

A.18-29 Thank you for your comment. The Draft EIR/EIS does indicate the project area is located in 
critical habitat for this species within the preserve area. The mitigation ratios for permanent 
loss are inclusive of all critical habitat and not limited to occupied coastal sage scrub. 
Therefore, direct loss of critical habitat would adequately conserve lands for this species. 
Temporary habitat loss for this species would be addressed under Mitigation Measure B-1a 
and include a minimum of 0.5:1 depending on the type of habitat disturbed. 

A.18-30 Thank you for your comment. Mitigation Measure B-27 provides specific measures to reduce 
or avoid effects to sensitive amphibians, such as the western spadefoot toad (Spea 
hammmondi). For example B-27, includes the following language: “The authorized biologist 
will be present during ground-disturbing activities immediately adjacent to or within habitat 
that supports populations of the special-status terrestrial herpetofauna. Any special-status 
terrestrial herpetofauna found within a Project impact area shall be salvaged by the authorized 
biologist and relocated to suitable habitat outside the impact area. If the installation of 
exclusion fencing is deemed necessary by the authorized biologist, the authorized biologist 
will direct the installation of the fence. Clearance surveys for special-status herpetofauna shall 
be conducted by the authorized biologist prior to the initiation of construction each day.”  
Therefore, the Draft EIR/EIS provides appropriate mitigation to reduce or avoid effects of the 
proposed project on sensitive amphibians and reptiles. 

A.18-31 Thank you for your comment. The text of Mitigation Measure B-33a and B-33b has been 
revised to reflect the requested changes. 

A.18-32 Thank you for your comment. The Draft EIR/EIS has adequately presented potential effects 
to bats that occur in the project area. As described in Impact B-34 of the Draft EIR/EIS bats 
are expected to avoid strikes with transmission lines given that most bat species can use 
echolocation to discriminate objects as small as 0.4 to 0.004 inch in size (Vaughan and 
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Vaughan, 1986), and the size of guard lines and 500-kV or 220-kV transmission lines are 
typically equal to or greater than 0.5 inch in diameter (SCE 2007), the frequency of 
transmission line strikes is expected to be extremely low. Therefore, the number of fatal 
strikes is still expected to be quite low and insufficient to substantially reduce the number of 
these species. To date there is little conclusive information pertaining to the effects of EMF 
on bats. The analysis of these potential effects is too speculative to evaluate (14 Cal. Code 
Reg. § 15064(d)(3)).    

A.18-33 Thank you for your comment regarding the protection of American badger. Existing buffers 
for this species are adequate to ensure active badger dens are not disturbed during 
construction In addition, a 200 foot buffer is required for any maternal dens identified in the 
project area. Please see Mitigation Measure B-38 for specific language regarding the buffers. 

A.18-34 Thank you for your input regarding breeding dates. Currently, CDFG indicates February 1st 
as the current date to commence nesting bird surveys. Although some birds may nest year 
round or commence breeding prior to this date the mitigation is considered reasonable and 
prudent in avoiding or reducing effects to nesting birds. The use of a 500 foot buffer is a 
guideline only and may not be applicable in the NAF where topographical features may 
warrant a reduced buffer. 

A.18-35 Thank you for your comment. Current guidelines for constructing transmission lines have 
been developed to minimize the potential effects from bird electrocution. To reduce the 
effects of the proposed Project, SCE shall implement APMs that require the transmission 
facilities to be designed to be raptor-safe in accordance with the Suggested Practices for 
Raptor Protection on Power Lines: The State of the Art in 2006 (APLIC, 2006). Swan wrap, 
a form of bird flight diverter, if used would occur in limited areas to reduce potential effects 
to California condor. 

A.18-36 Thank you for your comment. The Draft EIR/EIS provides an adequate analysis of potential 
effects to birds from both collisions and electrocution. These effects are addressed in Impacts 
B-14, B-20, and B-21. Additional information on bird mortality is included in Appendix B of 
the Biological Specialist Report [Aspen, 2008], Avian Risk Assessment. Additional studies of 
avian mortality are not required. Please see responses to Comments A.18-6 and A.18-40. The 
Draft EIR/EIS acknowledged that birds will collide with the structures; however, mitigation 
identified under APM BIO-9 would reduce potential effects to birds. Impacts to birds from 
electrocution and collision would be less than significant; therefore, no additional mitigation 
is required. In addition, aerial lighting has not been proposed for these structures. 

A.18-37 Thank you for your comment. Scientific data regarding the effects of corona noise are 
extremely limited and the Draft EIR/EIS provided relevant information to address potential 
effects to wildlife from corona noise. While not presented in the Draft EIR/EIS sensitive 
wildlife have been observed at many locations along the proposed right of way within the area 
subject to existing corona noise (Please see section 3.4 Biological Resources of the Final 
EIS). In the absence of further data the Draft EIR/EIS provides an evaluation of potential 
effects in compliance with NEPA and CEQA. Please see response to A.18-6. As discussed in 
Impact B-41, corona noise impacts to wildlife would not be significant; therefore, no 
additional mitigation is required. 

A.18-38 Thank you for your comment. As described in the Draft EIR/EIS, the Project is not expected 
to result in permanent long term disruption to wildlife movement in the Project area. Right of 
way expansion does not involve a disruption of habitat. The right of way is obtained to 
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comply with easement and engineering requirements for the transmission line. Wildlife would 
still be able to utilize the Powder Canyon area for movement and dispersal. In addition, the 
Draft EIR/EIS discloses that the project occurs in an SEA. Please see section 3.4.3.3.4, 
beginning at page 3.4-95. As discussed in Impact B-4, construction related impacts to wildlife 
movement would not significant. During Project operation, the widely spaced towers would 
not physically obstruct wildlife movement in the Powder Canyon area. Please see response to 
comment A.18-37 regarding corona noise. Because impacts would be less than significant, no 
additional mitigation is required. 

A.18-39 Thank you for expressing your concerns regarding the visual impacts of the Project. The 
Visual Resources section (Section 3.14) of the Draft EIR/EIS analyzes visual effects across 
the entire Project. The analysis divides the Project into three areas, North, Center, and South, 
in order to assess the visual impacts the Project would have on the unique landscape of each 
area. As described in Section 3.14.6, new taller structures in existing ROWs and new tall 
structures in new or expanded ROWs would create adverse visual effects. These effects are 
simulated and illustrated in the Draft EIR/EIS Map and Figure Series Volume. For the South 
Area, visual simulations of the proposed Project and alternatives are found at Figures 3.14-
36ab through 3.14-55ab and 3.14-57ab through 3.14-63ab. The Draft EIR/EIS concludes that 
both the introduction of new transmission lines and the increase in size of existing 
transmission lines would have a significant and unavoidable impact on visual resources 
(Section 3.14.6.1.)  Your comments have been shared with the CPUC and will be shared with 
federal decision-makers who are reviewing the Project. 

A.18-40 Lead Agencies have the discretion to determine the appropriate way to analyze the project’s 
environmental impacts (See Laurel Heights Improvement Ass’n v. Regents of Univ. of Cal. 
(1988) 47 Cal. 3d 376, 409; Association of Irritated Residents v. County of Madera (2003) 
107 Cal. App. 4th 1383, 1396). As long as the EIR/EIS is prepared with a sufficient degree 
of analysis to provide decision-makers with the information needed to make an informed 
decision concerning the project’s environmental impacts, additional studies, though they may 
be helpful, are not required (Association of Irritated Residents v. County of Madera (2003) 
107 Cal. App. 4th 1383, 1396; CEQA Guidelines §15204 (a); 40 CFR §1502.1). Appropriate 
locations and an adequate number of KOPs were analyzed to allow the characterization of 
impacts, the determination of impact significance, and the need for mitigation. Analysis of 
additional KOPs is not necessary because an adequate number of KOPs have been analyzed to 
satisfy the requirements of NEPA and CEQA. It is not required or necessary to analyze KOPs 
for individual properties or for each jurisdiction adjacent to or traversed by the proposed 
Project, as the selected KOPs provide sufficient information to fully analyze visual impacts of 
the proposed Project. The Draft EIR/EIS identifies visual Impacts V-1, V-2, V-3, V-4, and 
V-7 as be significant and unavoidable. Visual Impacts V-5 and V-6 are identified as less-than-
significant after mitigation. All feasible visual resource mitigation measures have been 
described in the Draft EIR/EIS. 

A.18-41 As noted in Section 3.14-6 of the Draft EIR/EIS (Alternative 2: SCE’s Proposed Project) for 
Impact V-7 (The Project would conflict with established visual resource management plans or 
landscape management plans): “Where it is situated along Powder Canyon, the proposed 
Project would require that the existing ROW be expanded by 100 feet to the south, towards 
the canyon. In requiring this ROW expansion within the jurisdiction of the PHLHPA, the 
proposed Project would be subject to the management goals and objectives identified in the 
PHLHPA RMP. The proposed Project would conflict with Goal Visual-1 and Objective 



APPENDIX F. DRAFT EIR/EIS COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
Tehachapi Renewable Transmission Project 

 

Final EIS  F.A‐193 September 2010 

Visual-1.2 of the Puente Hills Landfill Native Habitat Preservation Authority Resource 
Management Plan.” The Lead Agencies have determined that “The Project would also 
conflict with Goal Visual-1 and Objective Visual-1.2 of the Puente Hills Landfill Native 
Habitat Preservation Authority Resource Management Plan. As such, Impact V-7 would be 
significant and unavoidable.” No feasible mitigation measures have been identified that would 
lessen the visual effects of the proposed Project as it relates to Powder Canyon or the Puente 
Hills Habitat Area. 

A.18-42 The Draft EIR/EIS concludes that the proposed taller towers and ridgetop re-location would 
result in a significant adverse impact on views (see Section 3.14.6.1). As noted in the 
comment, the proposed realignment would make new towers more visible than the existing 
towers that they would replace in Segment 8A. Because they are taller, the proposed towers 
would be visible from locations where the existing towers are currently not visible. 
Appropriate locations and an adequate number of KOPs were analyzed to allow the 
characterization of impacts, the determination of impact significance, and the need for 
mitigation. Analysis of any additional KOPs is unnecessary and an adequate number of KOPs 
have been analyzed to satisfy the requirements of NEPA and CEQA. Please see the response 
to Comment A.18-40 for further discussion of this issue.  

A.18-43 Thank you for expressing your concerns regarding the visual resource mitigation measures 
for the Project. SCE will coordinate with all property owners, including PHLNHPA, prior to 
construction of the Project. The Forest Service encourages SCE and the PHLNHPA to 
coordinate grading and restoration activities, but the CPUC cannot cede approval authority to 
the PHLNHPA. Your comments were shared with the CPUC and will be shared with the 
federal decision-makers who are reviewing the Project. 

A.18-44 SCE will coordinate with all property owners, including PHLNHPA, prior to construction of 
the Project. The Forest Service encourages SCE and the PHLNHPA to coordinate disposal 
activities, but the CPUC cannot cede approval authority to the PHLNHPA. Your comments 
were shared with the CPUC and will be shared with the federal decision-makers who are 
reviewing the Project. 

A.18-45 Segment 10 is a new ROW in the Mojave Desert, with an alignment where there are no 
existing access/spur roads and, therefore, the Draft EIR/EIS finds construction and operation 
of access and spur roads would have a significant adverse visual effect. Segments 6 and 11 
are existing ROWs in the Angeles National Forest, where landforms have steep side-slopes in 
many areas. Widening existing access roads in these steep slopes can have significant adverse 
visual effects, and the same is true for re-opening old spur roads or constructing new spur 
roads to new structures. Landforms along Segment 8A at Rose Hills Memorial Park have 
more gentle side-slopes, and the new ROW would be located on a relatively flat ridgetop. 
Therefore, new access and spur roads at this location were determined to be less visually 
intrusive, as noted in the Draft EIR/EIS, as follows: “Because the landforms are relatively 
gentle in this location, and because vegetation is generally grasses and low growing shrubs, 
very little visual contrast would be created.” (Draft EIR/EIS page 3.14-110.) 

 As shown on the Road Story provided by SCE, preliminary plans indicate that there would be 
five new spur roads constructed to new structure locations, all from existing access roads 
along the realigned Segment 8A near Rose Hills Memorial Park, from Str 19 (M44-T2) to Str 
26 (M45-T4). 
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A.18-46 Section 3.14.6 describes the visual effects of the proposed Project. The analysis of Impact V-
3 (For a landscape with an existing transmission line, increased structure size and new 
materials would result in adverse visual effects) states: “Potential visual impacts resulting 
from the proposed Project’s construction and operation in the South Area (which includes the 
preserve) would be experienced by thousands of people from a multitude of vantage points, 
including freeways, highways, collector streets, local streets, county roads, parks, trails, 
greenways, schools, hospitals, memorial parks, shopping centers, commercial areas, 
manufacturing areas, and numerous residential neighborhoods. Existing high-voltage 
transmission line structures are some of the tallest structures in the South Area, and many 
times these structures are visible against the horizon, towering over rooftops and treetops, or 
situated along skyline ridges where they are even more visible” (Draft EIR/EIS p. 3.14-104). 

 Mitigation Measures V-2a, V-2b, V-3a, and V-3b would be implemented to reduce this 
impact. However, the Draft EIR/EIS concludes that “[w]hile the mitigation measures 
described above would reduce the effects of Impact V-3 along portions of the Project route, 
visual impacts to 110th Street West, a Priority 2 Los Angeles County Scenic Highway, as 
well as the impacts from increased tower heights in the South Area, would remain significant 
and unavoidable (Class I).” (Draft EIR/EIS p, 3.14-109, emphasis added). As noted in the 
comment, visual impacts of the Project in this regard would not be less-than-significant, 
rather, they would be significant and unavoidable.  

A.18-47 Thank you for expressing your concerns regarding the visual impacts of the Project as it 
relates to the PHLNHPA’s RMP Goals and Objectives. Your comments will be shared with 
federal decision-makers who are reviewing the Project. 

A.18-48 Please refer to General Response GR-9 for a discussion of fee-based mitigation programs. In 
order for fee-based programs to be adequate mitigation, there must be evidence that 
mitigation will actually result and a connection between the mitigation and the project 
(Anderson First Coalition v. City of Anderson (2005) 130 Cal. App. 4th 1173). The comment 
does not provide any evidence that the Habitat Authority’s in-lieu fee program will mitigate 
significant visual impacts created by the proposed Project. Requiring a project applicant to 
pay an unspecified amount of money at an unspecified time to fund an unspecified plan is 
inadequate mitigation under CEQA (See San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth v. City & 
County of San Francisco (1984) 151 Cal.App.3d 61, 79). Further, the nexus and 
proportionality between the proposed mitigation and the impacts of the proposed Project is 
unclear. Therefore, the proposed in-lieu fee program would not be sufficient mitigation and 
has not been analyzed or incorporated in the Final EIS. 

A.18-49 The Schabarum trail or “Juan Bautista De Anza National Historic Trail Recreation Route” is 
a bicycle trail and recreation route that roughly parallels Segment 8. According to mapping 
provided by the National Park Service (http://www.nps.gov/juba/), the recreation route is 
only related to the historic route by name and is not the actual Juan Bautista de Anza trail, 
which is located between 3 and 8 miles to the south. Thus, the Schabarum Trail is not 
considered an important historical or cultural resource. 

 In the TRTP area, NPS depicts the Anza Trail as a corridor slightly more than one mile wide. 
The corridor intersects the TRTP in two locations: it crosses Segment 7 between M33-T4 and 
M35-T1 and Segment 11 between M38-T1 and M39-T3. However, there is no data to 
indicate where the actual trail was located, and since the area currently has intensive urban 
development the integrity of historical context, feeling, and association has been lost. 
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A.18-50 Thank you for your review and corrections. Appropriate edits have been made to Section 
3.15 (Wilderness and Recreation) of the Final EIS. 

A.18-51 Section 3.15.2.1 (Regional Setting) of the Wilderness and Recreation analysis of the Draft 
EIR/EIS describes that the Puente Hills Landfill Native Habitat Preservation Authority 
(Habitat Authority) manages a 3,860-acre area designated as the Puente Hills Habitat Area. 
This section also describes that the Habitat Authority currently owns 1,878 acres of the 
3,860-acre Puente Hills Habitat Area, which extends from the intersection of the 605 and 60 
Freeways in the west to Harbor Boulevard in the east, including portions of the following, 
from west to east: Hacienda Hills (City of Hacienda Heights); Turnbull Canyon, Hellman 
Park, and Arroyo Pescadero (City of Whittier); Sycamore Canyon (Los Angeles County); 
Powder Canyon (La Habra Heights). Section 3.15.2.2 further describes proximity of the 
proposed Project to other areas managed by the Habitat Authority, including within Hacienda 
Heights and as related to the Ahwingna and Coyote Trails. 

A.18-52 Section 3.15 (Wilderness and Recreation) of the Draft EIR/EIS provides analysis and 
discussion of Project impacts that would affect recreational resources, including trails in the 
Puente Hills Landfill Native Habitat Preservation Authority (PHLNHPA) area. As described 
in the impact analysis presented in Section 3.15, passive recreation and outdoor enjoyment 
opportunities in the PHLNHPA, including as related to use of trails along tower access roads 
and near towers, would be temporarily disrupted during construction activities (Impact R-1), 
as well as during site-specific maintenance activities (Impact R-2). The exact length of time 
anticipated for construction activities is currently unknown. Additionally, due to public safety 
concerns, it is not possible to entirely avoid the need to temporarily close portions of trails 
during the construction period and, therefore, mitigation to avoid trail closures would be 
infeasible. However, as part of mitigation measure R-1a, SCE would develop and adhere to 
construction timetables developed in coordination with all affected resource agencies (Draft 
EIR/EIS, page 3.15-81). Mitigation Measures R-1a, R-1b, R-1c, and R-1d would reduce 
impacts to recreation during construction to a less-than-significant level. In the event that a 
recreational area falls within one-half mile of a construction staging area and must be 
temporarily closed during construction, SCE will identify alternative recreational areas and 
post public notices informing recreationists of closures and alternatives. (Draft EIR/EIS, 
Mitigation Measure R-1b, page 3.15-81.) This documentation will be submitted to the CPUC 
and FS at least 30 days prior to the start construction activities in that area to ensure the 
public receives sufficient notice.  

 Project-related disruptions of recreational resources and opportunities would be mitigated to a 
level of less than significant (Class II) through implementation of Mitigation Measures R-1a 
through R-1d, which are presented in Section 3.15 of the Draft EIR/EIS. These mitigation 
measures have been edited in the Final EIR/EIS to clarify that implementation is required 
during operation and maintenance activities as well as during construction activities. 
Accordingly, as required by Mitigation Measure R-1a (Coordinate construction schedule and 
maintenance activities with managing officer(s) for affected recreation areas), SCE would 
coordinate with the Habitat Authority on matters such as use of signage on Preserve trails, 
and would coordinate efforts in installing such signage within an acceptable time period. 

A.18-53 Operational and maintenance activities associated with the proposed Project are described in 
the Draft EIR/EIS in Section 2.2.13 (Operations and Maintenance). The duration of each type 
of maintenance activity is variable, lasting from minutes (routine inspection) to days or weeks 
depending on the level of maintenance required. The specific duration and frequency of 
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operational and maintenance activities at any particular location along the Project route cannot 
be predicted by SCE with accuracy. As described in Draft EIR/EIS Section 2.2.13, 
maintenance activities would include periodic inspection of Project infrastructure, as well as 
repair activities, as needed. 

A.18-54 The commenter is correct in noting that Significance Criterion REC2 (identified in Section 
3.15 of the EIR/EIS) states that an impact would be considered significant and would require 
mitigation if it would “Substantially contribute to the long-term loss or degradation of the 
factors that contribute to the value of federal, State, local, or private recreational facilities or 
wilderness areas,” and that impacts identified under this significance criterion include effects 
to federally designated Wilderness Areas, the Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail, OHV trails/ 
Open Riding Areas, and unmanaged recreational uses. The Puente Hills Habitat Area was 
specifically addressed under Significance Criterion REC1, which states that an impact would 
be considered significant and would require mitigation if it would “[d]irectly or indirectly 
disrupt or preclude activities in established federal, State, or local recreation areas or 
wilderness areas.” The discussion provided under Criterion REC1 acknowledged that the 
Habitat Preservation Area is a highly valuable and unique recreational resource. It states 
under Impact R-1, that “the Puente Hills Habitat Area is considered to be particularly 
sensitive because it encompasses multiple different properties which, as a collective unit, 
provide extensive open space (3,860 acres) for passive recreation and outdoor enjoyment in 
an area of Los Angeles County where expanding urban development is encroaching upon 
remaining open space areas” (Draft EIR/EIS, p. 3.15-80). 

 In addition, the analysis provided in Section 3.15 addresses both short- and long-term Project 
impacts to recreational resources and opportunities within the Puente Hills Habitat Area under 
Impact R-1 (Construction activities would restrict access to or disrupt activities within 
established recreational areas) and Impact R-2 (Operation and maintenance activities would 
restrict access to or disrupt activities within established recreational areas), respectively. 
These impact discussions acknowledge that Project infrastructure would contribute to 
degradation of the backcountry experience for recreationists within the vicinity of the 
transmission line route. Mitigation measures have been introduced where implementation of 
specified actions would reduce the significance of identified impacts. Impacts to visual 
resources and associated mitigation measures are presented in Section 3.14 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS, and impacts to noise and associated mitigation measures are presented in Section 
3.10 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The analysis presented in Section 3.14 acknowledges that visual 
impacts related to landscape character and visual quality would significant and unavoidable.  

 Thank you for submitting your comments and concerns regarding impacts of the Project to 
recreational resources and opportunities in the Puente Hills Landfill Native Habitat Area. 
Your comments will be shared with the decision-makers and will be considered when 
rendering a decision on the Project. 

A.18-55 Access agreements would be between the utility, as easement holder, and the property owner. 
SCE already has certain access rights associated with its existing easement. SCE will 
negotiate an access agreement with the Habitat Authority, should access to lands owned by 
the Habitat Authority be required in connection with the project. Your comment will be 
shared with SCE. 

A.18-56 A Policy Consistency Report for the proposed Project and its alternatives was prepared. 
Please see response to Comment A.23-102 for details on the preparation of this report. With 
the exception of Objective BIO-3.7, all of the Goals and Objectives referenced in Comment 
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A.18-56 are analyzed in the Policy Consistency and Plan Amendments Report. The Report 
concluded that the proposed Project would be consistent with Goal Bio-3, Objective Bio-3.6, 
and Objective VISUAL 1.3. As stated in the Draft EIR/EIS, the proposed Project would be 
inconsistent with Goal VISUAL-1 and Objective VISUAL 1.2 (Draft EIR/EIS, page 3.14-
117).  The proposed Project would be consistent with Objective BIO-3.7. Draft EIR/EIS 
Section 3.14 (Visual Resources) provides a detailed analysis of the proposed Project’s 
impacts, including those associated with the Puente Hills Landfill Native Habitat 
Preservation, and has recommended mitigation measures to reduce all impacts to the 
maximum extent feasible. Under Criterion VIS-1, the proposed Project would have a 
significant impact if it would “have a substantial adverse effect on the existing landscape 
character and visual quality of the site and its surroundings” (Draft EIR/EIS, page 3.14-89). 
Objective BIO-3.7, which is to minimize potential edge effects of urban development, falls 
under the analysis of Criterion VIS-1. As discussed in the Draft EIR/EIS, all feasible 
mitigation measures would be implemented to reduce the project’s impact on the existing 
landscape character and visual site quality. Though Impact V-3 would remain significant and 
unavoidable in the South Area, all feasible steps would be taken to mitigate adverse changes 
to the landscape (Draft EIR/EIS, pages 3.14-94 through 3.14-109). As such, the proposed 
Project would be consistent with this Objective. However, please note that while the Habitat 
Authority's Management Resource Management Plan was considered in the Draft EIR/EIS 
analysis, the Plan is not legally applicable to the proposed Project as only the CPUC has 
regulatory authority over the Project on non-federal lands unless those lands are administered 
by other State agencies with authority similar to the CPUC.  
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Comment Set A.19:  City of El Monte 

A.19‐1 

A.19‐2 
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Comment Set A.19, continued:  City of El Monte 

A.19‐2 



APPENDIX F.  DRAFT EIR/EIS COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
Tehachapi Renewable Transmission Project 

 

September 2010  F.A‐200  Final EIS 

Response to Comment Set A.19:  City of El Monte 

A.19-1 and A.19-2  

 The Forest Service does not have jurisdiction for the portion of the Project that traversed the 
City of El Monte; however, federal decision makers are aware of the City’s concerns. A 
more detailed response to these comments are provided in the Final EIR, but are not 
discussed further in this Final EIS. 
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Comment Set A.20:  City of La Habra Heights 

A.20‐1 
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Comment Set A.20, continued:  City of La Habra Heights 

A.20‐2 

A.20‐3 

A.20‐4 
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Comment Set A.20, continued:  City of La Habra Heights  

A.20‐4, 
cont. 

A.20‐5 

A.20‐6 
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Comment Set A.20, continued:  City of La Habra Heights  

A.20‐6, 
cont.

A.20‐7 
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Response to Comment Set A.20:  City of La Habra Heights 

A.20-1 The cross-section figures provided in the Draft EIR/EIS are intended to be representative of 
the general structure configurations along portions of the proposed Project alignment. These 
figures, provided by SCE, do not account for every structure variation along the 173 miles of 
the proposed Project alignment. Furthermore, as discussed in Chapter 2 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS, all mileages are approximate due to differences between engineering miles, which 
take into account topography, and map miles, which assume no variation in topography. The 
level of detailed provided in the Draft EIR/EIS is sufficient to determine the impacts of the 
proposed Project and the alternatives. Furthermore, the requested changes would not result in 
a change in impacts identified within the EIR/EIS. Please see the response to Comment A.18-
6 for information on the level of detail presented in the EIR/EIS. 

A.20-2 Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.9 (Land Use) addresses the proposed Project’s impacts on residential 
uses during both construction and operation (Impact L-1 and L-3, respectively). Mitigation 
measures have been recommended to reduce identified impacts to a level that is less than 
significant. Additionally, Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.12 (Socioeconomics) addresses impacts 
related to quality of life. The proposed Project’s impacts related to traffic and transportation 
(Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.13) can be minimized through mitigation, although construction-
related impacts to air quality (Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.3) and noise (Draft EIR/EIS Section 
3.10) would still exceed regional thresholds. With regard to traffic, operation of the proposed 
Project would require periodic inspection and maintenance, which would involve one or two 
vehicles traveling the project ROW once per year, which is not expected to result in adverse 
traffic-related impacts (road closures, roadway congestions, etc.). Section 3.10 of the 
EIR/EIS identifies operation of the Project would result in unavoidable adverse noise impacts 
for which no feasible mitigation measures are available. As provided in Draft EIR/EIS 
Section 3.16 (Wildfire Prevention and Suppression), at a Project-specific level Impact F-3 
(Construction and/or maintenance activities would increase the risk of wildfire) and Impact F-
5 (Presence of the overhead transmission line would increase the risk of wildfire and 
compromise firefighter safety) would be adverse (although not significant under CEQA); 
however, cumulative fire risk impacts would be adverse and unavoidable. As addressed in 
Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.17( Electrical Interference and Hazards), impacts related to the 
proposed Project’s ability to cause induced currents and shock hazards in joint use corridors 
(Impact EIH-2) would be adverse but can be minimized through mitigation. The City of La 
Habra Heights’ concerns related to the proposed Project’s direct, indirect and cumulative 
adverse effects on public health and safety, and its request to bypass improvements in the 
vicinity of the tower located at Segment 8A, Mile Post 10.5 will be shared with decision-
makers. 

A.20-3 The voltage of the line has no bearing on the risk of wildfire ignitions except insofar as the 
ground and vegetation clearance requirements and structural integrity of tower and conductor 
design are more stringent as voltage increases. Such factors are discussed in greater detail in 
the Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.16 pages 3.16-9, 3.16-10, 3.16-18, and 3.16-19. 

A.20-4 Comment letter references “Powder Canyon” which is located in Draft EIR/EIS “Map and 
Figure Series Volume” Figure 2.2-1w approximate to Segment 8A Mileposts (MP) 11 to 14. 
Draft EIR/EIS Figure 2.2-35 through 39 display the existing 220-kV structures and associated 
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transmission lines in the approximate vicinity of Powder Canyon along with the proposed 
Project structures. Section 3.15.2.1 (Regional Setting) of the Wilderness and Recreation 
analysis of the EIR/EIS describes the Puente Hills Landfill Native Habitat Preservation Area, 
including as specifically relevant to Powder Canyon in La Habra Heights. Table 3.15-17 
(South Region Recreational Resources within One-Half Mile of Alternative 2) identifies the 
proximity of Project components to Powder Canyon, including recreational trails in the 
Powder Canyon area, and the associated discussion provided in Section 3.15.2.2 of the 
EIR/EIS discusses recreational resources and opportunities available in the Powder Canyon 
area. Additionally, Table 3.15-31 (Wilderness and Recreation Impacts Applicable to 
Resources in the South Region) identifies Project impacts that would affect recreational 
resources and opportunities in Powder Canyon, and the impact analysis provided in Section 
3.15.6.1 (Direct and Indirect Effects Analysis) discusses how Wilderness and Recreation 
impacts of the Project would affect Powder Canyon during construction (Impact R-1: 
Construction activities would restrict access to or disrupt activities within established 
recreational areas) and during operations and maintenance activities (Impact R-2: Operation 
and maintenance activities would restrict access to or disrupt activities within established 
recreational areas). Mitigation measures are also presented in Section 3.15.6.1 to reduce 
Project impacts, including as relevant to Powder Canyon. 

 Impacts to Biological Resources are addressed in Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.4. Regarding bird 
mortality, the Draft EIR/EIS provides an adequate analysis of potential effects to birds from 
both collisions and electrocution. These effects are addressed in Impacts B-14, B-20 and B-
21. Additional information on bird mortality is included in Appendix B of the Biological 
Specialist Report [Aspen, 2008], Avian Risk Assessment. Additional studies of avian 
mortality are not required. Please see the responses to Comments A.18-6 and A.18-40. The 
Draft EIR/EIS acknowledges that birds will collide with the structures; however, mitigation 
identified under APM BIO-9 would reduce potential effects to birds. Mitigation measures are 
not needed to reduce impacts to birds from electrocution and collision. In addition, aerial 
lighting has not been proposed, nor would it be required for these structures.  

 Impacts to Visual Resources are addressed in Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.14. To clarify ROW 
improvements in the vicinity of Powder Canyon: the proposed Project would require a 100-
foot-wide expansion of the existing utility corridor in this area. Where it is situated along 
Powder Canyon, the proposed Project would require that the existing ROW be expanded by 
100 feet to the south, towards the canyon. In requiring this ROW expansion within the 
jurisdiction of the Puente Hills Landfill Native Habitat Preservation Authority (PHLNHPA), 
the proposed Project would be subject to the management goals and objectives identified in 
the PHLNHPA Resource Management Plan (RMP). As discussed under Impact V-7 (The 
Project would conflict with established visual resource management plans or landscape 
conservation plans), presented in Section 3.14 (Visual Resources) of the EIR/EIS, the 
proposed Project would conflict with Goal Visual-1 and Objective Visual-1.2 of the 
PHLNHPA RMP, resulting in a significant and unavoidable (Class I) impact to visual 
resources. As described in Section 3.14.6, new taller structures in existing ROWs and new 
tall structures in new or expanded ROWs would create adverse visual effects, which are 
simulated and illustrated in the Draft EIR/EIS Map and Figure Series Volume. The visual 
resources analysis presented in the EIR/EIS concludes that both the introduction of new 
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transmission lines and the increase in size of existing transmission lines would have an 
unavoidable adverse impact on visual resources (Section 3.14.6.1).   

 As discussed in Section 3.9.3.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS, under the CPUC’s General Order 
Number 131-D, Section XIV(B), the CPUC has preemptive jurisdiction over the construction, 
design, and operation of public utilities within the State, and no local discretionary permits 
are required for the proposed Project or its alternatives. Existing land uses and General Plan 
Land Use Designations are displayed in Draft EIR/EIS “Map and Figures Series Volume” 
Figures 3.9-3h and 3.9-4h, respectively. Land use consistency with the City of Chino Hills 
General Plan and the Puente Hills Landfill Native Habitat Preservation Authority Resource 
Management Plan are discussed in greater detail in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Table 
3.9-20 (Consistency with Applicable Land Use Plans and Policies – Proposed Project) 
describes that the proposed Project would be consistent with the City of Chino Hills General 
Plan (adopted September 1994), as well as the Puente Hills Landfill Native Habitat 
Preservation Authority Resource Management Plan (June 2007). The Draft EIR/EIS was been 
prepared consistent with NEPA which requires mitigation measures to minimize impacts 
when feasible (See 40 CFR §§ 1502.14 and 1502.16).” All concerns regarding General Plan 
policy consistency will be shared with and considered by decision makers. Please note that 
the Forest Service does not have jurisdiction over those portions of the Project that are not 
located on National Forest System lands. 

A.20-5 Draft EIR/EIS Table 3.10-9 indicates that construction activities associated with the proposed 
Project (Alternative 2) would not be in compliance with City of La Habra Heights Municipal 
Code Noise Ordinance pertaining to the 65 dBA threshold between the hours of 7 a.m. and 7 
p.m. As discussed in Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.10 (Noise), Impact N-1 and N-2 for 
Alternative 2, construction noise to residential receptors (including those near the Alternative 
2 ROW in the City of La Habra Heights) would be adversely affected by temporary 
construction noise. As indicated in Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.10 (Noise), SCE will implement 
APMs to reduce the effects of construction noise on sensitive receptors during construction: 
NOI-1 (Limit Hours and Days for Construction), NOI-3 (Advance Notification), and NOI-4 
(Establish Toll Free Number). To further reduce noise impacts from stationary construction 
equipment, Mitigation Measure N-1a (Implement Best Management Practices for construction 
noise) and Mitigation Measure N-1b (Avoid sensitive receptors during mobile construction 
equipment use) is also required in order to reduce construction noise impacts to sensitive 
receptors to the maximum extent feasible. Although construction noise would be temporary 
and would be reduced by implementation of APMs NOI-1, NOI-3, and NOI-4, and 
Mitigation Measures N-1a (Implement Best Management Practices for construction noise) and 
N-1b (Avoid sensitive receptors during mobile construction equipment use), the level of 
construction noise would be substantially higher than ambient noise and would disturb 
sensitive receptors.  

 The effects of noise on wildlife (including those in Powder Canyon) are addressed in Draft 
EIR/EIS Section 3.4, Biological Resources, Impacts B-4, B-5 B-6, B-9, B-10, B-14, B-15, B-
16, B-18, B-29, B-30, B-31, B-33, B-36, B-37, B-38, and B-41. 

A.20-6 Visual impacts are addressed in Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.14. As described in the Draft 
EIR/EIS in Section 3.14.6.1, for Impact V-7 (The Project would conflict with established 
visual resource management plans or landscape conservation goals), “The proposed Project 
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would cross through lands managed by the PHLHPA along Segment 8A and would run along 
the northern border of Powder Canyon, which falls under the authority of the PHLHPA. 
Where it is situated along Powder Canyon, the proposed Project would require that the 
existing ROW be expanded by 100 feet to the south, towards the canyon. The proposed 
Project would conflict with Goal Visual-1 and Objective Visual-1.2 of the Puente Hills 
Landfill Native Habitat Preservation Authority Resource Management Plan.”  “Goal 3: 
Preserve scenic views” from the City of La Habra Heights’ General Plan is listed in the 
Visual Resources Specialist Report (Table C-3, Local Laws, Regulations, and Standards – 
Visual Resources) along with "Goal 4. Preserve existing water courses, scenic beauty, mature 
trees, and vegetation.” In addition, Policies 31, 33, and 34 are listed and quoted in this Table. 
Section 3.14 of the Draft EIR/EIS was prepared based on the information provided in this 
Visual Resources Specialist Report. As such, the City of La Habra Heights’ General Plan was 
taken into account for the Draft EIR/EIS. Furthermore, the Draft EIR/EIS has been prepared 
consistent with NEPA, which requires mitigation measures to minimize impacts when feasible 
(40 CFR §§ 1502.14 and 1502.16). 

A.20-7 The City has not indicated what further mitigation is needed. Feasible mitigation measures 
have been proposed for adverse impacts identified in the Draft EIR/EIS. In some cases, 
feasible mitigation is not available to fully avoid impacts. If the City has recommendations for 
additional feasible mitigation measures, the City present should present those measures. 
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Comment Set A.21:  City of Irwindale 
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Comment Set A.21, continued:  City of Irwindale 

A.21‐4 

A.21‐1 

A.21‐2 

A.21‐3 
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Response to Comment Set A.21:  City of Irwindale 

A.21-1 Staff of the City of Irwindale’s Planning Department was contacted in response to this 
comment on April 21, 2009. The information needed to update the tables referenced in 
Comment A.21-1 has been received, and Tables 2.9-4, 2.9-6 and 2.9-12 of the Draft EIR/EIS 
have been updated accordingly. Thank you for your assistance. 

A.21-2 “A reasonable range of alternatives to SCE’s proposed Project (Alternative 2) have been 
developed and analyzed as part of the EIR/EIS process. As described in the Alternatives 
Screening Report, located in Appendix A of the EIR/EIS, alternatives were evaluated using 
the NEPA and CEQA criteria defined in Section 2.3 of the Alternatives Screening Report. 
One of these criteria is to consider alternatives capable of addressing significant 
environmental issues. The undergrounding and/or relocation of smaller lines to “site 
perimeter locations” in Segment 7 would not reduce or eliminate any of the impacts related to 
the Project, and in fact would result in greater environmental impacts due to the additional 
construction activities involved to remove and relocate additional lines that otherwise would 
be unaffected under SCE's proposed Project. Therefore, this potential alternative will not be 
further developed and has been eliminated from further consideration in the EIR/EIS.  

It is recommended that the City of Irwindale work directly with SCE to ensure your requests 
for changes to SCE’s existing system are considered.  

A.21-3 Under NEPA, an EIS is required to evaluate the social and economic effects of a project if 
they are related to effects on the natural or physical environment. Section 3.12.3 discusses 
five “Issues of Concern” were identified for evaluation, including: population and housing; 
quality of life; employment; private property value; local business revenue; and, public 
revenue. Although the socioeconomic impact analysis does not explicitly address 
redevelopment or the possibility of interim land uses that could foster a community’s short- or 
long-term economic development, it does address the proposed Project’s potential to: affect 
property values along the Project alignment (Impact S-1); decrease revenues for agricultural 
landowners (Impact S-2); and, affect public agency revenues. The socioeconomic analysis 
appropriately addresses economic and quality of life impacts of the proposed Project. 

A.21-4 Thank you for your review and comment. Your concerns regarding continued coordination 
will be given to the federal decision makers. 
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Comment Set A.22:  County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County 

A.22‐1 
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Comment Set A.22, continued:  County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County 

A.22‐1, 
cont. 

A.22‐2 

A.22‐3 

A.22‐4 

A.22‐5 

A.22‐6 

A.22‐7 

A.22‐8 

A.22‐9 

A.22‐10 

A.22‐11 
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Comment Set A.22, continued:  County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County  

A.22‐12 
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Response to Comment Set A.22:  County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles 
County 

A.22-1 Thank you for your comments. The Forest Service understands your concern related to slope 
stability issues adjacent to and along the PHLF property. Text has been added to Mitigation 
Measure G-3 that requires coordination with the County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles 
County regarding known slope stability issues at and adjacent to the PHLF, and also requires 
submission of the slope stability and landslide surveys, including recommendations for 
support and protection measures to the County Sanitation Districts for review prior to final 
project design. The Puente Hills Landfill is in proximity to the proposed Project in Segment 
8A.  Please see Draft EIR/EIS “Map and Figure Series Volume” Figure 2.2-1v Segment 8A 
Mileposts (MP) 4.5 to 7. Please note that the Forest Service does not have jurisdiction for 
those portions of the Project that are not located on National Forest System lands. 

A.22-2 Thank you for this information. The Forest Service agrees that SCE should coordinate 
construction access with the County Sanitation Districts of LA County and obtain temporary 
easement as necessary, as well as protect the aboveground environmental control systems in 
these areas. 

A.22-3 Project construction activities and construction-related access restrictions that would affect 
public use of Skyline Trail are assessed under Impact R-1 (Construction activities would 
restrict access to or disrupt activities within established recreational areas), and mitigation 
measures are introduced in Section 3.15.6.1 to minimize such impacts, including as 
applicable to Skyline Trail. Section 3.11 (Public Services and Utilities) assesses how Project 
activities would have the potential to affect utilities and utility infrastructure, and includes 
mitigation measures to reduce such impacts. 

A.22-4 Consistent with NEPA and CEQA, the Draft EIR/EIS analyzes a range of reasonable 
alternatives. A total of 31 potential alternatives to SCE’s proposed Project were initially 
considered for evaluation in the EIR/EIS, of which seven were carried forward for detailed 
analysis in the EIR/EIS. Suggestions for alternatives were provided by public agencies and 
the public during the scoping period for the EIR/EIS (August-October 2007). While some of 
these requests were detailed enough to generate viable alternatives, others lacked specificity 
and instead only suggested that some other alternative must be possible. It was also 
determined that some suggestions were better suited for consideration as mitigation measures 
within the EIR/EIS. For various reasons, these suggestions did not lead to the development of 
viable alternatives and, therefore, could not be included in the screening process. 
Furthermore, the Draft EIR/EIS is not required to address an alternative for every segment of 
the route. Below is a list of concepts for alternatives brought up during the scoping period 
that did not result in the formulation of potential alternatives. For a complete description of 
these concepts, please see Appendix A of this EIR/EIS. 

• Avoid Impacts to Habitat Authority Properties 

• Avoid Parklands, Public Open Space, and Recreation Areas 

• Reduce New ROW Width West of Mira Loma Substation 

• Use Existing Corridors 

• Rowland Heights Water District Detour 

• Chino Hills 500-kV Split  
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• Use Tubular Steel Poles 

• Match Existing Structure Heights 

• Solar Power 

A.22-5 Thank you for your comment. Mitigation ratios on National Forest System lands were 
developed and proposed by the Forest Service to comply with Forest Plan Objectives. Your 
comments will be shared with federal decision-makers who are reviewing the Project. Please 
note that the Forest Service does not have jurisdiction for those portions of the Project that 
are not located on National Forest System lands. 

A.22-6 Visual impacts of the proposed Project have been analyzed and appropriate mitigation 
measures for adverse impacts have been included in the EIR/EIS. Temporary construction 
impacts to visual resources can be minimized, but cannot be completely avoided. Mitigation 
Measure V-1 is included and addresses construction-related impacts. Visual impacts from 
operation of the Project are addressed in Impacts V-2 through V-7. Impacts V-5 and V-6 
would be reduced with the implementation of proposed mitigation measures. Impacts V-2, V-
3, V-4, and V-7 would remain adverse and unavoidable, even with mitigation. Mitigation 
Measures V-2a, V-2b, V-2c, V-3a, V-3b, V-4a, V-4b, V-4c, and V-4d have been included to 
address operational visual impacts. Please see Section 3.14 of the Final EIR/EIS for greater 
detail. 

A.22-7 Section 3.15 (Wilderness and Recreation) of the EIR/EIS describes that within the Puente 
Hills Habitat Area, most of the Schabarum Trail is currently situated within and adjacent to 
the existing utility ROW and, as such, the proposed Project route would traverse Schabarum 
Trail multiple times along Segment 8, between approximately Mile 3.3 and Mile 13.58 
(within the Puente Hills Habitat Area). Section 3.15 also describes Project impacts that would 
affect Schabarum Trail, such as temporary access restrictions during the construction period, 
and identifies mitigation measures that would minimize Project impacts. 

A.22-8 Thank you for indicating your preference for tubular steel poles. Your comment will be 
shared with federal decision-makers who are reviewing the Project. 

A.22-9 The effects of tower and road construction on species and their habitats are discussed 
throughout Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.4.6 (see discussions of Impacts B-1 through B-42). 
Detailed discussion on impacts of roads is discussed in this same section under Impact B-4 
under the subheading “Access and Spur Roads.” 

A.22-10 Thank you for your comment. The comment provided does not indicate what concerns are 
present or how differing assessments do not accurately assess Project impacts. No change to 
the EIR/EIS has been made. 

A.22-11 NEPA require analysis of impacts to existing conditions, which were addressed in the Draft 
EIR/EIS (40 CFR §§ 1508.14. 1502.15). Cumulative impacts are analyzed in Chapter 3 of 
the EIR/EIS, including cumulative impacts associated with Wilderness/Recreation and Visual 
Resources impacts that would have the potential to affect future projects of the County 
Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County and the Los Angeles County Department of Parks 
and Recreation. Mitigation measures for cumulative impacts are introduced where the 
implementation of such measures would reduce the Project’s contribution to cumulative 
impacts. Please see Sections 3.14 (Visual Resources) and 3.15 (Wilderness and Recreation) 
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for discussions of cumulative impacts relevant to those environmental issue areas. 
Furthermore, Mitigation Measure L-4 (Consult with federal, State, and local agencies) would 
require SCE to consult with all federal, State, and local agencies to address and reconcile any 
future potential conflicts with land management practices. 

A.22-12 Thank you for this information. Impacts associated with Electrical Interference are discussed 
in Section 3.17 of the Draft EIR/EIS. As discussed in the EIR/EIS (Section 3.17.6.1), 
transmission lines can sometimes cause interference with communications equipment, but 
such impacts can be avoided or corrected. Mitigation Measures E1H-1a (Limit the conductor 
surface gradient) and Mitigation Measure E1H-1b (Document and resolve electronic 
interference complaints) have been included in the Draft EIR/EIS.  

 The Forest Service agrees that SCE should coordinate with the owners of communication 
facilities to ensure that the proposed Project does not interfere with these facilities. This 
information will be shared with SCE. 
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Comment Set A.23:  Goodin, MacBride, Squeri, Day & Lamprey, LLP 

 

 
 

A.23‐1 

A.23‐2 
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Comment Set A.23, continued:  Goodin, MacBride, Squeri, Day & Lamprey, LLP 

 

A.23‐4 

A.23‐3 

A.23‐5 
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Comment Set A.23, continued:  Goodin, MacBride, Squeri, Day & Lamprey, LLP  

A.23‐6 
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Comment Set A.23, continued:  Goodin, MacBride, Squeri, Day & Lamprey, LLP  
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Comment Set A.23, continued:  Goodin, MacBride, Squeri, Day & Lamprey, LLP  

A.23‐8 

A.23‐7 
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Comment Set A.23, continued:  Goodin, MacBride, Squeri, Day & Lamprey, LLP  

A.23‐10 

A.23‐9 

A.23‐8, 
cont. 
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Comment Set A.23, continued:  Goodin, MacBride, Squeri, Day & Lamprey, LLP  

A.23‐12 

A.23‐11 

A.23‐10, 
cont. 
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Comment Set A.23, continued:  Goodin, MacBride, Squeri, Day & Lamprey, LLP  

A.23‐12, 
cont. 
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Comment Set A.23, continued:  Goodin, MacBride, Squeri, Day & Lamprey, LLP  

A.23‐12, 
cont. 
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Comment Set A.23, continued:  Goodin, MacBride, Squeri, Day & Lamprey, LLP  

A.23‐12, 
cont. 
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Comment Set A.23, continued:  Goodin, MacBride, Squeri, Day & Lamprey, LLP  

A.23‐12, 
cont. 
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Comment Set A.23, continued:  Goodin, MacBride, Squeri, Day & Lamprey, LLP  

A.23‐12, 
cont. 
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Comment Set A.23, continued:  Goodin, MacBride, Squeri, Day & Lamprey, LLP  

A.23‐12, 
cont. 



Section 1, Attachment 1

DETAIL DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVE 4C (modified)1

For Alternative 4C (modified), Segment 8A will deviate from the SCE proposed route beginning about two miles east of State Route 57 
(approximately S8A MP 19.2), where the existing Mira Loma-Walnut/Olinda 220-kV double-circuit transmission line and the existing
unenergized Chino-Mesa transmission line separate from one another.  At that point, the new Mira Loma-Vincent 500-kV transmission line 
will turn southeast, and remain parallel and south of the existing Mira Loma-Walnut/Olinda 220-kV double-circuit transmission line up to 0.3 
miles before the Chino Hill State Park (CHSP) boundary (approximately 3.9 miles). Along this portion of the alignment, approximately 150 
feet of additional ROW will be required to accommodate the new 500-kV double-circuit structures.  At this point, the alternative route will turn 
east along a new approximately 300 foot-wide ROW for approximately 0.9 miles, which will remain north of the CHSP boundary to a point 
where it will turn northeast and travel for about 0.2 miles into a new 500-kV gas-insulated switching station.  Approximately 17 double-circuit 
500-kV Lattice Steel Structures (LSTs) will be required for this approximately 5.0 mile re-route to the new switching station. 

 The two existing Serrano-Lugo/Mira Loma 500-kV single-circuit transmission lines located within CHSP will be re-routed to allow
them to loop into the new switching station, which will be a minimum of 4 to 5 acres in size, allowing for power to be transferred along the 
existing 500-kV transmission lines to Mira Loma Substation.  As part of this reroute, the existing 500-kV single-circuit transmission lines and 
structures will be removed from the environmentally sensitive Water Canyon Natural Preserve and nine (9) 500-kV single-circuit structures 
will be permanently removed from the CHSP.  The re-routed 500-kV transmission lines will be double-circuit and all its structures will be 
placed at lower elevations and away from the CHSP ridge tops wherever possible.  For the gas-insulated switching station, the entire system 
will be enclosed in a sheet metal building, which will require an air conditioning system. The building would be approximately 42-feet high 
and the dead-end structures on either side of the building would be approximately 65-feet high, and located next to an access road.

 Approximately 3.2 miles of new ROW will be required to re-route the double-circuit 500-kV transmission lines in and out of the new 
switching station.  The new north-south re-route into the switching station (1.7 miles, of which 1.5 miles will be within CHSP) will require an 
approximately 200-foot wide ROW to accommodate the one 500-kV double-circuit structures going north towards the switching station for the 
first 1.3 miles.  The next 0.2 miles will also be south-north but within a 500 ft ROW within the CHSP.  The last 0.2 miles of the line will travel 
northeast into the switching station outside the CHSP and will also be placed within a 500 ft ROW.  The 500 ft ROW for the last 0.4 miles of 
this transmission line is to accommodate this as well as other rerouted transmission lines as will be explained below.  The re-route of the 500-
kV double-circuit transmission line will continue starting from the new switching station and will proceed southwest for about 0.2 miles 
(outside the CHSP) and then south into the CHSP for about 0.2 miles within the 500 ft ROW mentioned earlier.  At this point the line will turn 
eastward and travels about 1.1 miles, within a 200 ft ROW, to reconnect to the existing two 500-kV single-circuit structures in the CHSP just 
south of the raptor ridge.  To complete the two re-routes of the 500-kV transmission lines (approximately 3.2 miles in total) will require 
approximately 18 new 500-kV double-circuit LSTs (approximately 14 within CHSP and 4 outside CHSP).  As noted earlier, approximately 9 
1  This reflects a description of Alternative 4C with the changes necessitated by the movement of the switching station 2500 feet NW and the changes to the 

transmission line configuration to (a) account for the relocation of the switching station,  (b) make maximum use of the existing transmission corridors within the 
CHSP, and (c) further mitigate the impact of transmission re-route within the CHSP. 

LSTs of the existing 500-kV single-circuit transmission lines will be permanently removed from the CHSP (approximately 3.4 miles of 500-kV 
single-circuit transmission lines). 

 A portion of the existing 220-kV transmission lines within CHSP will also be re-routed as part of this alternative.  This will also take 7 
of the existing 220-kV transmission lines from the CHSP, all from ridge tops.  Beginning approximately 0.3 miles northwest of the CHSP 
boundary (outside of CHSP), the existing 220-kV double-circuit structures will be re-routed away from the CHSP to parallel the new Mira 
Loma-Vincent 500-kV transmission line (Segment 8A) structures north of the CHSP boundary for about 0.9 miles and then northeast for 0.2 
miles to the new switching station (approximately 1.1 miles in total to the switching station).  As noted earlier, the new ROW for the entire 1.1 
miles will be approximately 300-feet wide to accommodate the 500-kV double-circuit and 220-kV double-circuit structures. The 220-kV
transmission line will continue past the switching station (will not enter the station), and then turns southwest right after the switching station 
paralleling the re-routed Serrano-Lugo/Mira Loma 500-kV double-circuit transmission lines for approximately 0.2 mile to the boundary of 
CHSP. At this point, the re-routed 220-kV transmission line will enter CHSP in a southern direction and travel for approximately 0.1 miles 
inside the CHSP before turning east.  For these 0.3 miles, the 220-kV transmission line will be within the 500 ft ROW mentioned above.  The 
eastward travel of the 220-kV transmission line is about 0.6 miles and makes the line reconnect with the existing 220-kV double-circuit 
structure within the CHSP just south of the Raptor Ridge.  To complete the approximately 1.7-mile 220-kV re-route, approximately 10 new 
double-circuit 220-kV LSTs will be required (approximately 4 will be within CHSP. Approximately 7 existing 220-kV double-circuit LSTs 
within CHSP (1.9 miles) and 2 outside CHSP (9 structures in total for 2.2 miles in total) will be removed. 

 As a result of this alternative, no upgrades will occur in Segment 8A between S8A MP 19.2 and 35.2 (16 miles) through Chino Hills,
Chino, and Ontario. Upgrades to the existing Chino-Mira Loma No. 1, 2, and 3 220-kV transmission lines in Segments 8B and 8C (built with 
Segment 8A) as well potential expansion of the Mira Loma Substation will also not occur. Consequently, approximately 78 double-circuit 500-
kV structures, 18 LSTs and 60 Tubular Steel Towers (TSPs) and approximately 40 double-circuit 220-kV structures (associated with the re-
build of Chino-Mira Loma No. 3) will no longer be constructed within Segment 8.  The undergrounding of 60-kV circuits in Chino will also be 
saved.
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April 2, 2009 

Jenkins & Hogin, LLP 
ATTN: Mr. Mark Hensley 
Manhattan Towers 
1230 Rosecrans Avenue, Suite 100 
Manhattan Beach, CA  90266 

Subject: Analysis of Alternative Route 4C (modified)

Mr. Hensley, 

 I have reviewed existing documents to determine if there is a potential hazard 
related to the installation of the subject switching station and transmission lines.  The 
primary reference used in the review was the Geomatrix Consultants Inc. Conceptual Site 
Model (CSM) for Munitions and Explosives of Concern (MEC), for the Aerojet Chino 
Hills Property dated August 24, 2006.  The proposed Alternative Route 4C (modified) is 
in a choice location for the virtual elimination of any ordnance related hazardous 
components. 

 The proposed Alternative Route 4C (modified) effecting the re-routed 220KV and 
new 500KV transmission lines (assuming a 250-foot corridor), as shown in Exhibit 1, 
which run from the switching station through the southern portion of the Aerojet property 
and adjoining leased areas, do not travel through any area that has been found to be 
contaminated with MEC.  This includes the re-routed 500KV line that runs from the 
south, through the Chino Hills State Park, to the switching station.  The lone exception is 
the path of the re-routed 220KV and re-routed 500KV transmission lines that run from 
the Bonnett property through the McDermont property connecting with the switching 
station.  The McDermont property portion, which the transmission lines will travel 
through, was swept and cleared and a number of small items were encountered i.e., 
fragmentation and one 30mm Target Practice (TP) cartridge. Neither of the items 
contains any reactive components, therefore the area is not considered to be hazardous.  
Based on the fact that the area has been previously cleared and that the items encountered 
posed no hazard, there is no need to re-sweep the area.

 Figures 3, 5, 7 and 9, and Plates 1 and 2 of the referenced report best illustrate the 
relationship of the MEC areas with the effected properties and the location of the 
Alternative Route 4C (revised) transmission line route. 

Parsons

Based on the above findings and remediation efforts and the distance from the two 
areas to the proposed transmission line corridor, it is highly unlikely that there are any 
MEC items on the surface or in the subsurface of the corridor.  However, to ensure the 
construction crews safety, I highly recommend that an ordnance recognition course be 
given to all site personnel as a precaution.  This is the only mitigation action I deem 
appropriate based on the current available information.

In the event the construction crews were to encounter MEC, at that point they 
would have to resort to construction support consisting of two UXO technicians on site to 
observe the excavation.  The UXO team would identify any MEC items and either 
remove them, if it was appropriate to do so, or call the local bomb squad to respond and 
destroy the item(s).   

If you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact me at (678) 969-2451 
Office or (404) 387-0798 Cell. 

Sincerely yours, 

Parsons
Michael E. Short 
Technical Director 

Exhibit

Parsons

EXHIBIT



Parsons


