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6.0 Responses to Comments 
 
On November 18, 2009, the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) submitted a Notice of Intent 
(NOI) to adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration for Southern California Edison’s (SCE) Triton 
Substation Project (Application A.08-11-019) to the California State Clearinghouse. At the same time, the 
CPUC sent the NOI to 3,692 agencies, tribes, elected officials, organizations, residents, and other 
interested parties. The CPUC posted the Mitigated Negative Declaration and Initial Study (MND/IS) on 
its website (http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/ene/triton/Triton.html), made electronic and hard 
copies of the document available at the Temecula Public Library, and circulated copies to agencies and 
interested parties for review. 
 
Submittal of the NOI to the State Clearinghouse opened a 30-day public review period, pursuant to 
Section 21091 of the Public Resources Code. The public review period ended December 17, 2009. The 
NOI also announced a public meeting that was held Monday, December 7, 2009, at 7:00 p.m. at the 
Calvary Baptist Church of Temecula, where the public was invited to comment on the project and the 
Draft MND/IS. 
 
During the public review period for the Draft MND/IS, the CPUC received comments from public 
agencies, tribes, the City of Temecula, members of the community, and SCE (the applicant). Comments 
were submitted verbally at the public meeting held on December 7, 2009, by voicemail, and in writing via 
letter, facsimile, and email. This section provides responses to comments received. 
 

6.1 General Responses to Comments 
 
All comments received during the public review period for the Draft MND/IS are included in the public 
record and will be taken into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed project. Some 
of the comments expressed confusion about the purpose and need for the project, project components, and 
the CPUC’s role as the lead agency for the environmental review of the application under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  
 
The applicant of the proposed project is Southern California Edison. The applicant’s purpose and need for 
the proposed project is presented in Section 1.8.2. The Triton Substation would be a new 56 megavolt 
ampere 115/12 kilovolt electrical substation (Section 1.8.1, Project Overview) and would not be a power 
plant. The applicant has purchased the property associated with the proposed substation location; the 
CPUC is not involved in the purchase of the property and taxpayer money was not used for the purchase.  
 
In accordance with SCE’s standard practices, upon acquisition of real property, their real estate 
department typically initiates the removal of objectionable structures, hazards, or other appurtenances 
from company lands (Marona 2009a, Marona 2010c). Under a permit from the City of Temecula, the 
applicant removed the structures on the proposed substation property in December 2009 as part of pre-
construction work (Marona 2010c). It is the CPUC’s understanding that this action is a standard practice 
within SCE to maintain protection against any and all encroachments or use by others that might be 
detrimental to SCE's present and future interests (Marona 2010c). As such, SCE’s removal of structures 
from the property is considered a part of their normal operations when taking possession of newly 
acquired land and is not necessarily considered to be part of a project or discretionary action requiring the 
CPUC’s consent. 
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Many of the comments on the Draft MND/IS were similar in nature or dealt with the same topic; 
therefore, this section was prepared to provide general responses to the issues most commonly raised by 
commenters. The general responses address the following topics: 
 

 Aesthetics and Visual 

 Alternatives 

 Hazards (including electric and magnetic fields) 

 Hydrology 

 Land Use and Planning  

 Property Values 

 Public Notification/Requests for Public Hearing 
 
GR-1: Aesthetics and Visual 
 
Section 3.1 contains information on aesthetics and visual resources and has been revised to address 
comments raised during the public review period. A number of commenters expressed concern about the 
project’s effects on aesthetics and visual resources. Comments related to aesthetics maintained that the 
analysis was inadequate, specifically citing a failure to consider the following specific issues: 
 

 Height, exact location, and visibility of the tubular steel poles; 

 Location of the proposed substation within a rural, residential area; 

 Landscape plans inadequate, inconsistent with surroundings, or unlikely to be maintained; and 

 Contribution to diminished property values in the area (GR-6: Property Values). 
 
There are several industry-standard methodologies used to assess impacts on aesthetics and visual 
resources such as the Bureau of Land Management’s (BLM) Visual Resource Management System, the 
Forest Service’s (USFS) Scenery Management System, and the Federal Highway Administration’s 
(FHWA) Visual Impact Assessment for Highway Projects. Because there is no BLM or USFS land in the 
project area and because, other than residents in the area, motorists along Calle Medusa and Nicolas Road 
would be the viewer group primarily affected by the project, the FHWA methodology for assessing visual 
impacts was used for the MND/IS analysis. 
 
Section 3.1.2 provides an overview of the FHWA methodology. Under this methodology, several factors 
are taken into consideration to assess impacts on visual resources: 
 

 The visual character of the project area, which is described in terms of form, line, color, and 
texture;  

 The visual quality of the area, which is assessed in terms of the vividness, intactness, and unity of 
views; 

 The viewer exposure, which is described in terms of distance, direction, position (or elevation), 
number of viewers and frequency of views, and viewer sensitivity, which is assessed based on the 
viewer’s activity and awareness and any local or cultural significance of the site; and 

 The degree of visual contrast that would be introduced by the project. 
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To visually represent the existing visual character and quality of the project area, three Key Observation 
Points (KOPs) were selected; these represent typical views of the project components and views from 
sensitive locations. Simulations were prepared from each of these KOPs to assist in determining the level 
of visual contrast that would be introduced by the project. Some commenters stated that the visual 
analysis was inadequate because the exact location of the tubular steel poles (TSPs) has not been 
determined. The analysis of the potential impact on visual resources does not depend on the exact location 
of each TSP, however, and instead takes into account the potential for some variation in their location 
along Nicolas Road and Calle Medusa. As described in the MND/IS, the visual analysis concluded that 
the project would have no impact on scenic vistas or State Scenic Highways and a less than significant 
impact on the existing visual character or quality of the site. 
 
Several commenters stated that the TSPs, as depicted in the simulation for KOP 3, would be visually 
intrusive and would degrade the aesthetic environment of the community. As stated above, the impact 
analysis for visual resources is based on the existing conditions of the proposed project area. As seen in 
KOP 3, there is a substantial amount of development which encroaches on the view and diminishes the 
existing visual quality, including Nicolas Road, numerous electrical distribution lines, and infrastructure 
associated with the two church complexes. The quality of the existing view is considered low according 
to the FHWA metrics. While the installation of the 85-foot-high TSPs would result an incremental visual 
change, the TSPs would be generally consistent with the development trends in the area; the TSPs may 
decrease the intactness of the view, but the vividness and unity would not change. Because the TSPs 
would not substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the area, their impact on visual 
resources would be less than significant. 
 
Several commenters stated that the project would not be consistent with the rural, residential character of 
the Nicolas Valley area. Based on the FHWA metrics, the existing visual quality of the views are average 
for KOPs 1 and 2 and low for KOP 3. The views from each of these vantage points reflect the existing 
encroachment of development on the rural character of the project area, including residences, roadways, 
existing electrical distribution lines, infrastructure elements, the church development, including the 
suburban-appearing landscaping and sidewalks, and a small amount of residential and associated 
agricultural development. There are also a number of planned, residential communities in the vicinity of 
the proposed substation location which feature residences within close vicinity to each other, manicured 
landscapes, and sidewalks, all of which detract from the rural character of the area. While the project 
would alter the viewshed, the project would not substantially degrade the existing visual character or 
quality of the area and therefore would result in a less than significant impact on visual resources. 
 
Several commenters noted that the proposed substation site is located within the Nicolas Valley Rural 
Preservation Area, as designated by the City of Temecula. While related to visual resources, conflict with 
a land use designation is addressed specifically in Section 3.9. The City discourages the extension of 
urban infrastructure into Rural Preservation Areas but does not prohibit substations or electrical 
subtransmission lines within a Rural Preservation Area. Further, no design guidelines for the Rural 
Preservation Area have been finalized or adopted. Therefore, the project would not conflict with the Rural 
Preservation Area land use designation. Additionally, as outlined in Project Design Feature (PDF) AES-5 
and PDF AES-6, the substation would be screened from view by both an 8-foot high block wall and 
vegetative screening. Both the block wall and the landscaping would be subject to approval by the City of 
Temecula and would be consistent with community standards and the surrounding visual landscape. 
 
Several commenters noted that the landscaping appeared inadequate, inconsistent with the surroundings, 
or unlikely to be maintained. The City of Temecula will review and approve landscape and screening 
plans before issuing a building permit, as stated in PDF AES-5 and PDF AES-6: 
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 PDF AES-5: The substation facility will be enclosed within an 8-foot high block wall for 
screening. The City of Temecula will approve the final design of the block wall, which will be 
consistent with community standards. 

 PDF AES-6: The City of Temecula will approve the final design plan for landscaping around the 
perimeter of the substation facility. Landscaping will be designed to screen the substation and 
create a composition that relates to its surroundings. Landscaping will use native, drought-
tolerant vegetation in accordance with city landscaping guidelines. 

 
The City of Temecula will review the applicant’s conceptual landscape plans, and a landscape architect 
will determine whether the plans are consistent with all applicable municipal codes and landscape 
ordinances. If the project and the project’s architectural plans are approved, there are two landscape 
inspections: the first inspection assesses the irrigation and the second following final planting. The City of 
Temecula retains 10% of the estimated cost of planting for 1 year to ensure that the planting was 
completed as outlined in the plan and that the planting was successful. At the end of the 1-year period, 
there is a final assessment by a landscape architect (Lowrey 2010). The City of Temecula’s approval 
process would ensure that the landscaping is adequate and consistent with surrounding visual landscape; 
additionally, the use of native, drought-tolerant vegetation and the final assessment 1 year after planting 
will ensure that the landscaping is successful. 
 
Some commenters stated that the subtransmission line loop-in should be placed underground to reduce the 
visual effect from the project. Although the analysis determined that the proposed placement of the 
subtransmission line loop-in on aboveground structures would not result in a significant impact on visual 
resources, the applicant did evaluate the possibility of placing the subtransmission lines underground 
along Nicolas Road. Given the presence of other utilities already underground there, however, the 
applicant determined that there is not adequate space to place the subtransmission lines underground 
along Nicolas Road. Further, the applicant determined that even if there were adequate space, the 
subtransmission line loop-in would still require at least five poles, and they would likely need to be taller 
than the seven 85-foot tall poles that are proposed (Marona 2009b). 
 
Several commenters noted that impacts on aesthetics and visual resources would in turn impact property 
values. Pursuant to Section 15064 of the CEQA Guidelines, economic and social changes resulting from a 
project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment. This topic is addressed below in GR-
6: Property Values. 
 
GR-2: Alternatives 
 
Several commenters stated that alternatives, particularly alternative substation locations, should have been 
considered and analyzed in the MND/IS. Comments related to alternatives included the following: 
 

 Alternative Site B and Alternative Site C would lessen specific environmental impacts; 

 Suggestions for additional alternative site locations; and 

 The MND/IS is inadequate because it lacks an alternatives analysis. 
 
The purpose of an alternatives analysis pursuant to CEQA is to identify options that would feasibly attain 
the project objectives while reducing the significant environmental impacts resulting from the project. 
According to Article 6 (Negative Declaration Process) and Section 15070 (Decision to Prepare a Negative 
Declaration or Mitigated Negative Declaration) of the CEQA Guidelines, a public agency shall prepare or 
have prepared a proposed negative declaration or MND for a project subject to CEQA when: 
 



 
   

INITIAL STUDY 

 

 
TRITON SUBSTATION 6-5 MARCH 2010 

(a) The initial study shows that there is no substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before 
the agency, that the project may have a significant effect on the environment, or 

(b) The initial study identifies potentially significant effects, but: 

(1) Revisions in the project plans or proposals made by, or agreed to by the applicant 
before a proposed mitigated negative declaration and initial study are released for 
public review would avoid the effects or mitigate the effects to a point where clearly 
no significant effects would occur, and 

(2) There is no substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before the agency, that 
the project as revised may have a significant effect on the environment. 

 
Based on the analysis in the MND/IS, the CPUC determined that all project-related environmental 
impacts could be reduced to less-than-significant levels with the incorporation of mitigation measures. 
Therefore, CEQA does not require that alternatives to the proposed project be analyzed. Descriptions of 
alternative substation locations that the applicant considered in developing the application for the 
proposed project were presented and discussed in Appendix A. 
 
GR-3: Hazards Including Electric and Magnetic Fields 
 
Hazardous Materials 

One commenter expressed concern about exposure to chemicals like sulfur hexafluoride (SF6). As 
discussed in Section 3.3.2, SF6 leakage from circuit breakers within the substation would occur during 
project operations. While SF6 does have a global warming potential of 23,900, the highest of any 
greenhouse gas, it is an inorganic, non-toxic and non-flammable gas, and it is not considered a hazardous 
material. Due to improvements in equipment design and field maintenance policies, it is estimated that 
fugitive emissions of SF6 from the new circuit breakers would be less than one percent a year. 
 
Section 3.7 contains information on hazards and hazardous materials. As discussed in Section 3.7.2, all 
hazardous materials used during construction and operation would have to be stored, transported, and 
disposed of according to federal and state regulations. Transformers at the Canine Substation and the 
Triton Substation do and would contain oil for cooling. Relatively small quantities of other hazardous 
materials would be used during construction and operation. Implementation of the following PDFs and 
mitigation measure would reduce potential impacts from upset or accidental spills of hazardous materials 
to less than significant levels: 
 

PDF BIO-5: Best Management Practices 

PDF GEO-1: Seismic Design 

PDF HYDRO-1: NPDES Construction Activities Storm Water General Permit 

PDF HYDRO-2: Hazardous Materials Near Drainages 

PDF HYDRO-3: Material Safety Data Sheets 

PDF HYDRO-4: SPCC Plan 

PDF NOI-1: Construction Equipment Working Order 

PDF NOI-2: Construction Equipment Maintenance 

MM HAZ-1: Hazardous Materials Management Practices 
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Electric and Magnetic Fields 

A number of comments expressed a concern about electric and magnetic fields (EMF) as a potential 
health hazard. Electric and magnetic fields are separate phenomena and occur both naturally and as a 
result of human activity across a broad electrical spectrum. Naturally occurring electric and magnetic 
fields are caused by the weather and the earth’s geomagnetic field. The fields caused by human activity 
result from technological application of the electromagnetic spectrum for uses such as communications, 
appliances, and the generation, transmission, and local distribution of electricity. 
 
After several decades of study regarding potential public health and safety risks associated with EMF 
from power lines, research results remain inconclusive. In 1993, the CPUC implemented decision 
D.93-11-013, which requires utilities to use “low-cost or no-cost” mitigation measures for facilities 
requiring certification under CPUC General Order 131-D (GO 131-D). The decision directed utilities to 
use a 4 percent benchmark for low-cost mitigation. This decision also implemented a number of EMF 
measurement, research, and education programs. The CPUC did not adopt any specific numerical limits 
or regulation on EMF levels related to electric power facilities.  
 
The CPUC January 27, 2006, decision affirmed the 1993 decision on the low-cost/no-cost policy to 
mitigate EMF exposure for new utility transmission and substation projects. For further information about 
EMF and CPUC guidelines, refer to 
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/PUC/energy/Environment/ElectroMagnetic+Fields. 
 
GR-4: Hydrology 
 
Section 3.8 contains information on hydrology and has been revised to address comments raised during 
the public review period. A number of commenters expressed concern regarding the proposed project’s 
hydrological impacts. Some commenters stated that the proposed project site had flooded in the past 
(CPUC 2009). Some commenters also stated that the elevation of the proposed substation site is lower 
than the elevation at a site that the applicant considered but ultimately rejected for the project, referred to 
as Site B (see Appendix A). 
 
A Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) is a map created by the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) 
for floodplain management and insurance purposes. A FIRM will generally show a community's base 
flood elevations, flood zones, and floodplain boundaries. The FIRM can be used to get a reliable 
indication of the flood zone that a property is in. However, maps are constantly being updated due to 
changes in geography, construction and mitigation activities, and meteorological events (FEMA 2010a). 
Special Flood Hazard Areas, or floodplains, are land areas that are at high risk for flooding. These areas 
are indicated on FIRMs (FEMA 2010a). 
 
The proposed site for the Triton Substation is at an approximate elevation of 1,160 feet (City of Temecula 
2010). The site is outside the 100-year flood zone and is mapped on FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps as 
Zone X (unshaded) (FEMA 2008, City of Temecula 2010). FEMA does not consider Zone X (unshaded) 
to be in a Special Flood Hazard Area. Zone X (unshaded) is defined as “the area determined to be outside 
the 500-year flood zone and protected by levee from 100-year flood.” This area is considered to have 
minimal flood hazard (FEMA 2010b). 
 
The 100-year flood zone begins just east of Los Choras Ranch Road and extends west almost to Via Lobo 
(FEMA 2008, City of Temecula 2010). The previously considered Site B is at an approximate elevation 
of 1,150 feet and lies almost entirely within the 100-year flood zone. One or more of the TSPs for the 
Triton Substation project would be constructed within the 100-year flood zone (FEMA 2008, City of 
Temecula 2010). This area, near the existing 115 kV subtransmission line, is mapped on FEMA Flood 

http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/PUC/energy/Environment/ElectroMagnetic+Fields
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Insurance Rate Maps within a Special Flood Hazard Area as Zone A (FEMA 2008). This area is 
considered to have a 1% annual chance of flooding. FEMA has not defined a depth of flooding elevation 
for Zone A (FEMA 2010b). 
 
Construction in areas where there may be flood hazards are subject to design requirements and standards 
of construction to address the potential risks. For example, the applicant would be required to ensure the 
project complies with City of Temecula Municipal Code 15.12.150, Standards of construction. Prior to 
construction, the applicant would be required to obtain a grading permit from the City of Temecula.  
 
As part of the grading permit, the City requires that the applicant conduct a watershed analysis. The City 
has also requested that the applicant obtain and submit a Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR) 
for review and approval by the City, the Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation 
District, and FEMA (Peters 2009b). A CLOMR provides FEMA's comments on the minimum floodplain 
management criteria of the NFIP for the proposed project (FEMA 2009). Prior to issuing the grading 
permit, the City would further require the applicant obtain approval from all pertinent local, state, and 
federal environmental agencies (Peters 2009a, Peters 2009b). 
 
In addition to the watershed analysis, the applicant will perform a hydrology study for a 1-year, 2-year, 5-
year, 10-year, and 100-year flood event based on pre-development and post-development conditions 
(Gokbudak and Kao 2009). Final site design and drainage will be subject to the conditions of the grading 
permit (PDF HYDRO-9) and will reflect the information gathered from the hydrology study and 
watershed analysis of the proposed project site. For example, conditions of the grading permit may 
require that the elevation of the property be increased to protect from flooding.  
 
As stated in PDF HYDRO-6, the TSPs would be engineered to withstand the stresses associated with 
proximity to waterways. Additionally, as stated in PDF HYDRO-7, the applicant will design and engineer 
the proposed Triton Substation and TSPs to facilitate existing drainage patterns. The project will comply 
with local floodplain management practices, and drainage and control features will be installed where 
appropriate, as outlined in PDF HYDRO-8. 
 
The requirements that the City of Temecula will impose on the applicant prior to approval and issuance of 
the grading permit will ensure that the substation is designed and constructed in a manner that addresses 
potential risk from flooding and reduces damage to the public and the proposed substation. For this 
reason, the proposed project’s potential impact from flooding would be less than significant. 
 
Worker safety with regard to flooding would be addressed under Occupational Safety and Health Act 
requirements. 
 
GR-5: Land Use and Planning  
 
A number of comments were received regarding the land use compatibility for the proposed project. Land 
use compatibility for the proposed project, including the proposed substation, is analyzed in Section 3.9. 
The land use designation for the substation location is defined in both the City of Temecula General Plan 
and the City of Temecula Municipal Code as Very Low Density Residential (VL). The definition of VL 
in the general plan is single-family detached homes on large lots with a rural ranchette character of 
development. Under the City of Temecula Municipal Code, public utility facilities are not prohibited and 
there is no implicit presumption of their incompatibility with zoning or land use designations. For further 
information, refer to the response to City of Temecula comment A-7. 
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Comments also referred to potential impacts on roads. Potential traffic and transportation impacts are 
analyzed in Section 3.15, and it was determined that there would be no significant impact. The applicant 
has included traffic control and protective measures in the project design (PDFs HAZ-4, TT-1, TT-2, and 
TT-3). The applicant would also repair damaged streets (PDF TT-4). For further information about 
potential traffic and transportation impacts, refer to the response to City of Temecula comment A-10. 
 
One commenter expressed concern that the proximity of the proposed substation to Riverton Park would 
pose a risk to park users. Riverton Park is located at 30950 Riverton Lane in Temecula, approximately 0.5 
miles southeast of the proposed Triton Substation site. Section 3.14 has been updated to include the 
location of the park in relation to the proposed substation site. As stated above, the proposed substation 
site is designated VL by the City of Temecula, which does not preclude public utility facilities. Neither 
the City of Temecula General Plan nor the City of Temecula Municipal Code, both of which take into 
account public safety, have restrictions regarding the proximity of public utility facilities to parks in areas 
designated VL. 
 
Several commenters stated that the noise from the Triton Substation during operations would substantially 
impact those living near the facility. Noise is discussed in Section 3.11. MM NOI-1 will ensure that 
substation operational noise levels at the closest sensitive receptor do not exceed 45 dBA-10-minute Leq—
equivalent sound pressure level, which is defined as the average noise level on an equal energy basis for a 
stated period of time. This would ensure compliance with all applicable city and county laws, and for this 
reason the project would not result in a significant impact from noise. 
 
GR-6: Property Values 
 
A number of commenters expressed concern about the project’s effect on property values in the area. 
While economic or social information may be included in an environmental document, Section 15131 of 
the CEQA Guidelines states that economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant 
effects on the environment. Economic or social effects of a project may be used to determine the 
significance of physical changes caused by the project. 
 
In general, comments submitted to the CPUC regarding the project’s potential to diminish property values 
cited the project’s effect on the existing visual character of the area, the introduction of new hazards to the 
area, the project’s effects on traffic and road quality, the increase in noise, and impacts on air quality as 
the reason for decreased marketability of property in the area. The project’s effects on aesthetics, hazards, 
traffic and transportation, noise, and air quality are discussed in the MND/IS; however, potential effects 
on property values from the proposed project are not expected to result in significant physical changes. 
 
GR-7: Public Notification 
 
A number of commenters expressed concern about the public notification and participation process. These 
comments primarily addressed the timing and means by which both SCE and the CPUC notified the 
public regarding the project. Public notification for this project was completed in accordance with CEQA 
and CPUC GO 131-D requirements. A brief explanation of these requirements and the steps taken for this 
project is provided below. 
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Public Notification by the Applicant 

CPUC GO 131-D requires a Permit to Construct from the CPUC for a project over 50 kV and under 200 
kV, such as the Triton Substation Project. GO 131-D Section XI.A requires the applicant to provide 
public notification of the application for the Permit to Construct by the following means: 

 
(1) By direct mail to: 

a The planning commission and the legislative body for each county or city in which the 
proposed facility would be located, the CEC, the State Department of Transportation and its 
Division of Aeronautics, the Secretary of the Resources Agency, the Department of Fish and 
Game, the Department of Health Services, the State Water Resources Control Board, the Air 
Resources Board, and other interested parties having requested such notification. The utility 
shall also give notice to the following agencies and subdivisions in whose jurisdiction the 
proposed facility would be located: the Air Pollution Control District, the California 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, the State Department of Transportation’s District 
Office, and any other State or Federal agency which would have jurisdiction over the 
proposed construction; and 

b. All owners of land on which the proposed facility would be located and owners of property 
within 300 feet of the right-of-way as determined by the most recent local assessor’s parcel 
roll available to the utility at the time notice is sent; and 

(2) By advertisement, not less than once a week, two weeks successively, in a newspaper or 
newspapers of general circulation in the county or counties in which the proposed facilities will 
be located, the first publication to be not later than ten days after filing of the application; and 

(3) By posting a notice on-site and off-site where the project would be located. 

 
SCE has stated that it fulfilled public notification requirements in accordance with GO 131-D for its 
application for a Permit to Construct the Triton Substation Project. SCE has provided information on this 
topic in its Proponent’s Environmental Assessment for the Triton Substation Project. 
 
CPUC Public Notification and Participation 

Section 15072 of the CEQA Guidelines describes requirements for the lead agency to provide a notice of 
intent to adopt a negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration prior to its adoption by the lead 
agency to allow the public and agencies the review period provided under Section 15105. On November 
18, 2009, the CPUC submitted an NOI to adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration for SCE’s Triton 
Substation Project (Application A.08-11-019) to the California State Clearinghouse. Pursuant to Section 
15073, the CPUC provided 30 days for public review of the proposed MND, beginning November 18, 
2009, and ending December 17, 2009. 
 
Direct Mail. The NOI listed basic project information, where to find additional information, public 
repositories, and the CPUC’s intention to adopt the MND. In addition to submitting the NOI to the State 
Clearinghouse, the CPUC mailed it to 3,692 agencies, tribes, elected officials, organizations, residents, 
and other interested parties. These included persons and organizations previously requesting information; 
property owners within about 1 mile of the proposed substation location; city, county, state, and federally 
elected officials; city, county, and state agencies; Native American tribes in the area; and members of the 
public, including those who signed a petition that was submitted to the CPUC. 
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Circulation of Draft MND/IS. On November 18, 2009, the CPUC submitted copies of the Draft 
MND/IS to the State Clearinghouse, posted it on its website 
(http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/ene/triton/Triton.html), made electronic and hard copies of the 
document available at the Temecula Public Library, and circulated copies to agencies and interested 
parties for review. 
 
Newspaper Publication. The CPUC provided two notices in the following newspaper: 
North County Times – Friday, November 20, 2009; and Monday, November 30, 2009  
The notices also announced the public meeting. 
 
Hotline, and email, and website. The CPUC maintains a telephone hotline and an email address for the 
project through which the public can contact the CEQA team and comment on the project. The CPUC 
also maintains a website with information and documents related to the project: 
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/ene/triton/Triton.html. 
 
Public Meeting. The CPUC held a public meeting at 7:00 p.m. on Monday, December 7, 2009, at the 
Calvary Baptist Church of Temecula in the City of Temecula. The CPUC presented information about the 
project, and members of the public were invited to provide oral and written comments on the project and 
the Draft MND/IS. 
 

6.2 Responses to Specific Comments 
 
Table 6-1 lists all individuals and agencies that provided comments on the Draft MND/IS during the 
30-day public review period. The table indicates which comments were addressed through general 
responses (e.g., GR-1) and which were addressed with unique responses (e.g., Response A-1). The 
sections following Table 6-1 present the unique responses (Sections 6.2.1, 6.2.2, and 6.2.3). Each 
comment letter received and a transcript of the public meeting are provided in Section 6.2.4. 
 
Table 6-1 Index of Commenters and Responses  

Commenter Affiliation Type Date Received Response Code 1 
Public Agencies and Native American Tribes 
Matthew D. Peters, Associate 
Planner 

City of Temecula Letter 12/17/2009 A-1 to A-12 

Chuck Washington, 
Councilmember 

City of Temecula  Transcript 2 12/07/2009 
GR-1: Aesthetics and Visual 
GR-2: Alternatives 
See also A-1 to A-12 

Patrick Richardson, Planning 
and Redevelopment Director 

City of Temecula  Transcript 12/07/2009 
GR-1: Aesthetics and Visual 
GR-2: Alternatives 
See also A-1 to A-12 

Dan York, City Engineer City of Temecula Transcript 12/07/2009 

GR-1: Aesthetics and Visual 
GR-4: Hydrology 
GR-6: Property Values 
See also A-1 to A-12 

Joseph Ontiveros 
Soboba Band of Luiseño 
Indians 

Letter 12/04/2009 B-1 

Anna Hoover,  
Cultural Analyst 

Pechanga Band of 
Luiseño Indians 

Letter 12/11/2009 B-2 to B-4 

John J. G. Guerin,  
Principal Planner 

Riverside County Airport 
Land Use Commission 

Letter 12/16/2009 C-1 to C-2 

Ken Corey, Assistant  
Field Supervisor 

United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service 

Letter 12/22/2009 D-1 to D-2 

http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/ene/triton/Triton.html
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/ene/triton/Triton.html
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Table 6-1 Index of Commenters and Responses  
Commenter Affiliation Type Date Received Response Code 1 

Applicant 

Danielle R. Padula, Attorney 
Southern California 
Edison 

Letter 12/17/2009 E-1 to E-29 

Individuals 
Bill Sanz Self Voicemail 11/25/2009 Refer to C-1 

Mel King Self Email 12/03/2009 
GR-1: Aesthetics or Visual 
GR-2: Alternatives 
GR-3: Hazards Including EMF 

Jeff Meinardus Self Email 12/03/2009 
GR-3: Hazards Including EMF 
GR-5: Land Use and Planning 

Hallett Newman Self Email 12/03/2009  Refer to Section 6.1 
Doris Luth Self Letter 12/07/2009 GR-2: Alternatives 

Colin Lavin 
International Brotherhood 
of Electrical Workers 

Transcript 12/07/2009  Refer to Section 6.1 

George Pratt Self Transcript 12/07/2009 GR-1: Aesthetics or Visual 
GR-6: Property Values 

Rick Garcia 
International Brotherhood 
of Electrical Workers 

Transcript 12/07/2009  Refer to Section 6.1 

Sharon Mayberry  Self Transcript 12/07/2009 GR-7: Public Notification 

Michael Bolduc  Self Transcript 12/07/2009 

GR-1: Aesthetics and Visual 
GR-2: Alternatives 
GR-5: Land Use and Planning 
GR-6: Property Values 
GR-7: Public Notification 
See also A-10 

Danalee Bettis Self Transcript 12/07/2009 
GR-1: Aesthetics or Visual 
GR-2: Alternatives 
GR-5: Land Use and Planning 

Michael McKernon Self Transcript 12/07/2009 

GR-1: Aesthetics and Visual 
GR-2: Alternatives 
GR-5: Land Use and Planning 
GR-6: Property Values 

Phyllis Ontkean Self Transcript 12/07/2009 GR-1: Aesthetics and Visual 
GR-7: Public Notification 

Suzanne Zychowicz  Self Transcript 12/07/2009 

F-1 to F-11 
GR-1: Aesthetics and Visual 
GR-2: Alternatives 
GR-5: Land Use and Planning 
See also A-10 

Lee Carpenter Self Transcript 12/07/2009 
GR-1: Aesthetics and Visual 
GR-2: Alternatives 
GR-4: Hydrology 

Jack Mayberry Self Transcript 12/07/2009 GR-7: Public Notification 

Lee Edwards Self Transcript 12/07/2009 
GR-1: Aesthetics and Visual 
GR-2: Alternatives 
GR-5: Land Use and Planning 

Larry Roberts Self Transcript 12/07/2009 GR-6: Property Values 

Doris Luth Self Transcript 12/07/2009 GR-1: Aesthetics and Visual 
GR-2: Alternatives 

Tracy Honeycutt Self Email 12/09/2009 
GR-1: Aesthetics or Visual 
GR-2: Alternatives 
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Table 6-1 Index of Commenters and Responses  
Commenter Affiliation Type Date Received Response Code 1 

Joe Honeycutt Self Email 12/13/2009 
GR-1: Aesthetics or Visual 
GR-2: Alternatives 
GR-5: Land Use and Planning 

Paul Roos Self Email 12/14/2009 
GR-1: Aesthetics or Visual 
GR-3: Hazards Including EMF 
GR-6: Property Values 

Richard and Shelly Conner Self Email 12/15/2009 

GR-1: Aesthetics or Visual 
GR-2: Alternatives 
GR-4: Hydrology 
GR-5: Land Use and Planning 

Dennis Fitz Self Email 12/15/2009 

GR-1: Aesthetics or Visual 
GR-2: Alternatives 
GR-4: Hydrology 
GR-5: Land Use and Planning 

Lisa McKernon Self Email 12/15/2009 

GR-1: Aesthetics or Visual 
GR-2: Alternatives 
GR-3: Hazards Including EMF 
GR-4: Hydrology 
GR-5: Land Use and Planning 
GR-6: Property Values 

Michael McKernon Self Email 12/15/2009 

GR-1: Aesthetics or Visual 
GR-2: Alternatives 
GR-5: Land Use and Planning 
GR-4: Hydrology 
GR-6: Property Values 

Richard Stubberfield Self Email 12/15/2009 
GR-1: Aesthetics or Visual 
GR-2: Alternatives 
GR-5: Land Use and Planning 

Jose and Veronica Dimen Self Letter 12/16/2009 

GR-1: Aesthetics or Visual 
GR-2: Alternatives 
GR-5: Land Use and Planning 
GR-6: Property Values 
GR-7: Public Notification 

Loretta Gonzales Self Email 12/16/2009 

GR-1: Aesthetics or Visual 
GR-2: Alternatives 
GR-3: Hazards Including EMF 
GR-4: Hydrology 
GR-6: Property Values 
GR-7: Public Notification 

Jack Mayberry Self Email 12/16/2009 

GR-1: Aesthetics and Visual 
GR-2: Alternatives 
GR-4: Hydrology 
GR-5: Land Use and Planning 
GR-7: Public Notification 

William Scott Mckeown Self Letter 12/16/2009 
GR-2: Alternatives 
GR-5: Land Use and Planning 
GR-6: Property Values 

Velia Nunez Self Email 12/16/2009 

GR-1: Aesthetics or Visual 
GR-4: Hydrology 
GR-6: Property Values 
GR-7: Public Notification 

Mario Cernousek Self Letter 12/17/2009 
GR-5: Land Use and Planning 
GR-6: Property Values 
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Table 6-1 Index of Commenters and Responses  
Commenter Affiliation Type Date Received Response Code 1 

Dana Edwards Self Email 12/17/2009 

GR-1: Aesthetics or Visual 
GR-4: Hydrology 
GR-5: Land Use and Planning 
GR-6: Property Values 

Sharon Mayberry Self Email 12/17/2009 

GR-1: Aesthetics or Visual 
GR-2: Alternatives 
GR-4: Hydrology 
GR-6: Property Values 
GR-7: Public Notification 

Suzanne and John Zychowicz Self Email 12/17/2009 F1 to F11 
Note: 
1 Responses to specific comments are provided in Section 6.2.1. General responses are provided in Section 6.1. 
2 The transcript provided in Section 6.2.3 is of the public meeting held on December 7, 2009. 
 
6.2.1 Public Agencies and Native American Tribes 
 
City of Temecula 

A-1 The CPUC prepared the MND to comply with the requirements of CEQA. Pursuant to CEQA, 
including Public Resources Code Sections 21064.5 and 21082.2, the CPUC prepared the IS to 
determine whether significant adverse effects on the environment would result from project 
implementation. Potential impacts from the proposed project have been fully disclosed in the IS, 
which was used to support the MND. The IS used the significance criteria outlined in Appendix 
G of the CEQA Guidelines as a basis for analysis. 

 
According to Article 6 (Negative Declaration Process) and Section 15070 (Decision to Prepare a 
Negative Declaration or Mitigated Negative Declaration) of the CEQA Guidelines, a public 
agency shall prepare or have prepared a proposed negative declaration or MND for a project 
subject to CEQA when: 

 
(a) The initial study shows that there is no substantial evidence, in light of the whole 

record before the agency, that the project may have a significant effect on the 
environment, or 

(b) The initial study identifies potentially significant effects, but: 

(1) Revisions in the project plans or proposals made by, or agreed to by the 
applicant before a proposed mitigated negative declaration and initial study are 
released for public review would avoid the effects or mitigate the effects to a 
point where clearly no significant effects would occur, and 

(2) There is no substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before the agency, 
that the project as revised may have a significant effect on the environment. 

 
Based on the analysis in the IS, the CPUC determined that all project-related environmental 
impacts could be reduced to less-than-significant levels with the incorporation of mitigation 
measures. Therefore, adoption of an MND will satisfy the requirements of CEQA, and 
preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is not required. 

 
A-2 The CPUC acknowledges the City’s request to become a party in proceedings on the project. 
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A-3 See response to A-1 above. Potential impacts from the proposed project were properly analyzed 
using criteria outlined in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. Mitigation measures were 
identified to reduce potential impacts to less-than-significant levels. The City has not presented 
information to support an argument that the proposed project may have a significant effect on the 
environment that cannot be mitigated to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, preparation of an 
EIR is not required. 

 
A-4 The City’s specific comments related to alternatives analysis, aesthetics, land use, hydrology, 

hazards and hazardous materials, and traffic and transportation are addressed individually below. 
 
A-5 The CPUC acknowledges receipt of the letters from the City dated December 8, 2008; December 

29, 2008; and January 20, 2009. The CPUC also acknowledges oral comments on the Draft 
MND/IS provided by the City at the meeting for the proposed project held December 7, 2009. 
Oral comments received at the December 7, 2009, meeting for the proposed project were 
transcribed and are presented in Section 6.2.1. Responses to oral comments are indexed in Table 
6-1. 

 
The CPUC concurs that alternative sites are not analyzed in the MND/IS. The purpose of an 
alternatives analysis pursuant to CEQA is to identify options that would feasibly attain the project 
objectives while reducing the significant environmental impacts resulting from the project. The 
MND/IS prepared for the proposed project did not conclude that construction of the tubular steel 
poles along Nicolas Road and Calle Medusa or that placement of the proposed substation adjacent 
to existing single-family residences would result in a significant environmental impact. The 
MND/IS prepared for the proposed project concluded that, with incorporation of mitigation 
measures, there would be no significant adverse impacts resulting from the project. Therefore, 
CEQA does not require that alternatives to the proposed project be analyzed. 

 
A-6 The analysis of impacts on visual resources under CEQA determined that the project would result 

in less than significant impacts on visual resources; therefore, mitigation is not required. The 
assessment of impacts on visual resources was conducted using the FHWA methodology for 
assessing impacts on visual resources. Based on the FHWA metrics, the existing visual quality of 
the views are rated average for KOPs 1 and 2 and low for KOP 3. The views from each of these 
vantage points reflect the encroachment of existing development on the rural character of the 
project site, including residences, roadways, existing electrical distribution lines, infrastructure 
elements, the church development including the suburban-appearing landscaping and sidewalks, 
and a small amount of residential and associated agricultural development. There are also a 
number of planned, residential communities in the vicinity of the site which feature residences 
within close vicinity to each other, manicured landscapes, and sidewalks, all of which detract 
from the rural character of the area. While the project would alter the viewshed, the project would 
not substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and therefore would 
result in a less than significant impact to visual resources and would not require mitigation. 

 
The project site is located within the Nicolas Valley Rural Preservation Area, as designated by the 
City of Temecula. While related to visual resources, conflict with a land use designation is 
addressed specifically in Section 3.9 of the MND/IS. The City discourages the extension of urban 
infrastructure into Rural Preservation Areas but does not prohibit substations or electrical 
subtransmission lines within a Rural Preservation Area. Further, no design guidelines for the 
Rural Preservation Area have been finalized or adopted. Therefore, the project would not conflict 
with the Rural Preservation Area land use designation. Additionally, as outlined in PDF AES-5 
and PDF AES-6, the substation will be screened from view by both an 8-foot high block wall and 
vegetative screening. Both the block wall and the landscaping will be subject to approval by the 
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City of Temecula and will be consistent with community standards and the surrounding visual 
landscape. Comment Response A-7 addresses the Very Low Density Residential (VL) land use 
designation for the substation location as defined in both the City of Temecula General Plan and 
the City of Temecula Municipal Code. 

 
The MND/IS states that topography and vegetation would restrict views of the subtransmission 
line loop-in and the TSPs to within approximately 0.5 miles. Figure 6.2-1 shows the topographic 
or potential viewshed of the project site; specifically, this figure highlights the locations where 
topography allows a view of the project site, but the assessment does not take into account views 
that would be blocked or obstructed by vegetation and/or development. Figure 6.2-1 shows that 
views of the project site are generally limited to a half mile around the site. Another factor that 
would limit the visibility of project components is distance. Generally, distance zones are 
described in terms of foreground views, middleground views, and background views. Although 
distance zones vary depending on topography, development, and other factors, foreground views 
are commonly limited to those within 0.5 miles. From middleground and background views, 
project components may be visible, but would not be readily distinguishable from their 
surroundings, particularly with the block wall and landscaping surrounding the substation and 
given the light, matte color of the TSPs. 

 
Impacts on aesthetics and visual resources are also discussed in GR-1 above. 

 
A-7 The potential future expansion of the substation equipment would increase the capacity of the 

substation by the addition of up to two more transformers. However, expansion would not 
increase the size of the substation footprint because the transformers would be placed inside the 
boundaries of the proposed substation. 

 
Land use compatibility for the proposed project, including the proposed substation, is analyzed in 
Section 3.9. The land use designation for the substation location is defined in both the City of 
Temecula General Plan and the City of Temecula Municipal Code as Very Low Density 
Residential (VL). The definition of VL in the general plan is single-family detached homes on 
large lots with a rural ranchette character of development. Under the City of Temecula Municipal 
Code, Title 17 Zoning, Chapter 17.06 Residential Districts, Table 17.06.030 Residential Districts, 
public utility facilities in the VL zoning districts are subject to the approval of a conditional use 
permit; however, public utility facilities are not prohibited, and there is no implicit presumption 
of their incompatibility with zoning or land use designations. 

 
The substation would not be a single-family detached home as defined in the City of Temecula 
General Plan land use designation for the site, and the applicant would not seek a conditional use 
permit from the City of Temecula. As a result, the siting of a substation at this location would not 
be consistent with the general plan land use and zoning designations of the City of Temecula. The 
project is exempt from discretionary permits issued by local jurisdictions, however, under CPUC 
GO 131-D Section XIVB. This general order clarifies that local jurisdictions acting pursuant to 
local authority are preempted from regulating electric power line projects, distribution lines, 
substations, or electric facilities constructed by public utilities subject to the CPUC’s jurisdiction. 

 
The MND/IS does not conclude that potential land use impacts are “unmitigable.” While the 
MND/IS does identify the potential for the placement of a typical electrical substation in a 
residential area to result in an indirect impact on the character of the surrounding community, it 
states that the applicant’s project design features for the proposed substation would make its 
appearance more consistent with a rural residential area. These project design features include a 
relatively low profile (PDF AES-2); screening with a block wall, the design of which will be 
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subject to City approval and consistent with community standards (PDF AES-5); perimeter 
landscaping, the design of which will be subject to City approval, to screen the substation, create 
a composition that relates to its surroundings, and use native, drought-tolerant vegetation in 
accordance with City landscape guidelines (PDF AES-6); and a setback from streets (PDF AES-
1) reducing the visual impact. In addition, the MND/IS describes other project design features 
that will be implemented to minimize potential impacts on communities and residences in the 
vicinity of the Triton Substation site, including substation lighting control (PDF AES-3), 
equipment with non-reflective finish (PDF AES-4), and the repair and restoration to pre-
construction conditions of any damage to streets (PDF TT-4). For these reasons, the MND/IS 
concludes that any impact on the surrounding community that could otherwise contribute to a 
physical division would be less than significant. 

 
A-8 Section 3.8 contains information on hydrology and has been revised to address comments raised 

during the public review period. See also response to GR-4 above.  
 

The proposed site for the Triton Substation is at an approximate elevation of 1,160 feet (City of 
Temecula 2010). The site is outside the 100-year flood zone and is mapped on FEMA Flood 
Insurance Rate Maps as Zone X (unshaded) (FEMA 2008, City of Temecula 2010). FEMA does 
not consider Zone X (unshaded) to be in a Special Flood Hazard Area. Zone X (unshaded) is 
defined as “the area determined to be outside the 500-year flood zone and protected by levee from 
100-year flood.” This area is considered to have minimal flood hazard (FEMA 2010b). 

 
The 100-year flood zone begins just east of Los Choras Ranch Road and extends west almost to 
Via Lobo (FEMA 2008, City of Temecula 2010). The previously considered Site B is at an 
approximate elevation of 1,150 feet and lies almost entirely within the 100-year flood zone. The 
MND/IS states that the subtransmission line loop-in, which would be installed on TSPs, would 
cross a flood-hazards area under FEMA that is associated with the Santa Gertrudis Creek; 
however, the neither the proposed substation or the subtransmission line loop-in would be located 
in a watercourse. One or more of the TSPs for the Triton Substation project would be constructed 
within the 100-year flood zone. This area, near the existing 115 kV subtransmission line, is 
mapped on FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps within a Special Flood Hazard Area as Zone A 
(FEMA 2008). This area is considered to have a 1% annual chance of flooding. FEMA has not 
defined a depth of flooding elevation for Zone A (FEMA 2010b). 
 
Construction in areas where there may be flood hazards are subject to design requirements and 
standards of construction to address the potential risks. For example, the applicant would be 
required to ensure the project complies with City of Temecula Municipal Code 15.12.150, 
Standards of construction. Prior to construction, the applicant would be required to obtain a 
grading permit from the City of Temecula. As part of the grading permit, the City requires that 
the applicant conduct a watershed analysis. The City has also requested that the applicant obtain 
and submit a CLOMR for review and approval by the City, the Riverside County Flood Control 
and Water Conservation District, and FEMA (Peters 2009b).  
 
In addition to the watershed analysis, the applicant will perform a hydrology study for a 1-year, 
2-year, 5-year, 10-year, and 100-year flood event based on pre-development and post-
development conditions (Gokbudak and Kao 2009). Final site design and drainage will be subject 
to the conditions of the grading permit (PDF HYDRO-9) and will reflect the information gathered 
from the hydrology study and watershed analysis of the proposed project site. For example, 
conditions of the grading permit may require that the elevation of the property be increased to 
protect from flooding.  



kj

UV79

Nicolas

Norte

M
edusa

Murrieta Hot Springs

Nicolas

Willows

Liefer

W
al

co
tt

General Kearny

Cielo

To
w

n 
Vi

ew

S
er

ap
hi

na

Jo
se

ph

Cardiff

Enfield

C
al

is
to

ga

Pala

G
irasol

Sierra Madre

S
ky

 C
an

yo
n

Vista Del Monte

Milano

R
ive

rto
n

Date Murrieta Hot Springs

Le
on

Ro
rip

au
gh

P
ou

rr
oy

Devitt

C
an

tre
ll

Fie
st

a

B
ut

te
rfi

el
d 

S
ta

ge

Deer Meadow

D
ie

go

S
al

in
as

Commerce

Yardley

E ternity

Se
re

no

W
in

ds
or

Chapos

Stargazer

Torcida

Madero

Gill

S uzi

Beringer

Ju
ne

Cristo

Parkside

Ka
te

ri n
e

Valle Olvera

Marian

Jon Christian Marmion

Senna

T i ar a

Central Park

H
ar

pe
r

H
olden

Via Lobo

Ti
bu

ro
n

N
ap

a 
C

re
ek

Ap
ril

Bogart

Del C

ielo

Carmelita

Chauncey
D

eputy

Whitedove

G
at

os

Klarer

W
arbler

R
idgecr est

Harvest

M
em

or
y

Corte Coelho

Athens

Bolandra

Silver Ridge

Summerfield

Bainbridge

T
an

gl
et

r e
e

K
im

berley

P elican Bay

Keilty

Vista De Oro

M ayacamas

C
herry P

oint

Summerside

C
handler

W

andering

A
m

be
rle

y

Sa
ra

h

Bon
air

e

Iro
n 

H
or

se

B

ow
 B

rid
ge

A
sh

m ill

Jons

Swallow

C
horas R

anch

Dandelion

Flamingo Bay

Savannah Oaks

Destiny

G
a tlin

Clos D
u Val

Sugar Pine

Wellington

Risin
g H

ill

Nob

Novato

P
arkview

Almaden

Rainbow C
reek

Old Trail

Muir

Red Bridge

Bell
ez

a

Ta
na

ge
r

S
ilver O

ak

Mondavi

Ti
sc

ha

Callaway

Tu
rtl

e 
P

on
d

De La M esa

C
ur

va
do

Pe
ggy Lou

Val Verde

C
ar

menet

R
oc

ki
ng

ho
rs

e

G
reenwood

Jessie

Moonlight

A
utum

n W
oods

Felicidad
Valone

Sweetbrier

Tommy

Lo
ne

Sanderling

Hillcrest

Chalk Hill

Willo w Creek

Aussie

Cristo Del R
eyo

Kentfield

Heritage

Hum
boldt

Korbel

Pasada

Saragoza

C
alle C

olibri

Benwood

Mendocino

Ambercorn

Tomale s

Rustic Glen Francis
ca

n

Cay
man

Sier
ra

 L
a V

ida

Brixton

R
am

H
ic

ko
ry

 H
ill

Bodega

Bair
d

Clea
r L

igh
t

G
am

ay

Laurel

A
le

xa
nd

ria

Andrews

San Anselmo

B
ur

to
n 

C
re

ek

C
or

te
 A

lis
os

Magnolia Point

Mill Valley

Chaldon

Fuente

Cor
be

t C
an

yo
n

C
annes

Fetze
r

Te
rr

ill

Arbor

Mills
tre

am

Grand View

Salerno

Andrea

Adian

Everest

St
am

os

D
onom

ore

R
oshani

Je
ffr

ey
 H

ei
gh

ts

Balverne
A

nc
ho

r B
ay

Marlo
w

C
oo

pe
r

Vidette

Corte Lucido

Old Time

Ju
ne

W
ill

ow
s

S
a l

in
as

Murrieta Hot Springs

P
ou

rr
oy

Cielo

Vista De Oro

Parkview

Santa Gertrudis Creek

S
an

 D
ie

go
 A

q u
ed

uc
t

Tu
ea

lo
ta

 C
re

ek

© Ecology & Environment, Inc. GIS Department    Project #
L:\SanFrancisco\CPUC_Triton\Maps\MXD\viewshed2.mxd  06/12/2009

± Substation Viewshed Assessment
CPUC Triton Project

kj
CPUC Triton
Substation

Substation Viewshed
Not Visible

Visible
0 0.25 0.50.125

Miles

kj

Murrieta

Temecula

Wildomar

Sedco Hills

Murrieta Hot Springs

§̈¦215

§̈¦215

UV79

UV79

UV79

Cleveland National Forest

Vail LakeVail Lake

Skinner ReservoirSkinner Reservoir

LakeLake

Tucalota CreekTucalota Creek

0 2 41
Miles

kj
CPUC Triton
Substation

Substation Viewshed
Not Visible

Visible

Figure 6.2-1:
Triton Substation Project

Viewshed Assessment



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This page intentionally left blank 
 



 
   

INITIAL STUDY 

 

 
TRITON SUBSTATION 6-19 MARCH 2010 

 
As stated in PDF HYDRO-6, the TSPs would be engineered to withstand the stresses associated 
with proximity to waterways. Additionally, as stated in PDF HYDRO-7, the applicant will design 
and engineer the proposed Triton Substation and TSPs to facilitate existing drainage patterns. The 
project will comply with local floodplain management practices and drainage and control features 
will be installed where appropriate, as outlined in PDF HYDRO-8. 
 
The MND/IS states that the applicant will apply for a Construction Activities Storm Water 
General Permit (Order 99-08-DWQ) under the federal National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) which would require best management practices (BMPs) to be developed and 
set out within a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). This may include plans for 
100% containment and treatment of runoff before it leaves the proposed substation property, if 
required by the City. Additionally, the City of Temecula will approve final design of site 
drainage, which will be subject to the conditions of the grading permit as outlined in PDF 
HYDRO-9. As described in PDF HYDRO-10, stormwater discharge to existing drainages would 
meet required volumes and quality as prescribed by appropriate state and local authorities. 
 
The requirements that the City of Temecula will impose on the applicant prior to approval and 
issuance of the grading permit will ensure that the substation is designed and constructed in a 
manner that addresses potential risk from flooding and reduces damage to the public and the 
proposed substation. Furthermore, the CPUC expects that the location of the subtransmission line 
poles relative to the ultimate elevation will be determined based on associated drainage 
improvements that the City will require. For these reasons, the proposed project’s potential 
impact from flooding would be less than significant. 

 
A-9 Section 3.7 discusses hazards and hazardous materials and has been updated in response to the 

comment. Temecula Municipal Code 15.16, which is based on the California Fire Code, 
addresses fire code requirements, including the provision of adequate emergency access. The 
CPUC expects the applicant to comply with applicable state and municipal codes. Plans for the 
proposed project are subject to final design revision based on requirements for compliance with 
applicable state and municipal codes. 

 
The applicant has proposed to construct the Triton Substation with a paved access road in 
compliance with the provisions of the California Fire Code. The applicant has stated that it will 
not be constructing a dead-end access road as characterized by the City. The proposed paved 
access road will have adequate areas to allow for vehicles to turn around, and will be designed 
and constructed to support the imposed loads of fire apparatus. Areas of the substation site 
adjacent to the paved portion of the access road will be designed and constructed using a crushed 
rock surface that is sufficient to support the imposed loads of fire apparatus and other large 
vehicles and would also accommodate turn-around of those vehicles within the substation, if 
necessary (Marona 2010a). 

 
Further, the applicant would be required to obtain a building permit from the City of Temecula. 
Prior to issuing the building permit, the City of Temecula Development Department will review 
and plan-check the project to ensure compliance with City codes, ordinances, and policies, 
including compliance with Temecula Municipal Code 15.16.020. As part of the review and plan-
check process and prior to issuing the building permit, project design must be approved including 
fire department clearances such as sprinkler systems and driveway approaches (City of Temecula, 
2009). Because the substation would be constructed with adequate space and sufficient support 
for fire apparatus turn-around, the proposed project would not expose people or structures to a 
significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires. 
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A-10 The MND/IS addresses impacts associated with construction traffic in Section 3.15. The applicant 

would use traffic control services following the guidelines of the Work Area Traffic Control 
Handbook (WATCH) 2009 manual and in accordance with the California Vehicle Code (PDF 
TT-1), the applicant would incorporate protective measures for any work requiring road crossings 
(PDF TT-2), and the applicant would manage traffic according to the WATCH manual to ensure 
an adequate flow of traffic using the measures outlined in PDF TT-3. 

 
The applicant is required to obtain an encroachment permit from the City of Temecula, as 
outlined in Section 1.10. As part of the application for the encroachment permit, the applicant 
must submit construction drawings and a traffic control plan for any work that would take place 
in public streets. 
 
Potential impacts associated with the location of the poles within road rights-of-way are 
addressed in Section 3.15. While some construction activities would take place on the borders of 
existing roadways, including Calle Medusa and Nicolas Road, the project would not require 
modifications to existing roadways. Figure 1-3 in the MND/IS includes the proposed locations of 
the poles. While the ultimate placement of the poles is subject to final design, the potential 
impacts have been fully addressed because the analysis has taken into account the possibility that 
the locations may change within the proposed alignment. A pole may be located at the corner of 
Nicolas Road and Calle Medusa where Nicolas Road turns into Calle Girasol; however, no poles 
would be located along Calle Girasol. 
 
Chapter 1 and Section 3.15 contain information on the applicant’s commitment to repair any 
damage to local streets and restore streets to their pre-project condition (PDF TT-4). 

 
Temecula Municipal Code 15.04.080 requires that existing and proposed electrical, telephone, 
C.A.T.V., telecommunications and similar service wires or cables, carrying below 34 kV 
capacity, which will provide direct service or is adjacent to the property being developed, be 
installed underground. The proposed subtransmission line loop-in would carry above 34 kV 
capacity, therefore the code is not applicable to the subtransmission line loop-in. The proposed 
telecommunications lines, which would be installed both aboveground and underground, are to 
ensure communication among the applicant’s system components. They are not service wires or 
cables and do not provide direct service to adjacent properties, therefore the code is not applicable 
to the telecommunications lines. 

 
A-11 Photographic simulations showing how the project may look after construction may be a useful 

tool in evaluating potential visual impacts associated with a proposed project; however, there is 
not a requirement for an MND/IS to include them.  
 
Although not required under CEQA, the MND/IS did include a number of photographic 
simulations for the proposed project. The visual impact of a project is a function of the 
anticipated visual change and the anticipated visual response of viewer groups. Simulations were 
prepared to assess the visual change that would be introduced by the project. Simulations were 
prepared concurrently with SCE’s revisions to engineering and design; due to overlapping 
schedules, the simulations do not necessarily reflect the most current project design. 
 
For instance, KOP 1 and KOP 2 were prepared using a preliminary design with two TSPs along 
Calle Medusa as opposed to the currently proposed three TSPs. The analysis takes into account 
the additional TSP, and the anticipated change do not affect the conclusions drawn about the 
potential impacts. 
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Additionally, while the simulation for KOP 2 shows the project as it would appear at three stages 
of vegetation growth, the simulations for KOPs 1 and 3 were prepared before the landscape plans 
were developed and, therefore, do not show vegetative screening. Each simulation states that it 
was prepared based on preliminary engineering and specifying which components or features 
may change. With regard to appearance and screening of the project, PDF-AES-1, PDF-AES-5, 
and PDF-AES-6 require minimum setbacks from Calle Medusa and Nicolas Road, require the 
block wall design to be approved by the City of Temecula, and require the landscape design to be 
approved by the City of Temecula. Given these controls, the substation would not appear 
substantially altered from the simulation depictions, and the analysis of impacts on visual 
resources under CEQA would not change. 
 

A-12 Potential effects on the community from light from the proposed project are addressed in Section 
3.1 and revisions have been made to address comments. As stated, construction of the project 
would not create new sources of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or 
nighttime views in the project area. Construction is scheduled during daylight hours and would 
not require daytime lighting. Night lighting would be temporary and of short duration during 
construction, if used. In these cases, the lighting would be directed downward and shielded to 
eliminate offsite spill (PDF AES-3). Because the lighting would be shielded and used on a 
temporary basis if at all, construction of the project would result in a less than significant impact 
on day and nighttime views due to the potential introduction of a new source of light or glare. 
 
In addition, operation of the project would not create a new source of substantial light that would 
adversely affect day or nighttime views. Under normal operating conditions, the substation, 
subtransmission line loop-in, and telecommunications lines would not require nighttime lighting. 
Lighting during operation would be used only on an as needed basis for emergency repairs. The 
applicant would use low-pressure sodium lights located in the switch racks, around the 
transformer banks, and in areas of the yard where emergency repairs may be required (Marona 
2010b). These areas would be shielded from view from motorists, nearby residents, and church 
parishioners by an 8-foot high substation wall as well as landscaping (PDF AES-5 and 
PDF AES-6). Additionally, the lighting would be directed downward and shielded to eliminate 
offsite light spill (PDF AES-3). 
 
The CPUC expects the applicant to comply with applicable state and municipal codes. Riverside 
County Ordinance 655 regulates and specifies criteria for light pollution with regard to the 
Palomar Observatory. Under Ordinance 655, the Triton Substation would be located in Zone B—
between 15 and 45 miles of Palomar Observatory. Under PDF AES-3, lighting would be directed 
downward and shielded. The applicant would also use low-pressure sodium lighting at the 
substation, in accordance with Ordinance 655. Additionally, because lighting at the substation 
would only be used in emergency situations, potential impact from the project’s lighting on the 
Palomar Observatory would be less than significant. 

 
Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians 

B-1 The CPUC notes that the project area crosses Tribal Traditional Use Areas of the Soboba Band of 
Luiseño Indians. 

 
Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians 

B-2 The CPUC notes that the project area crosses culturally sensitive traditional territory of the 
Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians. Your request to be notified is acknowledged, and it is 
confirmed that you are on the list for notifications of all public hearings for this project. All 
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comments received during the public review period for the Draft MND/IS are included in the 
public record and will be taken into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed 
project. During the CEQA review for the proposed project, the CPUC has ensured that the 
applicant notify and seek input from the Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians (PDF CUL-4). The 
Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians may contact the applicant to request further involvement with 
the project. 
 
The CPUC notes that the Tribe is not opposed to the proposed project. MM CUL-1 has been 
revised only with regard to changing the word “sites” to resources. The monitor would be 
qualified by professional standards, with a solid understanding of the cultural resource policies, 
procedures, and federal and state regulations, to evaluate archaeological resources, including 
Native American tribal resources, and know protocol if human remains are discovered. 
 

B-3 Refer to PDF CUL-3, Human Remains Stop Work. 
 

B-4 The applicant will consult with all interested Native American groups, per the recommendation of 
the Native American Heritage Commission, prior to project construction (PDF CUL-4). The 
tribes will be notified at least 30 days prior to ground-disturbing construction activities and 
invited to voluntarily observe ground-disturbing activities and offer any recommendations to the 
qualified archaeological monitor for the project (PDF CUL-4). The Pechanga Band of Luiseño 
Indians may contact the applicant to request further involvement with the project. 

 
Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission 

C-1 Your letter has been forwarded to the applicant. The telecommunications lines would be 
underbuilt on the existing Valley-Auld-Pauba 115 kV subtransmission line; in limited places the 
telecommunications line would be placed underground. The telecommunications lines would be 
lower than the existing electrical lines and would therefore not pose a greater obstruction to air 
navigation than what is currently in place. The project is not expected to result in any other 
hazard to air navigation. No wind turbines or cell towers are proposed as part of the project.  

 
C-2 PDF AES-3, Substation Lighting Control, would ensure that substation lighting is controlled by 

switch and that lighting is only used for nighttime emergency repairs. The lighting would be 
directed downward and shielded to eliminate offsite light spill. Additionally, the applicant would 
use low-pressure sodium lighting at the substation, in accordance with Riverside County 
Ordinance 655 (Marona 2010b). The applicant would not use any flashing lights. Therefore, no 
additional mitigation measures or operational conditions are required. 
 
PDF AES-4, Non-Reflective Finish, would ensure that equipment within the substation have a 
dull, gray non-reflective finish to minimize reflectivity. Non-specular subtransmission cable 
would be installed for the new subtransmission line loop-in to minimize conductor reflectivity. 
The TSPs to be installed for the proposed subtransmission line loop-in from the Triton Substation 
would be galvanized steel; the poles will be gray and non-reflective. Because no reflective 
components would be installed as part of the project, no additional mitigation measures or 
operational conditions are required. 
 
In accordance with the Riverside County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (Riverside County 
2004b), no project component would be expected to generate smoke or water vapor or attract 
large concentrations of birds during construction or normal operating conditions. Therefore, no 
additional mitigation measures or operational conditions are required. 
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The proposed Triton Substation subtransmission loop-in and would be in Compatibility Zone E, a 
zone in which electrical substations and power lines are considered to be generally compatible—
one of three ratings used to evaluate compatibility with specific types of land uses: generally 
compatible, potentially compatible with restrictions, and generally incompatible (Riverside 
County 2004a). The project is not expected to result in electrical interference that would be 
detrimental to aircraft operation or instrumentation and no additional mitigation measures or 
operational conditions are required. 
 
The CPUC expects that the applicant would meet standard conditions that the Airport Land Use 
Commission would require; these are not considered mitigation. 
 

United States Fish and Wildlife Service 

D-1 The applicant conducted protocol-level surveys for the coastal California gnatcatcher, the San 
Diego ambrosia, and the Munz’s onion on the proposed substation property, where most of the 
ground disturbance from construction of the project would occur. The applicant did not conduct 
protocol-level surveys for the Quino checkerspot butterfly on the proposed substation property. 
 
The applicant conducted literature searches and reconnaissance-level surveys for the coastal 
California gnatcatcher, the San Diego ambrosia, and the Munz’s onion for the remainder of the 
project area, including the routes for the subtransmission line loop-in and telecommunications 
lines.  The applicant conducted literature searches for Quino checkerspot butterfly and conducted 
reconnaissance-level surveys for its habitat for the remainder of the project area, including the 
routes for the subtransmission line loop-in and telecommunications lines. 
 
While suitable habitat was determined to be present within the project corridor including for the 
Quino checkerspot butterfly, impacts were not quantified because it was determined that they 
could be avoided through implementation of mitigation measures. The applicant has the technical 
ability to feasibly avoid any sensitive habitat by modifying project design and has committed to 
measures to avoid impacts on special status species. Section 3.4 has been revised to provide 
additional clarification of how impact avoidance would be achieved. 
 
Additional references and information about the Quino checkerspot butterfly were added (Section 
3.4.1.3, Summary of Biological Surveys, Invertebrates; Section 3.4.2, Environmental Impacts and 
Mitigation Measures, Quino checkerspot butterfly; and Mitigation Measure BIO-5, Protection of 
Quino checkerspot butterfly). MM BIO-5 now specifies that pre-construction surveys for the 
Quino checkerspot butterfly be conducted according to United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
protocols. Mitigation Measure BIO-1 (MM BIO-1), Limit Removal of Native Vegetation 
Communities, was modified to specifically address the Quino checkerspot butterfly and strict 
avoidance of its host plants. A dust suppression requirement was added to MM BIO-2, Best 
Management Practices, to further provide protection to sensitive plants, including host plants for 
the Quino checkerspot butterfly, from excessive dust.  
 
MM BIO-3, Protection of Special Status Plant Species, was modified to ensure that survey 
timing, coverage, and species targeted are clearly specified. Surveys will be conducted no more 
than 1 year prior to construction of the proposed project. Plants identified as Narrow Endemic 
and sensitive will be surveyed for within the Criteria Area Species Survey Area 4 of the Western 
Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP). Additionally, MM 
BIO-3 was modified to ensure that no construction work will occur until pre-construction surveys 
have been completed and results submitted to wildlife agencies. The text was modified to specify 
where and how avoidance of special status plants and associated soils would occur by project 
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activity. Overhead installation of telecommunication lines will be accomplished by crews on foot 
as necessary to negotiate flagged resources, and pole and line installation will avoid and span all 
flagged resources. In addition, further specification regarding Participating Special Entity (PSE) 
status, should this be required, was added to the mitigation measure. 
 
Avoidance measures were further clarified in MM BIO-4, Protection of Special Status Wildlife 
Species, to provide the specific steps by which avoidance would occur. MSHCP requirements 
were also added to MM BIO-4. 
 

D-2 Under MM BIO-3 and MM BIO-4, if the applicant cannot avoid construction activities in areas 
where there are special status plants or wildlife present, then the applicant will become a PSE 
under the Western Riverside County MSHCP. As a PSE, the applicant will consult with wildlife 
agencies, and the Western Riverside County Regional Conservation Authority, and follow the 
provisions set forth in the MSHCP. 
 
Because of the changes identified above, checklist item “f” was also changed from Less Than 
Significant with Mitigation Incorporation to No Impact. Provided avoidance to special status 
species and protected resources is maintained, the project would not conflict with the provisions 
of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other 
approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. 
 

6.2.2 Applicant 
 
E-1 Revision made as suggested. 
 
E-2 Revision made as suggested. 
 
E-3 Revision made as suggested. 
 
E-4 Revision made as suggested. 
 
E-5 Revision made as suggested. 
 
E-6 Revision made as suggested. 
 
E-7 The paragraph was revised in response to the comment. 
 
E-8 The mitigation requirements would ensure the impact would be reduced to a level that is less than 

significant and were therefore not removed. The mitigation measure was revised, however, for 
clarity and to emphasize coordination with the RCA and Wildlife Agencies, as applicable, for 
consistency with the Western Riverside County MSHCP. 

 
E-9 The mitigation measures section of the MND/IS has been updated to be consistent with the 

changes to mitigation measures in the impact section. 
 
E-10 The mitigation requirements would ensure the impact would be reduced to a level that is less than 

significant and were therefore not removed. The mitigation measure was revised, however, for 
clarity and to emphasize coordination with the RCA and Wildlife Agencies, as applicable, for 
consistency with the Western Riverside County MSHCP. 
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E-11 The mitigation measures section of the MND/IS has been updated to be consistent with the 
changes to mitigation measures in the impact section. 

 
E-12 Revision made as suggested. 
 
E-13 The mitigation measures section of the MND/IS has been updated to be consistent with the 

changes to mitigation measures in the impact section. 
 
E-14 Revision made as suggested. 
 
E-15 The mitigation measures section of the MND/IS has been updated to be consistent with the 

changes to mitigation measures in the impact section. 
 
E-16 Regarding provision of escape ramp, revision made as suggested. Suggested revision for the 

applicant to maintain fencing around the entire project was not made because it was determined to 
be impractical, given the entire project extends from the Auld Substation in Murrieta to the 
proposed Triton Substation and the Moraga Substation in Temecula, and it also includes remote 
substations such as Valley, Stadler, and others. 

 
E-17 The paragraph was revised to clarify that the structures were removed. 
 
E-18 Revision made as suggested. 
 
E-19 Revision made as suggested. 
 
E-20 The proposed project includes construction of seven new and one new or modified TSP to 

support the subtransmission line, so the word “approximately” was not added to the sentence. The 
minor revision to the description of the TSP was made as suggested. 

 
E-21 Revision made as suggested. 
 
E-22 PDF HYDRO-2 was revised to change the requirement from a 50-foot buffer to a 100-foot buffer, 

making the applicant’s commitment on the handling of hazardous materials more stringent and 
consistent with MM HAZ-1. 

 
E-23 Revision made as suggested. 
 
E-24 The suggested revision was not made because, with the exception of the one existing TSP that 

would be modified or replaced and which is taller, the proposed seven new TSPs would be a 
maximum of 85 feet high. 

 
E-25 Revision not made because the comment is superceded by comment E-29. 
 
E-26 Revision was not made. As stated in Section 1.8.6.5 weekend, evening, and night work may also 

be required and would depend on local permit requirements. 
 
E-27 The revision was not made because PDF TT-3 states, “Though some construction worker 

commutes may be required during peak traffic hours, the majority of construction workers will 
begin work at 6:00 AM and end at 3:00 PM.” 

 
E-28 Revision made as suggested. 
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E-29 Revision made as suggested. 
 
6.2.3 Individuals 
 
The general response codes that are applicable to each of the responses to comments from individuals are 
indexed in Table 6-1. 
 
Suzanne and John Zychowicz 

F-1 The CPUC acknowledges your request to file as interested parties in proceedings on the project. 
 
F-2 You are included on the project mailing list to receive any notifications related to the project. 
 
F-3 Refer to GR-7: Public Notification. 
 
F-4 All comments received during the public review period for the Draft MND/IS are included in the 

public record and will be taken into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed 
project. Section 3.1 addresses aesthetics and visual resources. Section 3.9 addresses land use. 
Section 3.11 addresses noise. Refer to the response to the City of Temecula’s comments 
regarding the analysis of visual impacts (A-4 and A-6) and GR-1: Aesthetics and Visual. For 
response to comments on effects on homeowners and equity in property, refer to GR-6: Property 
Values. For response to comments on land uses, refer to the response to the City of Temecula’s 
comments regarding land use (A-7) and GR-5: Land Use and Planning. Refer also to the response 
to the City of Temecula’s comments regarding an EIR and the adequacy of the MND/IS under 
CEQA (A-1 and A-3). 

 
F-5 Refer to the response to the City of Temecula’s comments regarding hydrology (A-8) and GR-4: 

Hydrology. 
 
F-6 Refer to the response to the City of Temecula’s comments regarding land use (A-7) and GR-5: 

Land Use and Planning. 
 
F-7 All comments received during the public review period for the Draft MND/IS are included in the 

public record and will be taken into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed 
project. Section 3.7 addresses potential hazards. Refer also to the response to the City of 
Temecula’s comments regarding health and safety (A-9) and GR-3: Hazards Including Electric 
and Magnetic Fields. 

 
F-8 Refer to the response to the City of Temecula’s comments regarding an EIR and the adequacy of 

the MND/IS under CEQA (A-1 and A-3). 
 
F-9 Refer to the response to the City of Temecula’s comments regarding hydrology (A-8) and GR-4: 

Hydrology. 
 
F-10 Refer to GR-6: Property Values. 
 
F-11 All comments received during the public review period for the Draft MND/IS are included in the 

public record and will be taken into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed 
project. The applicant’s purpose and need for the proposed project are presented in Section 1.8.2. 
It should be noted that the CPUC is required to evaluate the environmental effects from the 
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proposed project prior to its decision on the application for a permit to construct irrespective of 
the need for the project. Refer also to GR-2: Alternatives.  

 
6.2.4 Comment Letters and Public Meeting Transcript 
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