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OUR FILE No.

B0036-004
July 14, 2016

VIA EMAIL (VIG.ASP@ene.com)

California Public Utilities Commission
RE: VIG/ASP

c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.
505 Sansome Street, Suite 300

San Francisco, California 94111

Re: Draft EIR on the Alberhill System Project

Dear Sir or Madam:

On behalf of our client, BBG KRG, Inc. ("BBG-KRG"), we submit the following
comments on the Draft EIR for the Valley-lvyglen Project and the Alberhill System Project | 108-2
(hereinafter, "DEIR"). BBG KRG is the owner of the property that is identified in the DEIR as
Alternative DD for the location of the Alberhill Substation.

Il OBJECTION TO TIMING OF NOTIFICATION THAT ALTERNATIVE DD HAD
BEEN BELATEDLY SELECTED FOR EVALUATION IN THE DEIR

BBG KRG did not learn that its property was being considered as an alternative site for the
Alberhill Substation until after the DEIR was released in May 2016. As an initial matter, BBG
KRG objects to the fact that it was not notified earlier in the environmental review process that
its property was being considered by the PUC as an alternative site for the Alberhill Substation.

Alternative DD was not among the 33 sites evaluated for the Alberhill Project in the
Alternatives Screening Report that was prepared by Ecology and Environment for the PUC and
released in August 2015. As indicated in the brief (11-page) "Addendum to the Valley-Ivyglen
and Alberhill Project EIR Alternatives Screening Report,” issued in February 2016 (hereinafter,
"Addendum"), "two additional alternatives for the Alberhill Project have been identified."”
Alternative DD was one of the two. As the PUC correctly noted in its May 6, 2015, "Notice of | 108-3
Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report” on the Alberhill Project, "CEQA requires
agencies to ... inform the public of potential impacts and alternatives, and facilitate public
involvement in the assessment process.” In light of those CEQA requirements, BBG KRG
submits that having identified Alternative DD as an alternative that would be evaluated in the
DEIR, the PUC had an obligation to notify BBG KRG, and the public generally, no later than
February 2016, that it had belatedly decided to include its property as an alternative in the DEIR.
The PUC should have also at that time conducted another public scoping meeting to obtain input
on the addition of the two alternatives to the Alberhill Substation Project.

4812-7403-2177.4
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1. THE DEIR'S ADDENDUM TO THE ALTERNATIVES SCREENING REPORT IS
DEFICIENT IN THAT IT FAILS TO EXPLAIN HOW ALTERNATIVE DD WAS
BELATEDLY SELECTED FOR EVALUATION

CEQA requires that an EIR explain how the project alternatives were selected for analysis.
See CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6(c) ("The EIR should briefly describe the rationale for selecting
the alternatives to be discussed...."). Neither the DEIR nor the accompanying Addendum explains
how and why Alternative DD was selected some time before February 2016 (when the Addendum
was released), but after August 2015 (when the Alternatives Screening Report was released). As
noted in Section | above, all that is said about the matter in the Addendum is that "[s]ince the
completion of the 2015 Alternatives Screening Report, two additional alternatives have been
identified." Addendum, at 2. This conclusory statement of fact is not the "rationale" required by
CEQA.

I11.  THE DEIR'S CONCLUSION THAT ALTERNATIVE DD IS THE
ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE FOR THE ALBERHILL
SUBSTATION PROJECT IS NOT SUPPORTED BY SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE

A. The Legal Standard

CEQA requires that an EIR "include sufficient information about each alternative to allow
meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project.” 14 Cal. Code Regs.
(hereinafter "CEQA Guidelines") § 15126.6(d); see also Laurel Heights Improvement Ass'n v.
Regents of Univ. of Cal. (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 406 (analysis of alternatives should be "explain[ed]
in meaningful detail™) and Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d
692, 733 (absence of comparative data precluded meaningful consideration of alternatives).

The DEIR falls woefully short of meeting this standard. It devotes more than 500 pages to
Chapter 4, which — supplemented by numerous appendices comprising at least as many pages — to
evaluating the environmental impacts of the applicant's proposed site for the Alberhill Substation
and the Valley-lvyglen Project, but a scant 35 pages to Chapter 5, "Comparison of Alternatives,"
which purports to be the "meaningful evaluation” CEQA requires of the applicant's proposed
project as well as six alternatives to the Valley-lvyglen Project and three alternatives to the
Alberhill Substation. Other than general reference to seven documents (two of which are State of
California documents concerning greenhouse gas emissions), there are no technical appendices
supporting the DEIR's conclusion that Alternative DD is environmentally superior to the
applicant's proposed site for the Alberhill Substation.

4812-7403-2177.4
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B. The DEIR Is Misleading in Evaluating Alternatives As to Resource Areas for
Which the Applicant's Proposed Site Will Not Have Significant Impacts

Table 5-2, which purports to summarize the analysis of project alternatives and the
determination that Alternative DD is the environmentally superior alternative, is misleading
insofar as it includes 11 resource areas as to which the applicant's proposed site for the Alberhill
Substation would have less than significant impacts, either with or without mitigation. By
including those 11 resource areas, Table 5-2 identifies Alternative DD as being the
"environmentally superior alternative™ as to six resource areas, when three of those six resource
areas are irrelevant to the alternatives analysis. This is the case because the DEIR finds that the
applicant's proposed Alberhill Substation site would have significant and unavoidable impacts
only as to three resource areas: (1) aesthetics; (2) air quality; and (3) and noise and vibration.
(DEIR, at 5-24.) Under CEQA, as the DEIR concedes, the purpose of an alternatives analysis ...
is to identify feasible alternatives that would attain most of the basic objectives of the project being
proposed while avoiding or substantially reducing at least one of its significant effects.” (DEIR,
at 5-1, citing Pub. Res. Code § 21002 (emphasis supplied).) Accordingly, if the project as
proposed would have insignificant impacts on 11 other resource areas, it is immaterial under
CEQA that alternatives to the proposed project would have reduced impacts on those 11 other
resource areas, because CEQA's alternatives analysis is intended to avoid the proposed project's
significant impacts. So it is immaterial that Alternative DD would allegedly have "reduced"
impacts on biological resources, public services and utilities, and transportation and traffic, since
the project located at the site proposed by the applicant would not have significant effects on those
resources.

In addition, as to one of the three resource areas as to which the project as proposed by the
applicant would have a significant and unavoidable impact — air quality impacts during
construction — the DEIR concludes that Alternative DD would have "similar" impacts. (DEIR, at
5-24.) And, as to noise and vibration impacts, as to which Alternative DD is claimed to have
"reduced"” impacts as compared to the applicant's proposed project site, the noise and vibration
impacts are temporary, as they would occur solely during the construction process. Accordingly,
the DEIR's evaluation of alternatives to the Alberhill Substation actually concludes that Alternative
DD is purportedly "environmentally superior” as to impacts on only one resource area — aesthetics
— and one resource area on a temporary basis, noise and vibration during construction. This
conclusion is not evident either from a quick review of Table 5-2, nor from a review of Chapter 5.

Moreover, the DEIR's conclusion that Alternative DD is "environmentally superior” on
account of aesthetic considerations is not supported by the facts. The DEIR states that a substation
located at Alternative DD would be "mostly shielded" from I-15 by existing topographic features
located east of I-15 (DEIR, at 5-28.) Although a ridge now located on the western part of the

4812-7403-2177.4
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Serrano Commerce Center property would shield views of a substation located at Alternative DD
from the 1-15 segment that immediately abuts that property to the west, other segments of 1-15 —
specifically, those to the north and the south of the Serrano Commerce Center property, afford
plain views of a substation (and associated transmission lines) located at Alternative DD.
Moreover, the ridge that now would "mostly shield" a substation located at Alternative DD from
views from the immediately abutting segment of 1-15 will be lowered by 80 to 120 feet as part of
implementation of Riverside County Specific Plan No. 353 (adopted in September 2010) for the
development of the Serrano Commerce Center (hereinafter, the "Serrano Specific Plan" or "SSP").
(See SSP, 11-37.)

C. The DEIR Fails to Address Potential Impacts of Locating the Alberhill
Substation and Associated Transmission Towers and Lines at Alternative DD

As noted above, Alternative DD is located on property that is covered by the SSP,
encompassing 489 acres. As the Final EIR for the SSP makes clear, the SSP was carefully
designed (including dozens of mitigation measures) to avoid or reduce impacts to sensitive water,
biological, cultural, recreational and other resources within and adjacent to the area encompassed
by the SSP.

The DEIR for the Alberhill Substation utterly fails to address how location of the substation
and associated transmission towers and lines would affect the integrity of the SSP, including but
not limited to the ability to implement the approved land uses and the dozens of required
mitigation measures. The attached letter from L & L Environmental, Inc., which has served as
the environmental consultant for biological, archeological, paleontological and water quality
issues on the area encompassed by the SSP from 2002 through the present, identifies many of the
issues that should have been addressed in the DEIR's evaluation of Alternative DD, but were not.

The L & L Environmental letter also identifies many potential impacts of locating the
Alberhill Substation and associated transmission towers and lines at Alternative DD on the
existing mining operations on the area encompassed by the SSP. These potential land use and
resource impacts should have been addressed in the DEIR, but were not.

In addition, the DEIR fails to provide any information as to how access would be provided
to the Alternative DD site, which presently lacks any such access. The land use, transportation,
and air quality impacts of providing unspecified access to that site, unless the access is presumed
to be identical to that included in the Serrano Commerce Center, in which case those impacts may
be (but may not be) consistent with the Final EIR for the SSP.

Also with respect to potential land use impacts of Alternative DD, the DEIR should include
an analysis of the land use impacts of removing 42.9 acres (assumed to be needed for the Alberhill
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Substation if constructed at Alternative DD) from the SSP. In addition to the 42.9 acres claimed
to be needed for the substation if located at Alternative DD, siting the Alberhill Substation at
Alternative DD may limit development of the remaining parcels comprising the Serrano
Commerce Center, e.g., through easements needed for transmission lines and to ensure public
safety. Those potential land use effects should be discussed in the DEIR.

In summary, BBG KRG submits that the DEIR's analysis of the potential environmental
impacts of locating the Alberhill Substation at Alternative DD is cursory and incomplete, and its
conclusion that Alternative DD is the "environmentally superior" alternative is flawed.
Accordingly, the DEIR is inadequate under CEQA to support a decision by the PUC to approve
Alternative DD as the site for the Alberhill Substation.

Sincerely,

EvelynF{ Helglber ‘

EFH:ka
Attachment

4812-7403-2177.4

108-12

108-13


hitchingsj
Line

hitchingsj
Line


el & ‘,Ar._._.i'.i)f»{“I:‘GULATOF?Y SERVICES
BIOLOGICAL & CULTURAL INVESTIGATIONS & MONITORING

July 12, 2016

Evelyn F. Heidelberg

Crosbie Gliner Schiffman Southard & Swanson LLP
12750 High Bluff Drive, Suite 250

San Diego, California 92130

858.779.1718

eheidelberg@cgs3.com

REGARDING: COMMENTS ON THE SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON ALBERHILL SUBSTATION DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, ALTERNATIVE DD.

L&L Environmental, Inc. (L&L) is the environmental consultant for biological, archaeological,
paleontological, and regulatory agency / jurisdictional analysis on the Serrano Specific Plan
(SSP) and has been active on the property for 14 years covering the period of 2002 through
2016. Our services include studies and general support services for both the SSP entitlements
and the on-going Ben'’s Mine/Serrano Clay Mine currently operating on a portion of the property
encompassed by the SSP. As a part of our actions, we have reviewed the Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR) and maps for the Alternative DD of the proposed Southern California
Edison (Edison) Alberhill Substation, Transmission Towers, and Lines Project.

L&L has also provided services to the Eagle Glen Specific Plan and the Retreat Specific Plan,
as well as several other projects in the area including: Renaissance Ranch, the Walecki
Residential Project, the vy Glen Project, Tom’s Farm, portions of the Wild Rose Residential and
Commercial Development, Infrastructure Related to the Lee Lake Water District and the Village
Specific Plan, etc. Due to our long-term association with the Temescal Valley and more
specifically the SSP and Ben’s Mine/Serrano Clay Mine, we were asked to summarize issues
raised by the DEIR for the Edison Alberhill Substation pertaining to the analysis of locating the
substation at Alternative DD (LNI CV, attached).

\\Fileserver\ [l documents \SERVER PROJECT FILES\ UNIFIED PROJECTS \RD-02-182 Mission Clay Products\So Cal
Edison\Comment Letter\RD.02.182.DEIR-Comments (draft).docx,

Celebrating 20 Years of Service to Southern CA and the Great Basin, WBE Certified (Caltrans, CPUC, WBENC)
Mailing Address: 700 East Redlands Blod, Suite U, PMB#351, Redlands CA 92373
Delivery Address: 721 Nevada Street, Suite 307, Redlands, CA
o Phone & 909-335-9897 © L 909-335-9893
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Comments on the Edison _Alberfiill Substation OEIR,
Temescal Valley Area, Riverside County, (A July - 2016

The comments are listed below in two (2) general categories; the SSP and Ben’s Mine/Serrano
Clay Mine; and four (4) resource areas, including biological, archaeological, paleontological, and
regulated drainages or riparian riverine features. We hope this information will be useful in
outlining the analysis that should be undertaken in connection with Alternative DD.

The Serrano Specific Plan

The SSP covers 489 acres overlooking and paralleling the Temescal Wash, segments of which
are a protected waterway under Section 303 of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C §1251). The
area encompassed by the SSP also includes several territories of the federally endangered
least Bell's vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus; LBV), a historic railroad alignment, significant cultural
resources, including a prehistoric rock art feature, the remains of a historic adobe and vineyard,
habitat for the coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica; CAGN) a Species
of Special Concern in California and federally Threatened, and narrow endemic soils capable of
supporting sensitive botanical species. Portions of eleven (11) waterways that have been
determined to be “waters of the United States” under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (ACOE) pursuant to the Federal Clean Water Act are present in the area
encompassed by the SSP. Sensitive habitats are present within these streambed resources,
including alluvial fan sage, a protected/imperiled habitat under the Riverside County Multiple
Species Habitat Plan (MSHCP) and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW).

The SSP entitlements were carefully designed to avoid and minimize impacts to sensitive
resources and mitigate unavoidable impacts. As a result of the presence of these sensitive
resources, the horizontal and vertical impacts allowed under the SSP are highly constrained. A
critical part of the development plan is the restoration of the floodplain on the northern limits of
the area subject to the SSP, which was altered during past developments located to the north of
the SSP. Another critical aspect is the avoidance of impacts to the Temescal Wash and the

special-status species associated with the wash.

Edison Substation Development and the Serrano Specific Plan

The Edison Alberhill DEIR indicate that Alternative DD would locate the proposed substation on
lands planned for use by the SSP, more particularly, approximately 42.9 acres in Planning Area
5 at the northeastern section of the area covered by the SSP. Siting the Edison Alberhill

Substation at this location would:

RD.02.182.DEIR-Comments.docx. Page 2 of 13 LelL
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Comments on the Edison Alberkiill Substation DEIR,
Temescal Valley Area, Riverside County, CA July - 2016

1.

Interfere, alter, or prevent the SSP from implementing mitigation measures that offset
impacts to regulated streambeds, as governed by the CDFW under Fish and Game
Code section 1600 et seq., Waters of the State, as governed by the Regional Water
Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and Waters of the U.S., as defined and regulated by
the Clean Water Act and managed by the ACOE. This interference with or alteration of
required mitigation measures would occur by constraining the physical placement of the
development pursuant to the SSP and /or the planned avoidance of regulated
streambeds, and the SSP mitigation measures via the restriction or elimination of lands
planned for restoration as Waters of the U.S. and State (mitigation plan). The SSP
FEIR (page 7) states the planned mitigation, which includes the creation of 7.27 acres of
soft bottom channel, will occur primarily in Coldwater Canyon. While these lands are not
immediately within Planning Area 5, they are immediately adjacent to Planning Area 5
and partially within Planning Area 12 (Open Space and Conservation Area). The direct
and indirect impact of the Edison Substation to the SSP elevations, horizontal
placement, and critical slope design should be addressed for impacts to jurisdictional
areas in the Edison Alberhill Substation EIR.

Interfere with or remove the ability of the SSP to construct, operate, or maintain the
planned underground structural water quality and recycling system which reduces
project impacts to the protected Temescal Wash, jurisdictional waters, and Waters of the
State and U.S both on and off the project site. The SSP FEIR Section 3: Project
Description, pages 3-12 through 22, describe a highly complex and phased water quality
treatment and storage system. This includes two structural underground water storage
reservoirs, underground connecting pipelines, and surface collection and surface flow
channels. The Conceptual Drainage and Phase Plan (SSP FEIR, figures 3-7 / pages 3-
15) shows the location of one of the reservoirs within Planning Area 5 and one
immediately adjacent in Planning Area 6. It is clear from an examination of this design
that the proposed Edison Substation if located at Alternative DD, would directly impact a
large portion of this system. This will change the balance of offsetting and minimization
of impact measures for the SSP. The consequence of this impact should be addressed
in the Edison Alberhill Substation EIR.

If the underground water quality basin (WQB) and recycling system cannot be
constructed due to the placement of the Edison Alberhill Substation at the Alternative DD
site, the SSP may not be able to utilize or economically store the volume of rock that will
be generated by the SSP construction grading operation. The SSP FEIR page 3-27

RD.02.182.DEIR-Comments.docx, Page 3 of 13 L&l
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Comments on the Edison Alberhill Substation DEIR,
Temescal Valley Area, Riverside County, CA July - 2016

describes the placement of this material in the constructed fills. The inability to use the
rock generated during the grading operation as structural fill for the WQB would dictate
the balance of the cut and fill operation, causing the material to be trucked to and from
off-site locations. If materials were exported from the SSP, this would change the
balance of the air quality calculations (SSP FEIR pages 4.1 48 through 49 and page 4.4-
13), the fiscal analysis (SSP FEIR page 4.1-48), and the Temporary Construction
Impacts on Traffic / Roads (SSP FEIR page 4.4-23 and 4.4-25). It would also affect the | 108-21
vertical placement or constructed elevation of the build-out for the SSP (SSP FEIR page
37). A major concern in the design of the SSP was to control the grade (vertical rise) of
the relocated Temescal Canyon Road, which bisects the planned SSP development.
The percent grade increase over the relatively short project distance will affect the ability
of the Temescal Canyon Road to support heavy loaded trucks through the Serrano
Commerce Center. One main beneficial effect of the SSP is a solution to a major
localized traffic issue on the existing Temescal Canyon Road. Building the Edison
Substation at this location could impact the development of this planned road
improvement. The Edison Alberhill Substation EIR should include an analysis of these
direct, indirect and cumulative potential impacts created by potential elevational changes
to the SSP design.

4. If the ending or constructed elevation of the SSP changes, it could impact the avoidance
and minimization measures designed to prevent direct and indirect impacts to seven (7)
known territories of LBV. Page 4.6-12, of the SSP FEIR discusses twenty-two (22)
acres of suitable habitat for LBV, and one pair of LBV were observed within this area.
Six (6) LBV territories were detected immediately adjacent to the SSP within the
Temescal Wash. During early consultations with the Riverside Conservation Authority
and the wildlife agencies (United States Fish and Wildlife Service /CDFW), a concern for | 108-22
setback and elevational distance was received. As a result of those consultations, the
SSP was revised to offset potential noise from construction activities, as well as post-
development noise, which could impair reproductive behaviors of the LBV. Any change
to the design elevation and setback distances set forth in the SSP that may be required
if the Edison Alberhill Substation were located at Alternative DD should be analyzed for
the potential to impair the long-term survival of the LBV. The direct, indirect and
cumulative impacts to the LBV should be addressed in the Edison Alberhill Substation
EIR.

RD.02.182.DEIR-Comments.docx. Page 4 of 13 Lell
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Comments on the Edison Alberfill Substation DEIR,
Temescal Valley Area, Riverside County, CA July - 2016

5.

If the ending or constructed elevation of the SSP were to change as a consequence of
the Edison Alberhill Substation being located at Alternative DD, it would impact the
ability of development within the Serrano Commerce Center to prevent human contact
with or public knowledge of significant cultural resources. During the approval of the
SSP, measures were designed to provide a physical barrier which would be located
immediately adjacent to Alternative DD. The suitability of Alternative DD and the
potential for impacts to sensitive cultural resources should be evaluated by the
Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians (Tribe). The SSP FEIR contains an extensive and
detailed comment letter (SSP FEIR, pages 20-27) which explains the importance of the
SSP lands to the tribe. Expressed concerns include potential impacts to two known
Luisefio village complexes (Tuu’ uv and Paxavxa) and toota yixelval (rock art,
pictographs, and petroglyphs) which are present in the Temescal Valley and specifically
in SSP area. The exact location of these resources can not be circulated in a public
document but the potential impact should be addressed in the Edison Substation EIR.
Several consultations will occur during the development of the SSP lands. The tribe’s
letter mentions one in their assertion that they should be involved in any regulatory
permits (which would be a Section 106 Consultation at the Federal Level). Not
mentioned in the Tribe’s letter is AB52 (California State Legislation) which postdates the
SSP entitlements. Under this legislation, any new application for entittements would
open consultation with any interested Tribe. The direct and indirect consequence of this
action could substantially change the SSP entitlements. The potential impacts of
selection of Alternative DD on the referenced cultural resources should be addressed in
the Edison Alberhill Substation EIR.

Development within the area encompassed by the SSP will require a Clean Water Act
section 404 permit to address the impacts to Jurisdictional Waters of the U.S. During this
process, due to the co-occurrence of a federally listed (Endangered Species Act [ESA])
species, a US Fish and Wildlife / Army Corps of Engineers Section 7 consultation will be
required. At that same time, because of the presence of cultural resources a Section
106 (National Historic Preservation Act Consultation) between the ACOE and the State
Historic Preservation Officer will be required. Regulatory permits are not in place at this
time, and consequently, consultations have not occurred for the SSP. Any such
consultation between Edison and the regulatory agencies in connection with the
development of the Alberhill Substation at Alternative DD could dramatically affect the
proposed consultations to support planned development under the SSP. The sequence

RD.02.182.DEIR-Comments.docx, Page 5 qf 13 Lell
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Comments on the Edison Alberfill Substation DEIR,
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and the consequence of this action should be addressed in the Edison Alberhill
Substation EIR.

7. SSP Planning Area 5 contains at least one recorded location of the common fairy shrimp
species, Versatile fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lindahl)). Two other listed species,
Riverside fairy shrimp (Streptocphalus woottoni; federally Endangered) and vernal pool
fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi, federally Threatened) have a potential to occur within
the SSP (SSP FEIR page 4.6-13) More recent studies conducted within the SSP found
the Versitile fairy shrimp within Planning Area 5 and concludes that Planning Area 5 is | 108-25
within the known range of the S woottoni (RECON 2013). Impacts to the fairy shrimp
were not addressed in the Edison Alberhill Substation EIR and should be analyzed as a
part of the public review process. Impacts to jurisdictional vernal pools require permits
under the Clean Water Act Sections 401 and 404. The direct impact to occupied pools
as well and the potential for listed branchiopods to occur should be addressed in the
Edison Alberhill Substation EIR.

8. The inclusion of the Edison Alberhill Substation within the boundary of the SSP would
increase the cumulative, direct and indirect impacts to ESA/sensitive biological
resources and impact the SSP avoidance and minimization/mitigation measures, related 108.26

archaeological resources, and regulated waters, thereby changing the analysis of those

cumulative impacts and the ability of the SSP to obtain regulatory permits prior to
development (SSP FEIR page 4.6-14-15). The direct and indirect consequence of this

action should be addressed in the Edison Alberhill Substation EIR.

9. The inclusion of the Edison Alberhill Substation at Alternative DD would change the SSP
project description and could force a reevaluation of the amended SSP project under the
FEIR for the SSP, which is the basis for obtaining regulatory permits for development
pursuant to the SSP. CDFW will require the project description in the CEQA document 108-27
to match the project description in the Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreements (SSP
FEIR, Section 3-1). An analysis of the potential impact of the selection of Alternative DD
on the entitlements of the SSP should be addressed in the Edison Alberhill Substation
EIR.

10. At least a portion of the area encompassed by the SSP sits on the Silverado Formation,
which is known to yield fossil resources (SSP FEIR, pages 2-9). The South Corona area
underwent alternating periods of marine coverage and terrestrial exposure. Areas | 108-28
immediately adjacent to the SSP have yielded high quality and quantity of fossils of both
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marine and terrestrial origin. Specifically, the Retreat Specific Plan and the Chase
Ranch Specific Plan contained fossilized material from freshwater ponds (turtle and fish),
forest and wetlands (leaves), and marine (shark and pinnipeds) terrestrial mammals
(bison, camel, horse, and rodents) among others. An analysis of the potential for direct
impacts to these resources should be included in the Edison Alberhill Substation EIR.

Edison Transmission Towers and Lines and the Serrano Specific Plan

In addition to the direct and indirect impacts to the SSP resources and entitlements from
locating the Edison Alberhill Substation at Alternative DD as outlined above, environmental
impacts from the Transmission Towers and Lines should also be considered, given the

following:

1.

The Transmission Towers and Lines would directly, indirectly, and cumulatively impact a
protected water body, the Temescal Wash, within and adjacent to the SSP lands. The
impact to avian species (LBV) was not addressed as stated above, nor was water quality
impacts related to the construction and maintenance of these facilities. These matters
should be addressed in the Edison Alberhill Substation EIR.

The Transmission Towers and Lines would affect vertical and horizontal clearances and
control future development under and around these structures. Alterations to vertical
and horizontal clearances may significantly affect the SSP entitlements, and therefore
should be addressed in the Edison Alberhill Substation EIR.

The Transmission Towers and Lines would affect the functions and values of the habitat
within and adjacent to the area encompassed by the SSP, and would impact the balance
of the avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures planned for the SSP. These
issues were not addressed in the Edison Alberhill Substation EIR.

The Transmission Towers and Lines may affect the location of that portion of the
planned County trail system located in Planning Area 12 of the SSP (which forms the
entire northern boundary of Planning Area 5) and the beneficial uses or functions and
values that it offers to the community. Certain uses may not be suitable under these
lines or adjacent to these towers, and for that reason, the location of the Transmission
Towers and Lines associated with locating the Edison Alberhill Substation at Alternative

RD.02.182.DEIR-Comments.docx, Page 7 of 13 Lelf,
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Comments on the Edison Alberhill Substation DEIR,
Temescal Valley Area, Riverside County, CA July - 2016

DD may have an impact on the horizontal and vertical design of the SSP. These issues
should be addressed in the Edison Alberhill Substation EIR.

5. The Transmission Towers and Lines would limit and change the development footprint
within the area encompassed by the SSP, impacting the overall buildout of the Serrano
Commerce Center and the balance of the avoidance and mitigation measures required
as part of the FEIR for the SSP. These issues should be addressed in the Edison
Alberhill Substation EIR.

6. The Transmission Towers and Lines may affect SSP access and circulation patterns,
which may alter the avoidance and minimization measures, as well as the calculations
for transportation/traffic impacts. These actions could affect the off-setting noise
measures related to the LBV and jurisdictional areas. These issues should be
addressed in the Edison Alberhill Substation EIR.

7. The Transmission Towers and Lines could directly affect the agreement to avoid direct
and indirect impacts to the sacred and cultural resources discussed above, including a
significant rock art panel. These issues should be addressed in the Edison Alberhill
Substation EIR.

Ben’s Mine/Serrano Clay Mine

Ben’s Mine/Serrano Clay Mine is located on a parcel of 280+ acres, portions of which are
situated within the area encompassed by the SSP overlooking and paralleling the Temescal
Wash, which is a protected waterway under Section 303 of the Clean Water Act. It also
includes several territories of the federally listed (ESA) LBV, a historic railroad alignment, a
significant prehistoric rock art feature, the remains of a historic adobe and vineyard, habitat for
the CAGN, and narrow endemic soils capable of supporting sensitive botanical species. The

mine is_surrounded by jurisdictional waterways and sensitive habitats.

The Mine entitlements were carefully designed to avoid and minimize impacts to sensitive
resources. Because of the presence of these sensitive resources, the horizontal and vertical
impacts allowed by the mining operation are highly constrained. A critical part of the operation
of the mine is the ability to retain runoff from precipitation within the mine footprint to avoid
potential detrimental downstream impacts to the Temescal Wash and related habitat dependent

listed species.

RD.02.182.DEIR-Comments.docx, Page 8 of 13 LelL
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Comments on the Edison Alberhill Substation DEIR,
Temescal Valley Area, Riverside County, CA July - 2016

Edison Substation, Transmission Towers, and Lines Development and Ben’s

Mine/Serrano Clay Mine

In addition to the potential direct and indirect impacts to the lands entitled as the SSP, the
Edison Alberhill Substation EIR fails to consider the continued use and potential closure costs
related to the clay soils and the active Ben’s Mine. Ben’s mine is contained within planning area
5 and 6..Any planned impact to the physical location of Ben’s Mine would need to be analyzed
for potential consequences related to at least the following issues:

1. Locating the Edison Alberhill Substation and associated Transmission Towers and
Lines at Alternative DD would affect the quantity, quality, and type of material
available for mining at Ben’s Mine and would result in a loss of that resource to the
community. This could have an additional impact on biological and cultural
resources as the mining operation is displaced and forced to explore for other clay
soils. The operation of Ben's Mine is regulated under the California Surface Mining
and Reclamation Act (SMARA) and governed by the Office of Mining Reclamation
regulations and Riverside County ordinances. While the SSP FEIR addresses the
loss of these materials to the community (SSP FEIR, pages 4.1-12 and 13) it of
course, does not address the potential use of a portion of the area being mined as
the Edison Alberhill Substation and associated Transmission Towers and Lines. The
sequence and the consequence of these matters should be addressed in the Edison
Alberhill Substation EIR.

2. Locating the Edison Alberhill Substation, Transmission Towers, and Lines at
Alternative DD would make the production of mining materials required for local
suppliers of pipe and roofing tile, etc., difficult or potentially impossible. The SSP
FEIR (pages 4.1-12 and 13) allows for a progressive use of the mine as the Serrano
Commerce Center is developed. Area 5 of the SSP contains the mine access
control point and roads as well as the access roads for the northern portion of the
SSP. Locating the planned Edison facilities in Planning Area 5 would cut off access
to the mine and portions of the greater property. Analysis of the business disruption
and alternative access design impacts should be considered in the Edison Alberhill
Substation EIR, and the direct and indirect effect of locating the referenced Edison
facilities at Alternative DD on the ongoing mining operation and property access

should also be addressed.
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Comments on the Edison Alberhill Substation DEIR,
Temescal Valley Area, Riverside County, CA July - 2016

3.

Sincerely,

If the Edison Alberhill Substation, Transmission Towers, and Lines were located at
Alternative DD, they would impact the reclamation plan/operating plan for the mine.
The SSP FEIR, (pages 4.1-12 and 13) discloses the existence of an active mining
permit and a SMARA County of Riverside approved Mine Reclamation Plan, as
amended. Both SMARA and the County of Riverside require the mine boundary and
the end use to be disclosed and addressed in the approved plan and permit. The
extent and consequences of the planned Edison facilities on the existing mining
approvals, materials, and documents were not addressed in the Edison Alberhill
Substation EIR. The Edison Alberhill Substation EIR analysis should include both
the direct and indirect impacts of the planned facilities on the existing mining plan
and approvals. The consequences of any required changes to the operating plans
and approvals for the mine should be fully disclosed to the public and considered in
the EIR.

The Edison Alberhill Substation, Transmission Towers, and Lines will affect project
phasing and mine closure (SSP FEIR pages 4.1-12 and 13). The consequence of
this action should be addressed in the Edison Alberhill Substation EIR.

L&IL Environmental, Inc.

Jdole; L,ZL/@
L;:iNay Irish

Principal

LNI/jms
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Temescal Valley Area, Riverside County, CA
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Leslie Nay Irish
Principal Analyst/ CEO

(909) 335-9897
Lirish@llenviroinc.com

QUALIFICATIONS

Leslie Irish has extensive multi-disciplinary experience in
environmental, engineering/ architectural, land
development and construction management and
administration with more than 25 years’ experience as a
project manager on public and private NEPA/CEQA
projects overseeing the areas of biology, archaeology,
paleontology, regulatory services, and state- and
federal-level permit processing. She has been active in
the consulting/construction industry for 30 years and has
maintained  an ongoing education including
environmental, wetland delineation and management
certificates; and archaeology, geology, botany,
revegetation, land planning, construction law, and
biology classes.

Ms. Irish’s responsibilities include direct contact with
project proponents, scientists and agencies. She has a
complex understanding of the industry from various
perspectives and is involved in all aspects of the project
from request for proposal to project completion. Ms.
Irish is certified to perform wetland / jurisdictional
delineations and holds a responsible party permit for
performing archaeological and paleontological
investigations on (BLM) public lands. She actively
participates in the installation and monitoring of
revegetation programs and the development of
mitigation plans. Her principal office duties include
review of all environmental documents authored by the
firm; oversight of regulatory permits, agency consultation
and negotiations; impact mitigation review; and long-
term permit compliance. Her field duties are more
limited but include delineations, compliance monitoring
and reporting (coordination), constraints analysis,
planning for corrective measures, and resolution of
“problem projects”.

Ms. Irish has played a key role in the development of
more than 800 projects in southern California.

RD.02.182.DEIR-Comments.docx, Page 11 of 13

EXPERTISE & SPECIALIZATION

CEQA/NEPA environmental
planning and .compliance
Archaeological, paleontological
and biological mitigation and
monitoring
Wetland/jurisdictional
delineations

Revegetation planning,
installation and monitoring
Regulatory: permit processing
(local, state and federal'levels)

SIGNIFICANT PROJECTS

Brasada Development, San Dimas:
Development 1: Group, Inc.
Archaeo/Paleo/Bio/regulatory.
processing, Compliance Reporting

Golden Meadows/Menifee

Assemblage Development, Menifee:

Richland'Communities
Archaeo/Paleo/Bio/regulatory
processing, Compliance Reporting

I-15 Temescal Valley Experience
Archaeo/Paleo/Bio/regulatory
processing, Compliance Reporting

The Retreat Specific Plan
Eagle Glen Phases 1-3
Renaissance Ranch
Tom's Farm

(€](=TaHIVAY

Walecki TTM

Chase Ranch

South Corona Emergency: Services
Serrano Specific Plan
WildRose Business Park
Toscana

The Village

Ben’s Mine, Corona:
Mission Clay: Products
SMARA compliance
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Comments on the Edison Alberfiill Substation DEIR,
Temescal Valley Area, Riverside County, CA July - 2016

CREDENTIALS

Certificate Cal Trans WBE Business Certification (CT) 022889

Certificate Advanced Wetlands Delineation and Management: ACOE, 2001

Certificate Wetlands Delineation and Management: ACOE, 1999, No. 1257

Permit for Archaeology on Federal Lands Responsible Party: USDI, Permits CA-10-19 & CA-10-

00-005P

¢ NMOU & Qualified Consultant List (as amended) for Archaeology, Biology, Paleontology and
Wetlands ID/Delineation 1996-2014 County of Riverside, California

¢ Certificate Desert Tortoise Handling Class: DT Consortium / Joint Agencies (USFWS/CDFG),

2008 & 2013

ADDITIONAL CERTIFICAITONS & EDUCATION

Certificate, Wetlands, Waters Permits and the Courts, July 2016

Certificate, Update to ACOE Wetlands Delineation, 2015 Rule, 2016

Certificate, Wetland Delineation & Management: Chin for ACOE, 2000; Advanced Certificate, 2002

Certificate, Underground Storage Tank Remediation, University of California, Riverside, 1995

Certificate Program, Field Natural Environment: University of California, Riverside, 1993

Certificate Program, Light Construction, Developmental Management: University of California, Riverside,
1987

Certificate Program, Construction Technologies: Riverside City College, 1987

State of California Contractors License School - B-General and C-Specialties (Concrete/Masonry) and
General Law sections: Passed School Mini-Board 1986

Core Teaching and Administrative Management, State of California, Title 22 License, Primary (K-3) and
Early Childhood Education and Administration: California State, San Bernardino, Lifelong Learning
Program, (Active 1973-2005)

Additional Studies in Early Childhood Education, Behavioral Sciences, and Anthropology: Chaffey Jr.
College and Valley Community College, 1973-1979

Additional Studies in Botany, Business Law, Accounting, Marketing: Riverside City College 1987 to 2002

Additional Studies Darden School of Business 2014, University of Virginia — Online

RECENT PROJECT MANAGEMENT LEVER CONTINUING EDUCATION UNITS

Project Management, PMBOK Methodology, University Of Virginia, Darden School of Management
Budgeting and Scheduling Projects, University of Virginia, Darden School of Management
Design Thinking for Business Innovation, University of Virginia, Darden School of Management
Foundations of Business Strategy, University of Virginia, Darden School of Management
Initiating & Planning Projects, University of Virginia, Darden School of Management

PROFESSIONAL HISTORY

L&L Environmental, Inc. — Principal, Project Manager / Principal in Charge: 1993-present. Perform site
assessments, surveys, jurisdictional delineations, permit processing, agency consultation/negotiation,
impact mitigation, project management, coordination, report writing, technical editing, and quality control.
Marketing Consultant — Principal: 1990-1993. Engineering/architectural, environmental, and water
resource management consultant.

Warmington Homes — Jr. Project Manager. 1989-1990. Residential development, Riverside and Los
Angeles Counties.

The Buie Corporation — Processor/Coordinator: 1987-1990. The Corona Ranch, Master Planned
Community.

Psomas & Associates — Processor/Coordinator; 1986-1987. Multiple civil engineering and land
surveying projects.

Irish Construction Company — Partner: (concurrently with above) 1979-1990. General construction,
residential building (spec. housing), and concrete and masonry product construction.

RD.02.182.DEIR-Comments.docx. Page 12 of 13 L&l

108-42 Cont.



hitchingsj
Line


Comments on the Tdison Alberhill Substation DEIR,
Temescal Valley Area, Riverside County, (A July - 2016

PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS

2008 - 2014 Redlands Historical Society, Inc. — Board Member, OHG Chair

1998 - 2013 California Chamber of Commerce — Member

2014 CalFlora — Member

2014 Society of Wetland Scientists — Life Member

1994-1997 Business Development Association, Inland Empire — President or Board Member
1893-1994 Building Industry Association, Riverside County - Executive Vice President

SYMPOSIA, SEMINARS AND WORKSHOPS

Organizer and Presenter: Identifying Human Bone: L&L Environmental, Riverside County with Coroner
and Page Museum, 2002

Presenter Lessons Learned in Wetland Basin Creation, University of California, Riverside Extension with
the Riverside Corona Resource Conservation Authority, 2004

CONTINUING EDUCATION

SMARA — Annual Inspections Workshop: CA Dept. of Conservation, Office of Mine Reclamation, 2010
Bedrock Food Processing Centers in Riverside County: TLMA, 2009

Nexus Geology-Archaeology, Riverside County: TLMA, 2009

Update, Storm Water Management BMPs: University of California, Riverside, Extension, 2005
Ecological Islands and Processes (vernal pools, alkali wetlands, etc.): Southern California Botanists, 2004
Low-Impact Development: State Water Board Academy, 2004

Inland Empire Transportation Symposium: Riverside County BIA, 2004

Western Riverside County MSHCP Review and Implementation Seminar: County of Riverside, 2004
Field Botany and Taxonomy: Riverside City College, 2002

Construction Stormwater Compliance Workshop: BIA, 2002

CEQA/NEPA Issues in Historic Preservation: UCLA, 2000

CEQA and Biological Resources: University of California, Riverside, 2000

CEQA Law Update : UCLA, 2000

Land Use Law/Planning Conference: University of California, Riverside, 2000

CALNAT “95”™: University of California, Riverside, 1995

Desert Fauna: University of California, Riverside, 1995 & 1999

Habitat Restoration/Ecology: University of California, Riverside, 1995

Geology of Yosemite and Death Valley: University of California, Riverside, 1995

San Andreas Fault: San Bernardino to Palmdale: University of California, Riverside, 1995

Historic Designations and CEQA Law: UCLA. 1994
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Freeman, Emma

From: Nolan Leggio <NLeggio@diversifiedpacific.com>

Sent: Thursday, July 07, 2016 9:32 AM

To: VIG/ASP

Subject: RE: Notice of Extension of the Public Review Period for the Valley-Ivyglen
Submission Line Project and Alberhill System Project Draft EIR

Attachments: Final SCE Comment Letter.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Ecology and Environment Team,

Attached is a PDF of a comment letter for the Southern California Edison Valley-Ivyglen Subtransmission
Project. A Dropbox URL link to the file is also provided below in case the size of the attachment is to large.
A copy of the letter is also being mailed to the address provided below.

https://www.dropbox.com/s/jph7dcdxuwc5fn2/Final%20SCE%20Comment%20L etter.pdf?dI=0

Thank you,

Nolan Leggio

Assistant Project Manager
10621 Civic Center Drive
Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730
Direct/909-373-2628
Cell/909-230-3073
Fax/909-481-1151
NLeggio@DiversifiedPacific.com

DIVERSIFIEDPACIFIC
COMMUNITIES

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic mail message and any attachments are intended only for the use of the addressee(s) named above and may contain
information that is privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If you are not an intended recipient, or the employee or agent

responsible for delivering this e-mail to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is
strictly prohibited. If you received this e-mail message in error, please immediately notify the sender by replying to this message or by telephone. Thank you.

From: vig.asp@ene.com [mailto:vig.asp@ene.com]

Sent: Thursday, May 26, 2016 10:05 AM

To: Nolan Leggio

Subject: Notice of Extension of the Public Review Period for the Valley-Ivyglen Submission Line Project and Alberhill
System Project Draft EIR
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July 6, 2016

Alberhill Project and Valley-lvyglen Project
c/o Ecology and Environment Inc.

505 Sansome Street, Suite 300

San Francisco, CA 94111

Fax: (415) 398-5326

ivyglen@ene.com

Subject: Draft EIR Comment Letter — Southern California Edison Valley-lvyglen Subtransmission Line Project
Dear Ecology and Environmental Inc. Project Manager,
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR for the Valley-lvyglen Subtransmission Line Project.

Diversified Pacific Development Group (“Diversified Pacific”) through a subsidiary referred to as Temescal Valley Land, LLC
(“Temescal”) owns approximately 148 acres (APN 391-080-014 and 015) on the south side of De Palma Road and west of Horsethief
Canyon Road. Temescal’s property was granted entitlement knows as TTM 30760 which consists of 280 single family homes and a
new public park. Diversified Pacific is submitting this letter on behalf of three other property owners in the Horsethief Canyon Area.
We are concerned about the intended improvements of the Valley Ivyglen Subtransmission Line, south of the 15 Freeway, between
Hostettler Road and Glen Eden Road. The entity name for each property owner is listed below:

e Diversified Pacific (“Temescal”)
e Richland Communities
o Hill Country S.A,, L.P (“Renaissance Ranch”)
o Rich Haven, LLC (“Renaissance Ranch”)
o Richland Ventures, Inc. (“Renaissance Ranch”)
e Mission Pacific Land Company
o MPLCJBJ Ranch, LP (“1BJ")
e Pacific Coves Investments
o Sam-Horsethief, LLC (“Sam”)

Diversified Pacific and the other three property owners (cumulatively referred to as “developers”) own 1,184 approved residential
lots in the Horsethief Canyon Area. All of the properties are generally located west of Hostettler Road, east of Glen Eden Road, and
south of the 15 Freeway and De Palma Road. A location map of the existing properties is attached (“Exhibit A”). The approved
tentative tract maps or recorded map for each of the four properties has also been attached (“Exhibit B-E”). We have been in
negotiations with the Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District to expand the Horsethief Waste Water Treatment Plant and the
agreement is expected to be fully executed in July of 2016.

Upon receiving the Notice of Preparation last year, Diversified Pacific filed a comment letter on June 4™ 2015 (Attachment “F”)
regarding the Ivyglen Subtransmission Line Project. After reviewing the DEIR, all four property owners/developers have substantial
concerns about the construction of this project. We believe the project and DEIR has not considered the visual impact of the
proposed overhead poles projected to be 80’ tall and located along De Palma Road and areas south of the 15 freeway. Portions of
both Segment VIG6 and Segment VIG7 will be located directly on the streets servicing our future communities. The aesthetic impact
to these future homeowners will be significant and is not properly mitigated in the DEIR. Furthermore, the issue of electromagnetic
waves from high voltage lines, regardless of the scientific basis of this theory, is perceived as a health hazard. Both the aesthetic
impact and perceived health hazard will impact the residential home values for all the properties which are located in immediate
proximity to the proposed subtransmission line. All four property owners/developers have a significant investment in the adjacent
area of this project and this proposal will cause irreparable financial harm to the value of our property.

Mitigation AES-2 in the DEIR requires Segment VIG2 of the Valley-lvyglen Subtransmission line to be undergrounded due to the
“visual sensitivity” of that portion. The DEIR also recommends an “environmentally superior” alternative of undergrounding the
portion of Segment VIG6 on Temescal Canyon Road and Horsethief Canyon Road. This proposed mitigation and alternative clearly
recognize that the proposed 75-115 feet poles will be a nuisance and cause substantial aesthetic harm to local residential
communities and scenic areas. There are active entitlements on multiple properties which will be directly adjacent to these
proposed towers. Therefore, we recommend that a similar mitigation be prepared requiring undergrounding for VIG6 and the
portion of VIG7 on De Palma Road.

10621 Civic Center Drive, Rancho Cucamonga, California 91730
Telephone (909) 481-1150  FAX (909) 481-1154

91-2

91-3

91-4


hitchingsj
Line

hitchingsj
Line

hitchingsj
Line


We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report and we anticipate that you will take our
concerns into consideration as your prepare the Final EIR.

Respectfully,

Richland Communities

Mike Byer
Vice President of Acquisitions

Mission Pacific Land Company Pacific Coves Investments

ohn Abel Erik Lunde
Managing Director Principal

10621 Civic Center Drive, Rancho Cucamonga, California 91730
Telephone (909) 481-1150  FAX (909) 481-1154
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Exhibit B “Temescal” |
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Exhibit C “Renaissance Ranch”
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Exhibit E-1 “Sam” (Approved TTM 32984)
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Exhibit E-2 “Sam” (Under Review)
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Exhibit F

DIVERSIFIED™
=

June 4, 2015

Alberhill Project and Valley-lvyglen Project
c/o Ecology and Environment Inc.

505 Sansome Street, Suite 300

San Francisco, CA 94111

Fax: (415) 398-5326

ivyglen@ene.com

Subject: Notice of Preparation — Southern California Edison Valley-lvyglen Subtransmission Line Project
(Application A.07-01-031)

Dear CPUC Project Manager,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation for the lvyglen Subtransmission Line Project. We have
reviewed the Notice of Preparation and Project Modification Report - Amended Petition for Modification of Decision 10-08-009
before the California Public Utilities Commission.

We own approx. 148 acres (APN 391-080-014 and 015) on the south side of DePalma west of Horsethief Canyon Road. We have an
approved TTM No 30760 entitling our project which consists of 261 single family homes and a new public park. In addition we have
County approved improvement plans for DePalma which do not reflect power poles either within the street right of way or on our
property. No easement exists which would allow Edison to install poles adjacent to the DePalma RoW. The proposed SCE project
calls for installing above ground transmission lines, supported by poles of significant height and at a close spacing, along the entire
street frontage. It appears from the documents that Segment 7, along the south side of DePalma, will include 11 or 12 poles directly
in front of or on our site.

According to the Project Modification Report, imposing the taller and more tightly spaced power poles along De Palma would result
in "incremental visual change in the existing landscape character." The visual impact of these poles and the wires they support will
create a lasting and significant negative impact on our property.

Furthermore, the issue of electromagnetic waves from high voltage lines, regardless of the scientific basis of this theory, is
perceived as a health hazard and, therefore, creates an impact to residential home values. We are a residential developer with a
significant investment in our project and this proposal will cause irreparable financial harm to the value of our property.

Therefore, we are formally requesting that the Environmental Impact Report examine the feasibility of the following:
. Undergrounding the portion of the project (Segment 7) from Horsethief Canyon Road along the length of De
Palma Road. It should be noted that Segment 8, as proposed, calls for the transmission and fiber optic lines to be

installed underground.

We look forward to reviewing the Draft Environmental Impact Report and intend to offer additional comment. Please verify that
Diversified Pacific is included in all communication regarding the EIR and associated reports for this project.

e President
omimunity Desjgn and Forward Planning

10621 Civic Center Drive, Rancho Cucamonga, California 91730
Telephone (909) 481-1150  FAX (909) 481-1154
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Midbust, Jessica

From: Sakura Davenport <sakura@foremostcompanies.com>

Sent: Tuesday, July 12, 2016 9:51 AM

To: VIG/ASP

Cc: Steve Cameron; Jo Faris (jo@alcasainc.com); Brian Woods; Andy Petitjean
Subject: RE: VIG/ASP

Attachments: SKM_C364e16071209301.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

To Whom It May Concern:

Please see our attached comment letter to the draft EIR. 1131

Sincerely,
Sakura Davenport

™ TERRAMOR

Forestar Toscana Development Company

Forestar Toscana, LLC

4590 MacArthur Blvd. Suite 600, Newport Beach, CA 92660
OFFICE 949.748.6714 x207

ForemostCompanies.com
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TERRAMOR

July 11", 2016

California Public Utilities Commission
RE: VIG/ASP

c¢/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.
505 Sansome Street, Suite #300

San Francisco, CA 94111

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Report, Valley-lvyglen Project and Alberhill Project

To Whom It May Concern:

Forestar Toscana, LLC and Forestar Toscana Development Company have reviewed the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the proposed Valley-lvyglen and Alberhill projects. We are the
property owner and master developer of the Terramor residential community, located along Temescal
Canyon Road in the Temescal Valley area of Riverside County. In addition, we are affiliated with the
owner and master developer of the Sycamore Creek residential community, also located in the Temescal
Valley area, along Campbell Ranch Road. The locations of the Terramor and Sycamore Creek
communities are illustrated on the attached exhibit. Components of the proposed Valley-Ivyglen and
Alberhill projects are located within and adjacent to these communities.

As a major property owner in the Temescal Valley for over 15 years, we are intimately familiar with the
unique conditions within the Valley, and have several comments and concerns regarding the proposed
Valley-lvyglen and Alberhill projects. Based on our review of the DEIR, we respectfully submit the
following comments.

VALLEY-IVYGLEN PROJECT DESCRIPTION IS INCOMPLETE & TOO BROAD TO ALLOW A MEANINGFUL
EVALUATION OF IMPACTS AT THE TEMESCAL CANYON ROAD/INDIAN TRUCK TRAIL INTERSECTION

The DEIR indicates that an aboveground, temporary shoofly line would be required during construction
at the interface between line segment VIG 7 and VIG 8 (DEIR, p. 2-71). The project’s online web viewer
identifies the shoofly line on the east side of Temescal Valley Road, beginning approximately 0.3-mile
south of the Temescal Canyon Road / Indian Truck Trail intersection and ending approximately 0.2-mile
north of the Intersection.

The DEIR must provide more detailed information regarding the temporary line in this location to allow
a meaningful evaluation of impacts. On our behalf, the consulting firm T&B Planning, Inc. contacted Mr.

113-2
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Jensen Uchida, CPUC Project Manager, to obtain more information about the temporary and permanent
improvements planned at this intersection, including the planned locations of poles and lines. The firm
Ecology & the Environment, Inc., the DEIR consultant, returned T&B Planning’s phone call and indicated
that no additional information is available at this time. As such, impacts at this location have not been
adequately assessed in the DEIR because the DEIR’s project description is too broad. The DEIR must
identify where the poles, lines, and other temporary and permanent facilities will occur. The DEIR must
then identify to what magnitude those facilities will impact existing and planned improvements near the
intersection (including but not limited to community monument signs, vehicle travel lanes, etc.).

An entry monument for the Terramor residential community (Riverside County Specific Plan No. 327A1)
is planned at the Temescal Canyon Road / Indian Truck Trail intersection. Direct physical impacts to the
planned entry monument, retaining walls, and roadway lanes have the potential to occur; however, the
DEIR fails to conduct an impact evaluation commensurate with the level of detail required by CEQA.

SPECIFIC PLAN NO. 327A1 MUST BE TREATED AS A SENSITIVE RECEPTOR

The Terramor residential community (Riverside County Specific Plan No. 327A1) is currently under
construction; however, the DEIR indicates that this area is undeveloped open space. The DEIR should
have treated the geographic area of Specific Plan No. 327A1 as a residential community with
appropriate consideration of sensitive receptor locations. The Specific Plan was approved in 2005 and
construction of the residential community commenced in late 2015. Treating the area as vacant open
space in the DEIR analyses ignored the approved Specific Plan. Residential homes will be located in this
area prior to the commencement of the Valley-lvyglen Project and installation of line segment VIG 8.

Line segment VIG 8 is planned to run along Temescal Canyon Road through the southern portion of
Specific Plan No. 327A1.

APPLY RESTRICTIONS ON HELICOPTER OVERFLIGHT TO SPECIFIC PLAN NO. 327A1

It is our understanding that construction activities that require helicopter use will only be conducted
during daylight hours and that helicopter flight paths would avoid (i.e., not fly over) residential areas
(DEIR, p. 2-67). What mechanisms will be used to ensure that the restriction is followed and enforced?

The DEIR should treat the geographic area of Specific Plan No. 327A1 as residential (construction

commenced in late 2015, as indicated above). As such, helicopter fly over must be prohibited in this
area.

ASP ALTERNATIVE DD DESCRIPTION IS INCOMPLETE AND INADEQUATE

ASP Alternative DD considers the development of a substation on the northeast portion of the yet-to-
be-developed Serrano Commerce Center property (Riverside County Specific Plan No. 353,
Environmental Impact Report No. 492) in lieu of the proposed Alberhill substation site. The DEIR does
not provide an adequate description of ASP Alternative DD; therefore, it is impossible for the DEIR to
evaluate the full scope of environmental impacts associated with this Alternative. As such, the
Alternative cannot be selected.

The DEIR does not acknowledge how access will be provided to the ASP Alternative DD substation.
Under existing conditions, the Serrano Commerce Center property does not contain any permanent, all-
weather access roads. A new segment of Temescal Canyon Road — and bridges over the Coldwater
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Canyon Wash and Mayhew Wash — is planned to provide ultimate access to the Serrano Commerce
Center property. However, there is no timetable to construct the new segment of Temescal Canyon
Road or the required bridges. Construction of access roads to the ASP Alternative DD substation
(including, potentially a segment of Temescal Canyon Road and associated bridge structures) could
result in significant environmental impacts, including potential significant impacts to biological resources
and hydrology and water quality. These impacts must be evaluated as part of Alternative DD.

The DEIR claims that no access roads will be required for aboveground 115-kV lines; however,
aboveground 115-kV lines are depicted on the Serrano Commerce Center property in locations where
no roads currently exist (DEIR, p. 3-11). It is unclear how the aboveground lines on the Serrano
Commerce Center property can be maintained without access roads. If access roads are needed to
service the aboveground 115-kV lines on the Serrano Commerce Center property, the DEIR’s alternatives
analysis must identify them and evaluate the impacts associated with these roads.

The DEIR acknowledges that 0.25-mile of new access roads would be required for the 500-kV
transmission lines proposed by ASP Alternative DD; but, the DEIR does not disclose the location of the
new access roads (DEIR, p. 3-10). The 500-kV lines proposed by ASP Alternative DD are in very close
proximity to sensitive biological resources (including the Temescal Wash). The construction of an access
road is likely to result in significant environmental impacts that are not disclosed in the DEIR for
Alternative DD.

ASP ALTERNATIVE DD IS NOT ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR

The DEIR identifies ASP Alternative DD as the “Environmentally Superior Alternative” to the proposed
Alberhill project. However, the DEIR fails to disclose all impacts associated with ASP Alternative DD (as
described above under the “ASP Alternative DD Description” heading) and also fails to account for
numerous environmental conditions that are specific to the Serrano Commerce Center property (as
described on the following pages). As a result, the DEIR substantially overstates the environmental
benefits that would result from selecting ASP Alternative DD as compared to the proposed Alberhill
substation location. Upon consideration of the information presented in this letter, the DEIR must be
revised to identify ASP Alternative B as the “Environmentally Superior Alternative.” ASP Alternative DD
is clearly not the superior alternative.

Aesthetics

The DEIR claims that ASP Alternative DD would be “mostly shielded” from I-15 by an existing
topographic feature located east of I-15 (DEIR, p. 5-28). This statement is not correct. The topographic
feature in question — a ridge located on the western portion of the Serrano Commerce Center property —
would only shield views of ASP Alternative DD from the I-15 segment that immediately abuts the
Serrano Commerce Center property on the west.

Clear views into the ASP Alternative DD site (including associated overhead lines) would be available
from I-15 segments to the north and south of the Serrano Commerce Center property, which the DEIR
fails to disclose. Furthermore, as part of ultimate development of the Serrano Commerce Center (refer
to approved Riverside County Specific Plan No. 353), the ridge on the western portion of the property
would be lowered by 80-120 feet which would reduce the amount of screening provided to passersby
along I-15 under long-term conditions (Specific Plan No. 353, p. 11-37).
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Because ASP Alternative DD would be distinctly visible from segments of I-15 under near-term
conditions and would be even more visible under long-term conditions upon the completion of grading
in the Serrano Commerce Center, ASP Alternative DD would not avoid the proposed Alberhill
substation’s significant and unavoidable aesthetics impact and likely would be similar —and not “greatly
superior” —to ASP Alternative B’s overall aesthetic impact (DEIR, p. 5-34). The DEIR must be revised to
conclude that neither ASP Alternative DD nor ASP Alternative B is the “Environmental Superior
Alternative” under the issue area of aesthetics.

Air Quality

The DEIR incorrectly claims that the proposed Alberhill project and ASP Alternative DD would require
the same general construction activities and would generate the same peak daily construction emissions
(DEIR, p. 5-29). Based on the information presented in the DEIR, the proposed Alberhill substation site is
relatively flat with an overall topographic relief of approximately 36 feet (DEIR, p. 4.6-1). In addition, the
DEIR concludes that the proposed Alberhill substation site contains no significant, site-specific (i.e.,
unique) hazardous geologic or soils conditions (DEIR, pp. 4.6-21 through 4.6-26). Conversely, the ASP
Alternative DD substation site is not flat and contains numerous slopes, with an overall topographic
relief of approximately 140 feet (Specific Plan No. 353, p. 11-37). In addition, the ASP Alternative DD
substation site contains numerous, significant geologic and soils hazards (as described in detail below
under the “Geology, Soils, and Mineral Resources” heading of this comment letter), which would require
intensive earthwork and grading activities, including remedial grading, to adequately attenuate.

Because the ASP Alternative DD substation site contains substantially more topographic relief than the
proposed Alberhill substation site, substantially more intensive grading activities would be required to
create a usable pad for substation development. Also, because the ASP Alternative DD substation site
contains numerous, site-specific geologic and soils hazards that are absent from the proposed Alberhill
substation site (which would require special and more intensive grading activities to remediate), it is
clear that grading activities on the ASP Alternative DD substation site would be more intense than
grading activities on the proposed Alberhill substation site. The DEIR must be revised to analyze the
increased construction-related air quality impacts associated with ASP Alternative DD.

In our experience, grading is the most intensive (i.e., highest polluting) phase of project construction due
to the simultaneous use of numerous pieces of heavy-duty, diesel-powered equipment, including but
not limited to scrapers, graders, excavators, dozers, and loaders. Because grading activities would be
more intense on the ASP Alternative DD substation site, it is probable that construction of the ASP
Alternative substation would require more grading equipment and would generate greater peak daily air
pollutant emissions than would result from construction of the proposed Alberhill substation.
Accordingly, the DEIR should be revised to conclude that ASP Alternative DD would result in greater
impacts than the proposed Alberhill project to the issue area of Air Quality, and also be revised to
conclude that ASP Alternative B is the “Environmentally Superior Alternative” under the issue area of air
quality.

Biological Resources

The DEIR substantially downplays the sensitivity of biological habitats on the ASP Alternative DD
substation site. While a portion of the potential ASP Alternative DD site contains disturbed ruderal
vegetation (as disclosed in the DEIR), the site also contains sensitive natural habitats and habitats that
support sensitive biological species: including coastal sage scrub, coastal sage chaparral scrub, juniper
woodland, eucalyptus woodland (with non-native grassland understory), and southern arroyo
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willow/mulefat scrub (EIR No. 492, p. 4.6-4). In addition, the overhead lines that would be installed on
the Serrano Commerce Center property in conjunction with ASP Alternative DD would encroach within
eucalyptus woodland (with non-native grassland understory), coastal sage scrub, and alluvial fan sage
scrub (EIR No. 492, p. 4.6-4), all of which are considered sensitive biological habitats — and alluvial fan
sage scrub, in particular, is considered a unique habitat with a “high priority” habitat for conservation by
the California Natural Diversity Database. The habitats present on the ASP Alternative DD substation
site support — or have the potential to support — most, if not all, of the same wildlife species that are
present on the proposed Alberhill substation site. Additionally, the ASP Alternative DD substation would
impact a seasonal ponding depression on the Serrano Commerce Center property that contains non-
listed vernal pool fairy shrimp species and has the potential to contain listed fairy shrimp species (EIR
No. 492, p. 4.6-25, and EIR No. 492 Appendix D21, n.p.). In contrast, neither the proposed Alberhill
substation site nor the ASP Alternative B substation site contain potential habitat for fairy shrimp (DEIR,
p. 4.4-36). Accordingly, ASP Alternative DD would not avoid or substantially reduce any of the impacts
to sensitive species and vegetation that would result at the proposed Alberhill or ASP Alternative B
substation sites and, in fact, impacts would likely be greater at the ASP Alternative DD substation site.

The proposed Alberhill project would require the removal of 12 oak trees (DEIR, p. 4.4-47). The DEIR
claims that ASP Alternative DD would “likely” require the removal of less oak trees than the proposed
Alberhill project; however, no evidence is provided to support this statement (DEIR, p. 5-30). Numerous
oak trees are present along Temescal Canyon Road (on both sides of the street), between I-15 and
Indian Truck Trail. Eleven (11) oak trees, alone, are present at the interface between the Serrano
Commerce Center property and Temescal Canyon Road (EIR No. 492, p. 4.6-10). ASP Alternative DD
would install facilities along Temescal Canyon Road that are not proposed by the proposed Alberhill
project, including approximately 2,000 feet of overhead facilities near the Temescal Canyon Road /
Indian Truck Trail intersection and an overhead / underground line transition on the southern end of the
Serrano Commerce Center property (DEIR, p. 3-10). Due to the high number of oak trees along
Temescal Canyon Road, it is likely that impacts to oak trees under ASP Alternative DD would be similar
to the proposed Alberhill project (and potentially greater).

The DEIR acknowledges potential impacts to jurisdictional waters that would result from ASP Alternative
DD’s construction activities within the Temescal Wash; however, the DEIR fails to acknowledge the
southwest-trending drainage feature under federal and state jurisdiction that traverses the ASP
Alternative DD substation site that would be impacted if the substation was constructed (EIR No. 492, p.
4.6-16). Likewise, the DEIR does not acknowledge the federal and state jurisdictional drainage features
and wetlands located on the Serrano Commerce Center property that could be impacted by overhead
lines that would be constructed on the property as part of ASP Alternative DD (EIR No. 492, p. 4.6-16).
Accordingly, the DEIR must be revised to acknowledge that ASP Alternative DD has the potential to
result in substantially greater impacts to jurisdictional wetlands and waters than the proposed Alberhill
project.

Lastly, the DEIR does not acknowledge the impacts to the Western Riverside County Multiple Species
Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) reserve system that would result from construction of the ASP
Alternative DD substation on the Serrano Commerce Center property. The northern and eastern
portions of the Serrano Commerce Center property are located within six (6) MSHCP criteria cells. As
part of development of the Serrano Commerce Center project, and as approved by the Western
Riverside Regional Conservation Authority (RCA) via Joint Project Review 05 08 31 01, approximately 49
acres along the northern and eastern edges of the Serrano Commerce Center property will be conserved
as natural open space and dedicated to the MSHCP Conservation Area. The dedicated property will
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contribute toward the assembly of Proposed Extension of Existing Core 2. (EIR No. 492, p. 4.6-29; EIR
No. 492 Appendix D19) According to DEIR Figure 3-3, the ASP Alternative DD substation site would
encroach within the planned dedication area for Proposed Extension of Existing Core 2. In doing so, ASP
Alternative DD would decrease the size, functionality, and habitat quality of the MSHCP Conservation
Area.

The DEIR concludes that ASP Alternative DD would have “slight” benefits to biological resources as
compared to ASP Alternative B (DEIR, p. 5-34). However, the DEIR’s conclusion was made without
appropriate consideration of the biological sensitivity of the Serrano Commerce Center property (as
presented in the preceding paragraphs). When the numerous, significant impacts to important
biological resources — including the MSHCP — that would result from construction of the ASP Alternative
DD substation on the Serrano Commerce Center property are properly considered, ASP Alternative B
clearly emerges as the “Environmentally Superior Alternative” for the biological resources issue area and
the DEIR must be revised to reflect this conclusion.

Geology, Soils, and Mineral Resources

The DEIR discloses that the proposed Alberhill project would result in two significant impacts related to
geology, soils, and mineral resources: 1) potential adverse effects related to seismic ground shaking; and
2) potential adverse effects related to soil erosion. In both instances, the DEIR concluded that impacts
would be less than significant after mitigation. (DEIR, pp. 4.6-21 and 4.6-22) The DEIR also concludes
that ASP Alternative DD would reduce slightly the above-stated impacts that would result from the
proposed Alberhill project, although both the proposed Alberhill project and ASP Alternative DD would
require the same mitigation (DEIR p. 5-31). However, the DEIR incorrectly disclosed that no new
geology, soils and/or mineral resources impacts would result from development of ASP Alternative DD.

The DEIR fails to acknowledge the additional, significant geology and soils hazards that are specific to
the Serrano Commerce Center property and that would be affected by construction of the ASP
Alternative DD substation. Specifically, the soils on the Serrano Commerce Center property are subject
to liquefaction and have the potential to be corrosive to concrete and some metals (EIR No. 492, pp. 4.9-
9 and 4.9-11). In addition, the geologic formations that underlie the Serrano Commerce Center property
exhibit wedge failures associated with heavily jointed bedrock, which could become unstable (EIR No.
492, pp. 4.9-10 through 4.9-12). Mitigation would be required to address these geology and soils
hazards and make the site suitable for development (EIR No. 492, pp. 4.9-13 and 4.9-14).

Because ASP Alternative DD would result in three new impacts requiring mitigation related to
liquefaction, corrosive soils, and unstable soils while only slightly reducing the proposed Alberhill
project’s impacts related to seismic ground shaking and soil erosion, the DEIR must be revised to
conclude that ASP Alternative DD would result in greater impacts than the proposed Alberhill project to
the issue area of geology, soils, and mineral resources.

Hydrology and Water Quality

The DEIR concludes that ASP Alternative DD would reduce the proposed Alberhill project’s impacts
related to water quality (i.e., sedimentation, waterborne pollution) due a slight reduction in
construction activities; but, that both ASP Alternative DD and the proposed Alberhill project would
require similar mitigation (DEIR, p. 5-31). The DEIR incorrectly assumed that no new, substantial
hydrology and/or water quality impacts would result from ASP Alternative DD (DEIR, p. 5-31).
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The DEIR does not acknowledge that the ASP Alternative DD substation site would encroach within the
100-year floodplain of the Temescal Wash (based on the substation footprint depicted on DEIR Figure 3-
3). Transmission lines connecting to the ASP Alternative DD substation would be required to cross the
Temescal Wash and also would have the potential to impact the 100-year floodplain. Accordingly, due
to its location within the 100-year floodplain, ASP Alternative DD would have the potential to redirect
flood flows during peak storm events that could result in flooding on the Serrano Commerce Center
property or downstream. Impacts to the 100-year floodplain would be significant and would require
mitigation. Potential public safety hazards associated with redirection of flood flows during a 100-year
storm event would outweigh any potential benefits from slightly reduced water pollution that would be
realized by ASP Alternative DD. Accordingly, the DEIR must be revised to conclude that ASP Alternative

DD would result in greater impacts than the proposed Alberhill project to the issue area of hydrology
and water quality.

Land Use and Planning

As previously discussed under the “Biological Resources” heading earlier in this comment letter, ASP
Alternative DD would conflict with the Western Riverside County MSHCP Conservation Area due to
impacts within the Temescal Wash, which would decrease the size, functionality, and habitat quality of
Proposed Extension of Existing Core 2. The conflict with the MSHCP is an impact that would not occur
under the proposed Alberhill project or ASP Alternative B. Therefore, the DEIR must be revised to
conclude that ASP Alternative DD would result in greater impacts than the proposed Alberhill project to
the issue area of Land Use and Planning. The DEIR also must be revised to conclude that ASP Alternative
B is the “Environmentally Superior Alternative” under the issue area of Land Use and Planning.

Environmentally Superior Alternative Conclusion

As summarized on the preceding pages, the DEIR does not account for the full scope of environmental
effects that would result from selection of ASP Alternative DD. Upon consideration of the information
presented in this letter and in comparison to the proposed Alberhill project, ASP Alternative B would be
environmentally superior under the following issue areas:

- Air Quality;

- Biological Resources;

- Cultural Resources;

- Geology, Soils, and Mineral Resources;
- Hazardous Materials;

- Hydrology and Water Quality; and

- Land Use and Planning.

In comparison, ASP Alternative DD would be potentially environmentally superior to the proposed
Alberhill project only under the following issue areas:

- Greenhouse Gases;

- Noise and Vibration;

- Public Services and Utilities; and
- Transportation and Traffic.
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Following on the rationale presented in the DEIR, substantial weight should be given to ASP Alternative
B’s benefits under the issue area of air quality because the proposed Alberhill project would result in
significant and unavoidable air quality effects. Similarly, substantial weight should be given to ASP
Alternative B’s benefits under the issue areas of biological resources and land use and planning (due to
the absence of a conflict with the MSHCP) because of the importance of biological resource
conservation in Riverside County (DEIR, p. 5-34). Also, following the rationale presented in the DEIR, less
weight should be given to ASP Alternative DD’s reduction in impacts under the issue areas of public
services and utilities and transportation and traffic because these are temporary, short-term impacts
that can be mitigated to less-than-significant levels by the proposed Alberhill project (DEIR, p. 5-34). It is
also important to emphasize that ASP Alternative DD would increase the Alberhill project’s significant
and unavoidable air quality effects, and would result in new significant impacts requiring mitigation
under the issue areas of geology, soils, and mineral resources, hydrology and water quality, and land use
and planning.

On balance, ASP Alternative B’s superiority in more environmental resource areas, including its
superiority in several key resource areas that are given substantial weight in the DEIR, should result in a
determination that ASP Alternative B is the “Environmentally Superior Alternative.”

CONCLUSION

We appreciate the opportunity to offer comments. Please include both Forestar Toscana, LLC and
Forestar Toscana Development Company on the notification list for all future notices associated with
this project. Contact information is as follows:

FORESTAR TOSCANA, LLC

4590 MacArthur Blvd, Suite 600
Newport Beach, CA 92660

Attn: Stephen C. Cameron

(949) 748-6714
stevec@foremostcompanies.com

FORESTAR TOSCANA DEVELOPMENT COMPANY
4590 MacArthur Blvd, Suite 600

Newport Beach, CA 92660

Attn: Stephen C. Cameron

(949) 748-6714
stevec@foremostcompanies.com

Sincerely,

H (..

Stephen C. Cameron, President

FORESTAR TOSCANA DEVELOPMENT COMPANY
FORESTAR TOSCANA, LLC

4590 MacArthur Blvd, Suite 600

Newport Beach, CA 92660
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ALJ/XJV/Iil Date of Issuance 11/1/2013

Decision 13-10-058 October 31, 2013
BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
The Acton Town Council,

Complainant,

VS. , Case 12-09-002
(Filed September 5, 2012)
Southern California Edison Company (U338E),

Defendant.

DECISION GRANTING, IN PART, MOTION TO DISMISS AND
RESOLVING AMENDED COMPLAINT AS A MATTER OF LAW

80588104 -1-



C.12-09-002 ALJ/XJV/Iil

Amended Complaint,” consists of a mix of unsupported, unauthenticated factual
assertions and statements about the legal significance of D.09-12-044 and the
FEIR. Attachment B, entitled “Provisions of Law and Commission Orders
Violated by SCE for Each Concern Addressed in the Acton Town Council’s
Amended Complaint,” consists of additional assertions that SCE has violated the
Public Resources Code, D.09-12-044 and other authority.

Absent a material, factual dispute, evidentiary hearings serve no legitimate
purpose'and should not be held. Since Acton has not met its burden to make a
prima facie case showing that a triable, material fact exists, the allegations in
Section 2.1. of the amended complaint may be decided as a matter of law.
Though we cannot ascribe evidentiary value to Acton’s Attachment A or B, we
consider both as supplemental argument offered in support of Acton’s assertion
that its position, not SCE’s, should prevail as a matter of law.

The fundamental legal issue underlying SCE's helicopter use along
Segment 6, together with the associated destruction of juniper woodland, is to
what extent, if any, SCE has been authorized to use helicopters as a primary
means of construction or to support construction on non-USFS lands. SCE states
(in Undisputed Facts 23 and 24) that the Commission’s environmental
consultants monitor TRTP construction and, as of the date of the motion to
dismiss, have not issued any formal citations to SCE in connection with Segment
6 construction (which the current CEQA Project Manager for the TRTP has
confirmed). In this context, however, the lack of citation cannot be deemed a
complete defense to Acton’s charges. Accordingly, we review SCE’s admitted
helicopter use against D.09-12-044 and the environmental authority that governs

TRTP construction.
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At the outset, it is important to understand the purpose of the Commission
decision and the certified FEIR, as well as their relationship. D.09-12-044
constitutes the Commission’s discretionary action under CEQA. D.09-12-044's
Ordering Paragraphs 1 and 2, respectively, grant SCE a certificate of public
convenience and necessity (often referred to as a CPCN) to build the version of
the project referred to as the Environmentally Superior Alternative and certify
the FEIR. Pursuant to the CEQA Findings, the Environmentally Superior
Alternative represents “the least environmentally damaging alignment” among
the many alternatives studied. (D.09-12-044, Attachment 1 [CEQA Findings] at
unnumbered p. 1.) The FEIR constitutes the “informational document” that is the
source of required environmental review, conducted to “inform public agency
decisionmakers and the public generally of the significant environmental effect of
a project, identify possible ways to minimize the significant effects, and describe
reasonable alternatives to the project.” (CEQA Guidelines § 15121, Cal. Code
Regs. tit. 14 (2013).)

The FEIR for the TRTP is based on SCE’s preliminary engineering, which is
typical of projects the Commission reviews. The “Note to Readers” in the
overview to the FEIR’s chapter 2 states (and reiterates) this point clearly:

Please note that all mileage numbers provided in this
[Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact
Statement] EIR/EIS are based on the preliminary engineering
completed by SCE as part of their Proponent’s Environmental
Assessment (PEA), and refined through the development of
this document, and do not reflect mileage variations due to
topography and other elements that affect transmission
segment lengths. In addition, all estimates of construction
equipment and workforce, land disturbance, construction
waste, schedules, etc., are based on preliminary engineering
data and, therefore, are subject to change based on final
engineering. (FEIR at 2-2.)

-11 -
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As the appellate court has recognized, “final design engineering and
construction plans are always done after conditional project approval and are
often driven by the conditions of approval.” (Dry Creek Citizens Coalition v County
of Tulare (1999), 70 Cal.App.4th 20, 35.) Moreover, environmental review under
CEQA does not require the level of detail that Acton appears to seek. The
appellaté court has explained:

CEQA requires a “general description” of the technical aspects
of ... the project. The description must contain sufficient
detail to enable the public and the decisionmakers to
understand the environmental impacts of the proposed
project. The description cannot narrow the scope of the
environmental review or minimize the project’s impacts on the
environment. (Dry Creek Citizens Coalition v County of Tulare,
70 Cal.App.4th 20, 36.)

Thus, the FEIR is not, and is not required to be, a blue print for
construction, whether the construction task concerns the removal of old
transmission infrastructure or the installation of new. The FEIR underscores this
point further in the general discussion (2.2.12.1.) on transmission line
construction:

The exact method of construction employed and the sequence
with which construction tasks occur would be dependent
upon final engineering, contract award, conditions of permits,
and contractor preference. In general, construction efforts
would occur within accepted construction industry practices.
(FEIR at 2-28.)

Similar language appears at multiple other places in the FEIR.8

8 Footnote 63 of SCE’s motion to dismiss cites other examples so numerous that they fill
three-quarters of the page with single-spaced, very small type.
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With respect to helicopters, Acton correctly notes that the FEIR includes
numerous specific references to helicopter use within the Angeles National
Forest. The USFS expressly requested changes to the Project (through
incorporation of Alternative 6) to “utilize helicopter construction within the
[Angeles National Forest] to the maximum extent feasible” as a means of
minimizing or avoiding other impacts. (D.09-12-044, Attachment 1 [CEQA
Findings] at unnumbered p. 3.) The CEQA Findings capture the magnitude (and
potential range) of this change:

[T]he amount of ground-based-construction and helicopter
construction will be altered as a result of implementing
Alternative 6 ...The amount of towers removed/ constructed
by helicopter will increase from SCE’s original proposal of
17 towers with implementation of Alternative 6, which calls
for 92 towers to be constructed by helicopter ... the final number
of towers be removed/constructed by helicopter in the [Angeles
National Forest] will ultimately be determined by the Forest
Service ... and will fall within the approved range of 17 to 92
towers. (CEQA Findings at unnumbered p. 10, emphasis
added.)

Such references to helicopters and construction also appear repeatedly in
the FEIR. Generally, this terminology refers to transportation and final
placement by helicopter of transmission towers assembled offsite, at least in part,
as opposed to ground-based construction onsite.?

But Acton mistakenly interprets the express recognition of helicopter use
on USFS lands and in the CEQA Findings to preclude use of helicopters
elsewhere in Acton and the surrounding area. From a solely practical standpoint,

we observe that before helicopter construction can commence on the

9 The FEIR references standards for tower construction at 2-50.
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Angeles National Forest, helicopters must fly in from some other location on
non-USFS land and, given the mountainous terrain, at times flight paths over or
near at least some part of Acton are likely. Turning explicitly to construction on
non-USES land, however, there simply is no prohibition in the FEIR on the
transport of workers and equipment by helicopter, the removal of existing wire,
structures or footings by helicopter or the use of helicopter staging and support
areas. Moreover, discussion elsewhere in the FEIR about the likely use of other
(non—helicopter) construction methods on non-USFS land is not the same as an
absolute ban on helicopter use. SCE’s motion summarizes this point succinctly,
stating that Acton “improperly assumes that the Final EIR must detail every
circumstance where helicopters may be used, that any omission is necessarily a
prohibition, and that inclusion in one part of the Final EIR means exclusion
everywhere else.” (Motion to dismiss at 13.)

We do not suggest that a utility’s final engineering plans can ignore an
FEIR. For example, the MMP includes air quality measure AQ-1j, applicable to
the entire Project notwithstanding the requirement to maximize helicopter use in
the Angeles National Forest: “Reduction of Helicopter Emissions. Helicopter use
will be limited to the extent feasible and helicopters with low emitting engines
shall be used to the extent practical.” (D.09-12-044, Attachment 2 [MMP] at A-9.)
But this measure is not a ban.

Neither do we suggest that the existence of immitigable environmental
impacts in certain resource areas means that additional impacts to those resource

areas may be incurred without check.10 Though an FEIR, once certified, may

10 The certified FEIR finds that the Environmentally Superior Alternative is likely to
result in significant unavoidable environmental impacts in several resource areas,

Footnote continued on next page
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2. DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES
Tehachapi Renewable Transmission Project

2.6.1 Alternative 6 Description

This alternative would utilize helicopter construction within the ANF to the maximum extent feasible. Potential
helicopter staging and landing areas, specifically medium- to large-sized sites required for materials storage
and tower assembly when constructing by helicopter assembly-and-materials-storage-(see description of these
sites in Section 2.2.12.2, Staging and Support Areas), have been identified within the vicinity of Segments 6
and 11 to facilitate helicopter construction within the ANF. All the locations appear to have existing access
roads to thém or within close proximity and should be accessible for the delivery and staging of materials,
equipment, and personnel. Candidate helicopter construction staging/support areas, which are assumed to be
approximately 4 acres in size (on average) although the size could range substantially depending on the land
available and intended uses, preliminarily identified along Segments 6 and 11 would be located as shown in
Figure 2.6-1 and as described in Table 2.6-1 (located at the end of Chapter 2) and detailed below:

(1)  West of Angeles Forest Highway at the intersection with Mount Emma Road, east of S6 MP 3.0;

(2)  South of Aliso Canyon Road and east of an existing SCE access road, east of Si1 MP 3.75 (off NFS
lands - located on a private in-holding within the ANF);

(3)  South of Aliso Canyon Road and east of Price Ranch Road, in between Segments 6 and 11;

(4)  Along south side of a non-Forest system road, near where road ends; approximately 0.15 mile north of
Mt. Gleason Road, approximately 1.7 miles west of S11 MP 7.8;

(5)  Near Forest Road 4N18, adjacent and west of S6 MP 9.75;

(6)  Adjacent and west of Upper Big Tujunga Canyon Road, approximately 0.25 to 0.30 mile west of S6
MP 14.0;

(7)  Accessed via Barley Flats Road, approximately 1.8 miles west of S6 MP 16.75 (Same as SCE#6B);

(8)  Terraced area near Big Tujunga Dam, approximately 0.15 mile west-southwest of Big Tujunga Canyon
Road and S11 MP 14.5 (Same as SCE#3B);

(9)  Adjacent to Rincon-Redbox Road in the Newcomb Pass area, approximately 0.36 mile west of junction
with Shortcut-Edison Road, just west of S6 MP 19.5 (Same as SCE#7);

(10)  Adjacent to the north of Angeles Forest Highway, approximately 0.25 north of intersection with Big
Tujunga Canyon Road, 0.8 mile east of S11 MP 13.25; and

(11) West of Van Tassel Road, north of Duarte, west of S6 MP 26 (Same as SCE#8);~

(12) A large roadside turnout area adjacent to Angeles Forest Highway north of Mill Creek Summit Station,
cast of S6 MP 6.6; and

@H(13)An existing helicopter landing area southeast of Mill Creek Summit Station, east of S6 MP 7.5.

Note: List numbering corresponds to identification numbers shown in Figure 2.6-1.

Table 2.6-1 (located at the end of Chapter 2) provides a detailed overview of each candidate helicopter
construction staging/support area or marshalling yard, including a description of the site, approximate size,
and necessary improvements. Smaller landing areas generally used for personnel drop-off/pick-up, emergency
Janding, and construction landing pads require substantially less acreage. As such sites are considered to be
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Tehachapi Renewable Transmission Project

abundant throughout the ANF, siting of these helicopter sites was not considered a limiting factor in
developing this alternative. Examples of such sites may include road pull-outs, ANF facility parking lots, and
other previéusly disturbed areas. Same as SCE’s proposed Project, it has been assumed that two support yards
(100-feet by 100-feet) would be utilized per staging area and that a landing pad (40-feet by 40-feet) would be
required for each tower constructed by helicopter (see description in Section 2.2.12.2). The siting of these
smaller helicopter staging areas would be conducted with the input of the helicopter contractor, and affected
private landowners and land management agencies, such as the Forest Service, during final engineering.

Due to the substantial weight of the loads to be carried by the helicopters (namely sky cranes), and limitations
on the quantity of fuel carried by each helicopter, only those towers located within an approximately 2.5 mile
radius of the helicopter staging areas were considered to be candidates for helicopter construction. All towers
within these zones located within the ANF on NFS lands have been assumed to be helicopter constructed for
the purposes of this alternative. Those towers which tell w1thm the 2.5 mile radius, but were located outside of
the ANF (at the»north -end near Vincent Substatlon) were not included in this alternauve as there 1S a welli '
Jished existi 0 a ‘ tructlon ‘Furthermore, outside of the
“ANF“fﬁ“e’i'e”é"e fewer restrictions with respect to the use of the ex1stmg roadways unlike within the ANF
where use of USDA Forest Service roads must be in compliance with Operational Maintenance Levels
(OMLs) and other requirements of the Angeles National Forest 2005 Land Management Plan.

A total of 1483 new 500-kV towers would be constructed by helicopter under this alternative, 9287 within
Segment 6 and 56 within Segment 11. As a result of helicopter construction, approximately 42 miles (+15%
range of 49 to 36 miles) of new and upgraded access and spur roads (includes new, reconstruction, and
maintenance road types), which would be required as part of SCE’s proposed Project (Alternative 2), would
not be created or upgraded for ground access to the helicopter constructed towers. However, ground-access to
wire stringing sites (pulling/tensioner/splicing) would continue to be required for this alternative as equipment
for these activities can only be brought in by truck. Similarly, as described in Section 2.2.12.5, for structure
footings installed utilizing conventional footing construction, a tracked excavator may be required to dig the
foundation holes, which would need to access the structure sites via a temporary trail or overland ‘drive and
crush’, neither of which would require any grading; although, some minor brush clearing may be required if
the vegetation is too dense to drive across (SCE, 2008j). Foundations would be installed using micropile
methods as described in Section 2.2.12.5 (Tower and Pole Construction) to the maximum extent feasible, as
determined by SCE in consultation with the Forest Service for-all-helicopter-constructed-towers-underthis
alternative-(see discussion below in Section 2.6.2), and a tracked excavator would not be used as it lacks the
necessary precision. Instead, a portable drill rig would be flewn—nutilized for installation of micropile
foundations.

The roads within the ANF that would be utilized for Alternative 6 compared to SCE’s proposed Project
(Alternative 2, which is also the same for Alternatives 3, 4, 5, and 7) are shown in Figure 2.6-1. As shown,
this alternative would result in not only fewer roads being created and/or upgraded as compared to SCE’s
proposed Project but would also result in less land disturbance associated with those roads that would be
utilized (see land disturbance discussion in Section 2.6.2.2). Furthermore, spur roads created during
construction to provide access to ground-based constructed towers would be considered temporary under
Alternative 6 and would be revegetated upon completion of construction, whereas under Alternative 2 spur
roads to towers within the ANF would be permanent.

The access roads in the ANF that would need improvement under the proposed Project (Alternative 2) but not
under the Maximum Helicopter Construction in the ANF Alternative (Alternative 6) include the following

Final EIR/EIS 2-113 October 2009



2. DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES
Tehachapi Renewable Transmission Project

(Note: This list does not include the miscellaneous spur roads required under Alternative 2, which would not
be required under Alternative 6):

Segment 6:
Non-forest system access road from roughly S6 MP 1.4 to 1.6
Non-forest system access road from roughly S6 MP 3.0t04.5
3N23 (Monte Cristo Creek) from roughly Angeles Forest Highway to S6 MP 10.7
4N18.2 (Lynx Guich) from roughly Big Tujunga Road to S6 MP 12.0
3N20 (Powerline Road) from roughly S6 MP 13.6 to 15.2
2N23 (Shortcut Edison) from roughly S6 MP 18.2 to S6 MP 19.9

Segment 11:
Non-forest system access road from roughly S11 MP 1.5102.6

4N24.1 (Edison) from roughly S11 MP 4.0 t0 6.0
3N27 (Edison/Fall Creek) from roughly S11 MP 12.0 to Tujunga Canyon Road
2N75 (CCC Ridge) from roughly S11 MP 16.7 to Highway 2

Alternative 6 would be identical to the proposed Project (Alternative 2) with respect to Segments 4, 5, 7, 8,
and 10 as discussed in Sections 2.2.3 through 2.2.5, 2.2.8, and 2.2.9. All substation and information
technology facilities would also be identical to the proposed Project as discussed in Sections 2.2.10 and 2.2.11,
respectively.

2.6.2 Alternative 6 Construction

Construction of Alternative 6 would be generally be the same as the proposed Project as discussed in Section
2.2.12; however, there would be a substantial increase in the amount of helicopter construction within
Segments 6 and 11 and foundations would be installed utilizing micropiles, as described below.

For SCE’s proposed Project (Alternative 2), the majority of towers would be constructed using road-based
construction; although, SCE has estimated that approximately 33 towers would be constructed by helicopter
(17 in Segment 6 and 16 in Segment 11). As noted above, this alternative assumes a total of 1483 new 500-kV
towers would be constructed by helicopter.

SCE provided estimates of the minimum and maximum number of helicopter round trips required for each
activity (wreck-out, construction, or stringing conductor) by structure type, as follows (SCE, 2008a; SCE
2008¢c - DR#5: Q5-14):

. The minimum number of helicopter trips required to wreck out a 220-kV single-circuit tower would be

approximately 55 for suspension towers and 64 for dead-end towers, and the maximum estimated number of
trips would be 89 for suspension towers and 105 for dead-end towers; and

. The minimum number of helicopter trips required to construct a 500-kV single-circuit tower would be
approximately 146 for suspension towers and 380 for dead-end towers, and the maximum estimated number
of trips would be 194 for suspension towers and 480 for dead-end tower.

Based on the above assumptions, and as shown in Table 2.6-2 (located at the end of Chapter 2) it has been
estimated that a minimum of 19,817 18;459, and a maximum of 27,724 25.829 helicopter round trips would
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Table 2.6-1. Alternative 6 Helicopter Staging Areas for Construction of Towers Within the ANF

Site # Location Description of Site
(Proximity to the T/L) {Ownership / Existing Conditions / Accessibility)
1 |Adjacent to the westof  |Located on National Forest System (NFS) lands. Site is level and undeveloped. This area
Angeles Forest Highway | appears to have burned recently (based on site visit in June 2008); there is currently

at the intersection with
Mount Emma Road,
approximately 0.1 mile
east of S6 MP 3.0

moderate vegetative cover, with possible invasive species beginning to establish. A rise of
approximately 5 to 6 feet separates the site from Angeles Forest Highway. Direct access
provided via Angeles Forest Highway, which would be temporarily restricted during helicopter
operations.

Adjacent to the south of

Aliso Canyon Road, 0.5

mile NW of Price Ranch

Rd, within 0.1 mile to the
east of 511 MP 3.75

Located on a private in-holding (thts is a private site wh|ch SCE plans to use for Alternative 2
as a pulling/stringing siteefth ction

is relatively level with vegetaﬂon cover. Scattered homes are nearby, to the south Direct
access provided via Aliso Canyon Road, which would be temporarily restricted during
helicopter operations.

South of Aliso Canyon
Road and east of Price
Ranch Road, roughly
equidistance between
Segments 6 and 11

Located on NFS lands. Site is currently undeveloped with dense vegetation cover. Site is
adjacent and to the north of Aliso Creek, and is in a -a-pessible-Riparian Conservation Area
(RCA).; - Direct access provided via Aliso
Canyon Road, which would be temporarily restricted during helicopter operations.

Along south side of a non-
Forest system road, near
where road ends.
Approximately 0.15 mile
north of Mt. Gleason
Road, approximately 1.7
miles westof S11MP 7.8

Located on NFS lands. The site appears to have been graded in the past and is relatively flat
for those portions along the existing access road. The site drops off rapidly as you head
down slope (west). The site is undeveloped except for a small weather station near the
middie of the parcel. There is evidence of a past revegetation effort with some seedlings
remaining. Site is long and narrow and stretches along southern side of road. On the
northern side of the road are the remnants of a stone and concrete outbuilding of
indeterminate age. Also on the north side of the road just east of the site is a water tank and
associated buildings. There is a microwave tower at the intersection of the non-system
access road and Mt. Gleason Road. Mt. Gleason Indian Paintbrush, a State-listed Rare and
Forest Service Sensitive plant, was identified adjacent to the site.

Within 0.1 mile to the
west of Forest Road 4N18
and 0.3 mile NW of
Rabhit Peak, within 0.1
mile to the west of $6 MP
9.75

Located on NFS lands. This is a currently undeveloped area which is occupied by moderate
vegetation and a population of medium- to mature pine trees. Access would be provided via
a new temporary spur road from Forest Road 4N18, which would be temporarily restricted
during helicopter operations.

Adjacent to the west of
Upper Big Tujunga
Canyon Road and 0.8
mile SE of Lynx Gulch,
approximately 0.25 mile

Located on NFS lands. This site is currently undeveloped and populated by moderate
vegetation with some small- to medium-sized pine trees (natural growth). Site is currently
fairly narrow, but could be expanded with grading. Slopes vary throughout the site. This site
is near Lynx Guich Road, a sensitive resource for multiple amphibian species. Site
encroaches upon Big Tujunga Creek, located to the west. Access provided via Upper Big

west of 56 MP 14.0 Tujunga Canyon Road, which would be temporarily restricted during helicopter operations.
After improvements, the site would connect with Upper Big Tujunga Canyon Road via a new
access road.

Barley Flats (former US  |[Same as SCE#6B] Located on NFS lands. This is a split site which includes an existing

Air Force Nike missile
site), 0.5 mile north of
Angeles Ferest-Crest Hwy
and 1.75 miles west-NW
of intersection with Upper
Big Tujunga Canyon Rd,
approximately 1.8 miles
west of 56 MP 16.75

helipad {operated and maintained by the Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department) located
to the south of Barley Flats Road, used in conjunction with a portion of the former US Air
Force Nike missile site known as “Barley Flats”. The Barley Flats area encompasses two lots
located at the western end of Barley Flats Road; because the western lot is currently
occupied by numerous abandoned buildings which may have potential for Historical
designation, only the eastern lot is included as part of this helicopter staging site. No existing
structures in the western lot would be removed. The eastern lot of Barley Flats, as included
in this split site, is currently bordered to the west by several small abandoned structures, to
the north by mature natural-growth trees, to the east by what appears to be an abandoned
stormwater detention basin, and to the south by an earth embankment and another
abandoned structure (possibly an old office). The existing entrance to this lot is located in the
southwestern corner. The Los Angeles County Sheriff's helipad that would be used in
conjunction with the eastern Barley Flats lot is considered large enough to accommodate the
sky crane required for helicopter construction. The helipad area is surrounded by mature
trees, some of which may need to be removed to land the sky crane. Use of this site as a
helicopter staging area would include helicopters and a sky crane landing at the helipad, with




Table 2.6-1. Alternative 6 Helicopter Staging Areas for Construction of Towers Within the ANF

Site #

Location
{Proximity to the T/L)

Description of Site
(Ownership / Existing Conditions / Accessibility)

tower laydown and assembly taking place at the eastern Barley Flats lot. Access provided via
Barley Flats Road, which is accessed from Angeles Crest Highway (approximately 300 feet
west of Upper Big Tujunga Canyon Road). Barley Flats Road is just over three miles long,
heading in a west-northwest direction towards the proposed helicopter site. Barley Flats Rd
is currently gated at Angeles Crest Highway.

Terraced area near Big
Tujunga Dam
approximately 0.15 mile
west-southwest of Big
Tujunga Canyon Road
and S11 MP 14.5

Located on NFS lands. Site is a currently disturbed area, located on the plateau on top of a
benched and graded hillside. The plateau is bounded to the east by Big Tujunga Canyon
Road, to the north by a steep rocky slope, to the south by vegetated hills, and open space to
the west (where the benched hillside stretches down into Big Tujunga Canyon). Direct
access provided via Big Tujunga Canyon Road, which would be temporarily closed during
helicopter operations.

9 |Adjacent to Rincon- [Same as SCE#7] Located on NFS lands. Site is a currently disturbed area used by Forest
Redbox Road in the Service fire personnel as a helicopter landing site. Site is relatively fiat and in some areas
Newcomb Pass area, supports large populations of nonnative grasses and Spanish broom. Mature oaks and
approximately 0.36 mile | potential spotted owl habitat surround the site. Native vegetation has recruited in many areas
west of junction with and includes California buckwheat, ceanothus, and manzanita. A small depression occurs
Shortcut-Edison Road ,  |near the middle of the site which collects seasonal rainfall. This area supports wetland piant
just west of S6 MP 19.5 | species such as spikerush. Several recreational trails cross or pass near to the site, and are

used extensively by recreationists during the summer months. Access o the site is via two
points along Rincon-Redbox Road just west of the intersection with Shortcut-Edison Road.

10 |Adjacent to the north of  |Located on NFS lands. Site is an old, abandoned Forest Service overlook site that includes a
Angeles Forest Hwy, flattened area (probably the old parking lot), some remnant retaining walls, and other
~0.25 mile north of stone/masonry walls. Above the flat area, there is a knob approximately 8 to 10 feet higher
intersection with Big than the flat. The flat is covered with Spanish broom; the knob has brush and scattered
Tujunga Canyon Road,  |trees. The site is accessible by an existing access road, but it is gated at the intersection of
0.8 mile east of S11 MP | Angeles Forest Highway to prohibit vehicular access by the public.

13.25

11 |West of Van Tassel Road, | [Same as SCE#8] Located on NFS lands. Site is adjacent to Forest Road 1N36, about 0.5
north of Duarte, west of | mile southwest of Mount Bliss. Roughly half of the site is disturbed due to the road, a dirt
S6 MP 26 turnout, and a water tower. The remaining half is covered by native vegetation. A knoll near

the center is covered by coastal sage scrub (dominated by California buckwheat and black
sage), surrounded on all sides are chaparral (dominated by manzanita, ceanothus, and
laurel sumac). There is a woodland of California bay laurel and canyon live oak immediately
north of the site. Quercus durata var. gabrielensis (GNPS List 4.2) is present on the site.

. There is no potential for rare species in the disturbed portion of the site.

12 |Roadside turnout Located on NFS lands. This is a roadside turnout adjacent to Angeles Forest Highway north
adjacent to Angeles of Mill Creek Summit Station. The site is an open graded road turnout approximately 0.60
Forest Highway, east of |acres in size. Transmission lines pass over the site. Much of the site is open with very little
S6 MP 6.6 vegetative cover. The vegetation that does occur within the site includes non-native annual

grasses and some native annuals and perennial herbs. The fill slope beneath the turnout is
covered by rabbitbrush scrub. There is no natural habitat and minimal potential for special-
status species to occur in the turnout area, but the surrounding natural vegetation has the
potential to provide habitat for several special-status plants, including San Gabriel manzanita
(Arctostaphylos gabrielensis), Plummer's mariposa lily (Calochortus plummerae), Mount
Gleason Indian paintbrush (Castilleja gleasonii), San Gabriel Mountains sunflower (Hulsea
vestita subsp. gabrielensis), short-jointed beavertail cactus {(Opuntia basilaris var,
brachyclada), chickweed oxytheca (Oxytheca caryophylloides), Transverse Range phacelia
(Phacelia exilis), and Lemmon’s syntrichopappus ( Syntrichiopappus lemmoni),

13 |Existing helicopter landing | Located on NFS lands. Existing helicopter landing area southeast of Mill Creek Summit

area located off 3N17.4,

Station. The site is a flat dirt area approximately 0.38 acres in size. The helipad has very

east of S6 MP 7.5

minimal cover of non-native annual grasses surrounded by native vegetation. Vegetation on
the site includes non-native annual grasses and some native herbs such as perennial
woollystar and sandaster (Corethrogyne filaginifolia). Most of the surrounding vegetation is
chaparral dominated by chamise, San Gabriel manzanita, chaparral whitethorn (Ceanothus
leucodermis) and desert ceanothus {Ceanothus greqail). There also is a Coulter pine (Pinus
coulter plantation adjacent to the site. San Gabriel manzanita is a CNPS list 1B.2 and
Forest Service Sensitive plant. It was observed immediately adjacent to the helipad. There is




Table 2.6-1. Alternative 6 Helicopter Staging Areas for Construction of Towers Within the ANF

Location

Site #| (proximity to the TIL)

Description of Site
{Ownership / Existing Conditions / Accessibility)

no natural habitat and minimal potential for special-status species to occur on the helipad

site, but the surrounding natural vegetation has the potential to provide habitat for several

special-status plants, including Plummer's mariposa lily, Mount Gleason Indian paintbrush,

San Gabriel Mountains sunflower, short-jcinted beavertail cactus, chickweed oxytheca,

Transverse Range phacelia, and Lemmon’s syntrichopappus.

Note: Site numbers correspond to those shown in Figure 2.6-1.

Table 2.6-2. Alternative 6 (Maximum Helicopter Construction in the ANF) Helicopter Trip Estimate
Number of Minimum Maximum Total Total
Structures in Helicopter Helicopter Minimum Maximum
ANF Using Round Trips | Round Trips Helicopter Helicopter
Structure Type (Activity) Helicopters Per Tower per Tower Round Trips Round Trips
Segment 6 92 (plus 2 wreck-out only) 74
220-kV Suspension (Wreck Out) ! 8970 55 89 4,8953.850 7,9216.230
220-kV Dead End (Wreck OQut) ! b4 64 105 320256 525420
500-kV Suspension (Construct) 8770 146 194 | 12.70246,220 |  16,87813.580
500-kV Dead End (Construct) 2 54 380 480 1,9004:528 24004820
Total Helicopter Round Trips Segment 6 = 1981715846 | 27,72422.150
Segment 11 56 (3 with no wreck-out required)
220-kV Suspension (Wreck Out) 51 55 89 2,805 4,539
220-kV Dead End (Wreck Out) 2 64 105 128 210
500-kV Suspension (Construct) 54 146 194 7,884 10,476
500-kV Dead End (Construct) 2 2 380 480 760 960
Total Helicopter Round Trips Segment 11 = 11,577 16,185
TOTAL Helicopter Round Trips (Segments 6 & 11) = 3139427423 |  43,90938:335

Source: SCE, 2008a; SCE, 2008¢ (DR#5 - Q14); GIS data provided by SCE.

* Wreck out towers for Segment 6 assumed to be one-for-one with replaced towers.

? Dead End towers determined based on May 30, 2008, Road Story. Segment 6 Dead End structures assumed to be Structures 29 (M6-T2), M6-T5, 42
{M9-T2), 49 (M11-T1), and 83 (M19-T4). Segment 11 Dead End Structures assumed to be Structures 16 and 17.

Table 2.6-3. Alternative 6 (Maximum Helicopter Construction in the ANF) Estimate of Land Disturbance
- Segment 11: New Mesa — Vincent (Via Gould) 500/220-kV T/L

Disturbed Acres Disturbed Acres to be Acres
Project Feature Quantity Acreage During Restored Permanently
Calculation Construction Disturbed
Gould - Vincent 500-kV T/L (NFS Lands)
Towers Constructed by Helicopter 56
Guard Structures (Qty = Pair) 8 2 X 50" x 150’ 2.75 2.75 0.00
Tower Sites (Includes Tower wreck-out,
Foundation Installation, Tower Assembly | .
and Erection ~ including crane pads, Wire 5 200" X 200 37.31 23.83 13.54
Installation) 5
Tower Sites (Tower wreck-out only) 1 ' |
(Newly disturbed area only) 3 (100" X102 0.34 034 0.00
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FOREST RESIDENTS OPPOSING NEW TRANSMISSION LINES

FOREST RESIDENTS OPPOSING
NEW TRANSMISION LINES

July 15,2016

California Public Utilities Commission
RE: VIG/ASP

c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.
505 Sansome Street, Suite #300

San Francisco, CA 94111
VIG.ASP@ene.com

[Electronic submittal of 52 pages]

Subject: Comments submitted on the Draft Environmental Impact Report Issued for
the Valley-Ivyglen and Alberhill Projects.

Reference:  The Notice of Preparation issued April14, 2016

Forest Residents Opposing New Transmission Lines (“FRONTLINES) appreciates the
opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR” ) issued by the
California Public Utilities Commission (“Commission”) for the proposed Alberhill and
Valley-Ivyglen Projects, and respectfully submits the following comments pertaining
thereto.

FRONTLINES sets forth over the following pages numerous concerns regarding omissions
and deficiencies noted in the DEIR, and also presents substantial facts which suggest that
both the Alberhill Project and the Ivyglen Project “as proposed” by Southern California
Edison (“SCE”) are neither necessary nor appropriate. These concerns are presented
below along with proposed low impact alternatives which fully eliminate all of the
reliability concerns that the Alberhill and Valley-Ivyglen projects are intended to address.
FRONTLINES comments on the Alberhill and Valley-Ivyglen Projects DEIR presented herein

are organized in the following sections:
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1. Alberhill Project Need
2. Valley-lvyglen Project Need
3. Deficiencies in the DEIR’s project objectives and alternatives analysis.

4. Alternatives that eliminate project impacts and meet all CEQA-compliant project
objectives.

5. Deficiencies in the DEIR analysis of SCE’s proposed helicopter use.

6. Deficiencies with, and concerns regarding, SCE’s “Commitments” which are not binding
on SCE, are not recognized by CEQA, and the implementation of which is generally left
to SCE’s “discretion”.

7. Conclusion

As a preliminary comment: FRONTLINES is aware that the Valley-Ivyglen project has
already been approved by the Commission [D.10-08-009] and that SCE has sought merely
to modify the Valley-Ivyglen Decision to allow for the use of helicopter and blasting
methods and to make some minor adjustments to the approved alignment!. However,
FRONTLINES’ analysis of current and future energy demand profiles in the area
demonstrates that the reliability problems which SCE sought to address with the Valley-
Ivyglen project have never materialized, and are not likely to materialize within a 10 year
planning horizon. Additionally, FRONTLINES has developed alternatives to the Valley-
Ivyglen project that differ substantially from the proposed Valley-Ivyglen project because
they do not require the acquisition and construction of new 115 kV right of way (“ROW”)
and (correspondingly) reduce virtually all the significant project impacts. Therefore,
FRONTLINES has analyzed the Valley-Ivyglen project as if it were a newly proposed
project.

FRONTLINES notes that this is not the approach adopted by the DEIR; to the contrary,
Section 2 of the DEIR clarifies that the Valley-Ivyglen project is presumed to be fully

1 See SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY (U 338-E) AMENDED PETITION FOR MODIFICATION OF DECISION
10-08-009 filed with the Commission on May 23, 2014.
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constructed before the Alberhill project?. The fact that the impact analysis of the Alberhill
Project presented in the DEIR presupposes that the Valley-Ivyglen project is already
constructed raises concerns regarding whether the DEIR has properly considered all of the
potential impacts of the Alberhill project, including those impacts that would be generated
if the Valley-Ivyglen project is not approved as proposed. FRONTLINES is particularly
alarmed by this, given that FRONTLINES’ recommended alternative to the Valley-Ivyglen
project precludes construction of Segments VIG1, VIG2, VIG3, and portions of Segments
VIG4 and VIG5. Should the Commission adopt one of FRONTLINES’ recommended lower
impact alternatives to the Valley-Ivyglen project, it may be necessary to add transmission
infrastructure to the Alberhill project, and the impacts of these additions should be set to
the Alberhill account. To reconcile these concerns, FRONTLINES’s recommended
alternatives consider the following:

e The Valley-Ivyglen project as a “stand-alone” project which can proceed

independently from the outcome of the Alberhill project

e The Alberhill project as a “stand-alone” project which can proceed independently
from the outcome of the Valley-Ivyglen project

e A combined “Alberhill/Valley-Ivyglen” project.

1.0 A NEED FOR THE ALBERHILL PROJECT IS NOT DEMONSTRABLY ESTABLISHED.
The Alberhill Project is intended to accommodate the increased peak demand that SCE
claims will in occur in an area served by SCE’s existing “Valley South” system which is
comprised of thirteen 115 kV substations served by the existing 500/115 kV Valley South
Substation (see the line diagram provided in Figure 13). The Alberhill project will add a
new 500 kV substation to the “Valley-South” system, and create 2 smaller systems: An

“Alberhill System” comprised of five 115 kV substations served by the new Alberhill 500 kV

2 For example, consider the DEIR’s description of ASP2, which (according to Table 2-2 and footnote g) simply adds a
second 115 KV circuit to existing double circuit towers. However, these towers are not in fact “existing” and they will
not exist unless and until Segments VIG4 and VIG 5 of the proposed Valley-Ivyglen project are constructed.

3 This Figure was supplied by SCE in an Exhibit filed with the FERC in Docket RC15-1 on April 15, 2015. The Figure

(identified in Exhibit SCE-7) depicts the current Valley North and Valley South systems (Identified as the “AB Section”

and the “D Section”, respectively) in: http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/file list.asp?document id=14325810.
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substation, and a smaller “Valley-South System” comprised of nine 115 kV substations
served by the Valley South 500 kV Substation. SCE justifies this half billion dollar project
based on its claim that electrical demand in the area will increase so substantially over the
next few years that it will exceed the operating limit of the two existing 500/115 kV
transformers at the Valley South substation [DEIR Page 1-6 at 39]. Given that it is SCE'’s
peak demand projections which establish the entire “purpose and need” for the Alberhill
project itself, FRONTLINES’ opines that the DEIR should not merely accept SCE’s peak
demand projections by wrote, but should instead fully examine and thoroughly vet them.
Toward this end, FRONTLINES presents the following historic data which conclusively
demonstrate the extent to which SCE’s past peak forecasts have been inaccurate and
unreliable, and also presents planning documents adopted by the County of Riverside and
the City of Lake Elsinore which demonstrate the extent to which SCE’s future peak
forecasts are inaccurate and unreliable. Taken together, the information presented below
demonstrate that SCE’s peak demand projections do not provide an adequate basis for

determining either the “public need” or the “public convenience” of the Alberhill Project.

1.1 The Peak Demand Forecast Which SCE Relies upon to Justify the Alberhill
Project is Demonstrably Inaccurate and Unreliable
According to the DEIR, SCE’s Alberhill Project is proposed to accommodate the increased
peak demand that will occur as a result of significant growth projected for Riverside
County and the City of Lake Elsinore [page 1-6 beginning at 28]. As justification, the DEIR
cites the peak demand levels projected by SCE for the Valley South system which are
predicted to exceed the 1,119 MVA operating limit of the Valley South transformer banks
within 3 years [DEIR Table 1-1]. SCE makes this prediction despite the fact that, for the
last 8 years, peak demand has consistently remained 20% below this projected peak
demand, and has in fact hovered between 909 MVA and 928 MVA or less.
Additionally, and for the last 8 years, both SCE and the California System Independent
Operator (“CAISO”) have declared that there is a substantial and pressing need for the
Alberhill Project: SCE’s PEA filed in 2009 claims that the Valley transformers would
overload by 2013 [see Table 1.1 on page 1-6]; and CAISO’s 2009 approval of the Alberhill
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project asserted that the Valley transformers would overload by 20144, FRONTLINES
observes that none of these predictions have come to pass, which calls into substantial 99-8 Cont.
question the credibility of SCE’s peak demand forecast projections and (by extension) SCE’s

entire basis for claiming that the half billion dollar Alberhill project is needed.

1.2  SCE's Peak Demand Forecasts Are Inconsistent With Adopted Planning
Documents
The DEIR presumes that, by 2035, the population of Riverside County will double and the
population of Lake Elsinore will nearly double from 2010 population levels [1-6 at 33].
Therefore, the DEIR relies on SCE’s prediction that, by 2024, peak demand on the Valley
South system will increase to 1,269 MVA, which is nearly 40% higher than the 2014 peak
demand [Table 1-1]. However, SCE’s energy demand projection fails to consider the
widespread implementation of EE (energy efficiency), DR (demand response), ES (energy
storage), and DG (distributed generation) programs that will occur within the Valley South
system and will significantly mitigate demand through the 10 year planning horizon and 99-9
beyond.
In addition, SCE’s energy demand projection for the South Valley system is utterly contrary
to adopted Riverside County planning documents which project a decrease in Riverside
County energy use by 2020 through implementation of the following local planning and

development programs>:

R2-E1: New residential buildings are 5% - 20% more efficient than the current Title 24
standards (implemented pursuant to General Plan Policies AQ 5.2, AQ 5.4, LU 4.1e, 0OS 16.1
and 0OS 16.9)

R2-E2: Incorporate renewable energy (such as photovoltaic panels) into new residential
developments that should be sufficient to reduce the new home’s projected use of grid
energy by 50% (implemented pursuant to General Plan Policies OS 10.1, OS 11.2, and OS
11.3).

4 See http://www.caiso.com/Documents/091216DecisiononAlberhillSubstationProject-Memo.pdf

5 Section 4.3.B (page 4-10) & Section 5.2 (on page 5-3) - Riverside County “Climate Action Plan” (December 2015).

http://planning.rctima.org/ZoningInformation/GeneralPlan/RiversideCountyClimateActionPlan%E2%80%93December2015.aspx



http://www.caiso.com/Documents/091216DecisiononAlberhillSubstationProject-Memo.pdf
http://planning.rctlma.org/ZoningInformation/GeneralPlan/RiversideCountyClimateActionPlan%E2%80%93December2015.aspx
hitchingsj
Line

hitchingsj
Line


R2-E3: Incorporate energy reduction measures for residential buildings undergoing major
renovations to reduce energy consumption in retrofitted homes by a minimum of
15%.(implemented pursuant to General Plan Policies OS 16.5, 0S 16.7, and 0S 16.9,).

R2-E4: Retrofit existing homes with photovoltaic panels such that 50% of all of the home’s
electrical usage is offset (Implements General Plan Policies OS 10.1, 0S 11.2, and OS 11.3).

R2-E5: New commercial buildings are 5% - 20% more efficient than the current Title 24
standards (implemented pursuant to General Plan Policies AQ 5.2, AQ 5.4, LU 4.1e, 0OS 16.1
and 0S 16.9).

R2-E6: Incorporate renewable energy (solar or other) into the design and construction of
new commercial, office, and industrial developments that should offset at least 20% of the
projected energy use (implemented pursuant to General Plan Policies 0S 10.1, 0S 11.2, and
0S11.3).

R2-E7: incorporate energy reduction measures for commercial or industrial buildings
undergoing major renovations to reduce energy consumption by a minimum of 20%
(implemented pursuant to General Plan Policies AQ 5.2, AQ 5.4, OS 16.1, 0S 16.7 and OS
16.9,).

R2-R8: Retrofit existing streetlights with Induction lamps which consume 50% less energy.

[Note: These energy reduction programs are separate from, and not included in, state-
mandated renewable energy programs such as the 2020 33% RPS or the 2030 50% RPS]

The City of Lake Elsinore has adopted similar energy reduction programs that will further
reduce local energy demand®. Through implementation of these programs, energy demand
in the Valley South system is not expected to increase by 2020 (and in fact is expected to

drop). This controverts SCE’s prediction that peak demand on the South Valley system will

increase to 1,169 by 2020 and exceed transformer operating limits at the Valley substation.

From the information set forth above, it seems likely that SCE’s entire justification for the
proposed Alberhill project is based on speculative predictions of peak energy demand

which (history shows) are substantially inaccurate and contrary to adopted city and

6 See http://www.lake-elsinore.org/home/showdocument?id=7249
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county energy reduction programs and planning documents. These facts cast serious
doubt on SCE’s argument that the proposed Alberhill Project is “needed” to accommodate
increases in peak demand.

1.3  Additional Facts Demonstrating that the Alberhill Project is not Needed.
Besides the demonstrable inaccuracies in SCE’s peak demand projections, there are many
other reasons why SCE'’s proposed Alberhill Project is unnecessary and even inappropriate.
Taken together, these reasons (set forth below) demonstrate the imprudence of SCE’s
request for Commission approval of the half billion dollar Alberhill project:

The Alberhill 500 kV project creates a massive CAISO grid connection that will cost ratepayers
half a billion dollars and only serve 5 small distribution substations: SCE'’s proposed
Alberhill substation will be constructed with a 1,680 MVA capacity that accommodates
three 560 MVA transformer bays plus a spare 560 MVA bay. Yet, SCE intends to use
Alberhill to serve only 5 small substations that have a combined peak demand that appears
to be well below 500 MVA. Implementing Alberhill to solve a virtually non-existent
transformer overload concern on the Valley South system is like using a sledgehammer to
break up a small lump of sugar.

The combined capacity of the Alberhill and Valley substations is more than double the amount
needed to reliably serve demand. SCE’s Alberhill project will place three enormous 500 kV
substations (Valley North, Valley South, and Alberhill) having a combined transmission
capacity of 3,920 MVA within 14 miles of each other to serve an Electrical Needs Area with
a combined peak load of less than 1850 MW 7. This constitutes a massive over-
concentration of transmission capacity in an area that has predominantly medium and low
density suburban and rural development and which has no need for such capacity either
now or in the future.

SCE’s PEA misrepresents the current 115 kV Valley South system, and based on this
misrepresentation, SCE wrongly claims that a new 115 kV line from Newcomb to Skylark is
needed: SCE’s PEA filed September 30, 2009 states [page 2-7] “As shown on Figure 2.3,
Alberhill System configuration, there is no existing connection between Newcomb
Substation and Skylark Substation. Both Newcomb Substation and Skylark Substation are
presently connected to Valley Substation from two separate subtransmission lines, each
originating at Valley Substation. Because both Newcomb Substation and Skylark Substation
would be served from the new Alberhill System, a connection is necessary between
Newcomb and Skylark Substations to maintain the minimum number of source lines for
each substation.” SCE supplied the following figure (labeled Figure 2.3) to illustrate the
system it describes (Figure 2.3 was modified slightly and relabeled 2.3a in SCE’s modified
PEA filed April 14, 2011):

7 See page 5 of “FERC Order on Local Distribution Determination” issued December 31, 2015 which states that SCE’s
Valley 115 kV system (which is comprised of Valley North PLUS Valley South) supports a load that is roughly 1825 MW.

Found here: http://www.nerc.com/FilingsOrders/us/FERCOrdersRules/Order SCE 20151231 RC15-1.pdf
8
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Based on this Figure 2.3, SCE claims that there is no 115 kV connection between Skylark
and Newcomb, which is why extensive new 115 kV lines (designated as Segments ASP5,
ASP6, and ASP7) are included as part of the Alberhill 500 kV substation project. However,
SCE’s statements and figure are false. As clearly shown in Figure 1 provided above, there
is an existing line connecting Skylark to Newcomb, so SCE’s claim that a new line is needed
to make such a connection is false. The real reason that SCE proposes a second 115 kV line
between Newcomb and Skylark is because the proposed Alberhill system (comprised of
Alberhill and the Newcomb, Skylark, Ivyglen, Elsinore and Fogarty substation) eliminates a
crucial 115 kV line that is necessary to serve the Tenaja, Stadler, and Stent substations via
Skylark (as shown in figure 1). In other words, if Alberhill is constructed as proposed, the
Tenaja and Stadler and Stent substations will be served via a single 115 kV connection at
Moraga. This “radial service” configuration created by the proposed Alberhill system is
highly unreliable, and it can only mitigated by constructing Segments ASP5, ASP6, and
ASP7 which extends a second 115 kV transmission line south from Newcomb toward
Skylark to tie into the existing 115 kV line serving Tenaja. In other words, it is solely the
Alberhill Project itself which drives the need for Segments ASP5, ASP6, and ASP7; if
Alberhill is not constructed, there is no need to construct ASP5, ASP6, or ASP7.

The inclusion of an additional 115 kV line between the Skylark and Alberhill substations as
part of the Alberhill Project is unjustified and unnecessary. As part of the proposed Alberhill
Project, SCE intends to construct a new 10+ mile 115 kV line extending from the Skylark
substation north to Alberhill (ASP2, ASP3, and ASP4). 6+ miles of this new line will be
created by placing a second 115 kV circuit on the Valley-Ivyglen Segments VIG4, VIG5 and
VIG6. The remaining 4+ miles will be created by removing existing single circuit poles and
replacing them with double circuit facilities. SCE does not even bother to explain why this
new 115 kV line is needed; SCE offers no peak demand data or power flow studies or any
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other information to justify the added cost and impacts that will be incurred to construct
this line. To the contrary, SCE merely includes it as a perfunctory element of the Alberhill
project itself. The reason SCE does not justify any reliability need within the existing Valley
South system for this additional 10+ mile 115 kV line is because there is none. In fact, this
new 10+ mile long 115 kV line is solely an artifact of the proposed Alberhill system,
because it provides the Alberhill system with the third 115 kV line needed to meet
standard transmission system planning guidelines. This new 10+ mile 115 kV line is not
necessary to serve any current or future demand within the existing Electrical Needs area
and it is certainly not needed for any purpose other than as a collateral artifact of SCE’s
proposed “Alberhill system”. In other words, the need for Segments ASP2, ASP3, and ASP4
is driven solely by the proposed Alberhill substation itself; if Alberhill is not constructed,
there is no need for either ASP2, ASP3, or ASP4.

SCE’s Proposed “Alberhill System” is Wasteful and Creates Unnecessary Impacts. As shown
in DEIR Figure 2-3, SCE’s proposed Alberhill 115 kV project relegates an existing, fully
functioning, and perfectly viable 115 kV line and ROW to “standby” use by “keeping it
energized but not load serving under normal operations”. Though SCE’s ratepayers have
paid for the construction and maintenance of this currently operational, 10+ mile long,
single circuit 115 kV line that extends from the Valley South Substation to the heart of Lake
Elsinore, SCE intends to sidestep it completely in favor of an entirely new 10+ mile long
single circuit 115 kV transmission line in an entirely new ROW that extends from Valley
South to the heart of Lake Elsinore. Not only does this create unnecessary and significant
impacts resulting from the development of an entirely new ROW corridor, it is also an
unnecessary and unacceptable waste of ratepayer resources.

CAISO’s Analysis of the Alberhill Project confirms that other, less costly alternatives are
available to address SCE’s concerns. When CAISO approved the Alberhill Project in
December, 2009, it considered various alternatives that would address SCE'’s concerns
regarding potential overloads on the Valley South transformers. One of the alternatives
that CAISO considered was to simply add a third 500/115 kV transformer to the Valley
South 500 kV bus. CAISO acknowledged that this “third transformer alternative” would
address SCE’s overload concerns at a fraction of the cost of the proposed Alberhill project.
The only drawbacks that CAISO found with this “third transformer alternative” was that it
1) Would “Exceed SCE’s substation design practice of limiting to 3 load-carrying banks and
1 spare within 500 kV substation”; 2) Does not “create any new 115 kV system ties for
substation load transfers”; and 3) “Increases further loss of load exposure”. The first
criticism is utter nonsense, because the new transformer added by this alternative would
be the third “load-carrying” transformer bank at the Valley South substation. Therefore,
SCE’s “Substation Design Practice” would not be violated. The second criticism is equally
nonsensical, because it is SCE’s standard practice to design subtransmission systems with a
single CAISO grid connection and minimal system ties. This design practice prevents SCE'’s
subtransmission systems from operating in parallel to the CAISO grid and causing “loop
flow” problems and other impacts to the CAISO-controlled Bulk Electric System (“BES”). In
other words, the second drawback identified by CAISO is essentially a criticism of SCE’s
entire transmission design philosophy, and is therefore completely invalid. Finally, CAISO’s
third criticism is wholly unsubstantiated; CAISO fails to identify what the “load exposure”
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is, or how the “load exposure” is lost, or how this “lost load exposure” is “increased” by the
third transformer alternative. Clearly, CAISO’s analysis of the “third transformer
alternative” demonstrates that it will fully address ALL of SCE’s concerns with virtually no
downside and (more importantly) NO ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS. FRONTLINES contends
that the DEIR errs substantially in failing to properly consider this alternative.

2.0 ANEED FOR THE VALLEY-IVYGLEN PROJECT IS NOT DEMONSTRABLY
ESTABLISHED.

FRONTLINES understands that the Valley-Ivyglen Project is a “stand-alone” project that is
independent of the Alberhill project and has in fact already been approved by the
Commission [Decision D.10-08-009]. FRONTLINES also understands that the Valley-
Ivyglen portion of the DEIR is intended to address SCE'’s Petition for Modification
(“Petition”) of D.10-08-009 to permit segment realignment and the use of helicopters,
blasting, and other changes. Nonetheless, FRONTLINES observes that the circumstances
under which D.10-08-009 was approved in 2010 have changed, and that the projected peak
demands that were used to justify D.10-08-009 have never materialized. These facts
warrant reconsideration of whether the Valley-Ivyglen project itself should be constructed.
SCE’s Valley-Ivyglen project is intended to accommodate increased electrical demand on
the Valley-Elsinore section of the existing Valley South system [DEIR page 1-7 beginning at
18]. The Valley-Ivyglen project will add a new 115 kV transmission line in an entirely new
Right of Way (ROW”) corridor that extends from the Valley South substation to the Ivyglen
substation [see DEIR Figure 2-1]. SCE justifies the Valley-Ivyglen project based on
projected peak demand levels on the Valley-Elsinore line, and claims that peak demand

may exceed the 184 MVA operating limit by this year [see DEIR Page 1-7 at 19].

2.1 The Peak Demand Forecast Which SCE Relies upon to Justify the Valley-Ivyglen
Project is Demonstrably Inaccurate, Unreliable, and Inconsistent With
Adopted Planning Documents.

Given that it is SCE’s peak demand projections which establish the entire “purpose and

need” for the Valley-Ivyglen project, FRONTLINES’ opines that the DEIR should not merely

accept SCE’s peak demand projections by wrote, but should instead fully examine and
thoroughly vet them. Toward this end, FRONTLINES observes that peak demand on the

Valley-Elsinore line has consistently remained 10% below the 184 MVA normal operating
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level (also known as “normal line rating” or “normal line capacity”), and has in fact hovered
between 163 MVA and 168 MVA or less [DEIR Table 1-2]. Despite these facts, SCE projects
that the peak demand on the Valley-Elsinore line will increase by 15% in just 2 years® and
jump by 28% in the next 8 years! SCE also contends that, under a Peak N-1 event scenario?,
the emergency operating limit on the existing Elsinore-Fogarty tap line to Valley line would
be exceeded by 17%10 assuming current demand levels; this increases to 27%?11 under
2024 projected levels. However, nothing about SCE’s peak demand projections on the
Valley-Elsinore line forecast has ever been accurate or reliable even as far back as 2007,
when SCE first claimed the Valley-Ivyglen project was needed because demand would
exceed the 184 MVA capacity of the Valley-Ivyglen line by 200812. Clearly this was wrong,
since the actual 2008 peak demand was only 146 MVA, which is 22% below the normal
rating.

FRONTLINES further observes that planning documents adopted by the County of
Riverside and the City of Lake Elsinore (described above) indicate that peak demand on the
Valley-Elsinore line will actually drop over time and not increase. Taken together, this
information demonstrate that SCE’s peak demand projections do not provide an adequate
basis for determining either the “public need” or the “public convenience” of the Valley-

Ivyglen project.

8 The 2016 peak demand projected by SCE is 187 MVA, which is 15% higher than the actual 163 MVA peak demand
recorded for 2014.

It appears that such an overload would only occur if all powerflows out of Skylark were interrupted, because that
would require the Valley Elsinore line to serve all the load at the Ivyglen, Fogarty, Elsinore, and Skylark substations.
To confirm this, FRONTLINES requested line capacity and load data from SCE, but SCE refused to provide this
information. In any event, it does not seem that an N-1 would be sufficient to cause the overloads that SCE cites

10 The 2016 projected peak N-1 loading is 292 MVA, which is 17% higher than the 248 MVA emergency operating limit
on the Valley-Elsinore-Fogarty line.

11 The 2024 projected peak N-1 loading is 315 MVA, which is 27% higher than the 248 MVA emergency operating limit
on the Valley-Elsinore-Fogarty line.

12 gee Page A-13 of the Draft EIR prepared in 2009 for the Valley-Ivyglen project originally proposed by SCE found here:

http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/ene/ivyglen /DEIR /A%20-%20Introduction.pdf

12

99-18
Cont.


http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/ene/ivyglen/DEIR/A%20-%20Introduction.pdf
hitchingsj
Line


2.2  Additional Concerns with the Valley-Ivyglen Project.

Besides the demonstrable inaccuracies in SCE’s peak demand projections, there are other
reasons (set forth below) why the Valley-Ivyglen Project is unnecessary and even
inappropriate. Taken together, these reasons demonstrate the imprudence of a
continuation of the Valley-Ivyglen project approval.

The Valley-lvyglen Project is Wasteful and Creates Unnecessary Impacts. The Valley-Ivyglen
project involves the construction of an entirely new 115 kV ROW extending from the Valley
South substation along Highway 74 and into the City of Lake Elsinore, even though there is
already an existing 115 kV line ROW that extends from the Valley South substation to the
City of Lake Elsinore. Rather than utilize this existing 115 kV ROW (which is consistent
with the Garamendi Principals!3 of transmission siting) the Valley-Ivyglen project creates a
whole new ROW corridor which introduces additional and unnecessary impacts and
wastes ratepayer resources.

The Valley-lvyglen project introduces an intrinsic imbalance to the Valley South system. It
appears to FRONTLINES that the Valley-Ivyglen project provides four 115 kV lines from the
Valley South substation to serve the northernmost 5 substations (Ivyglen, Fogarty, Skylark,
Elsinore and Newcomb), yet it relegates the remaining 9 substations on the Valley-South
system (Pauba, Pechanga, Triton, Moraga, Stent, Sun City, Auld, Stadler, and Tenaja) to be
served by only three 115 kV lines (See Figure below) SCE offers no explanation for this
imbalance, and does not clarify why the northernmost 5 substations should be more
reliably served than the southernmost 9 substations.
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13 The “Garamendi Principal” is embodied in legislation encouraging upgrades to existing righs of way; see:
http://www.energy.ca.gov/2010publications/CEC-600-2010-007 /CEC-600-2010-007-D.PDF
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FRONTLINES does recognize that the Fogarty and Ivyglen substations are only served by a
single 115 kV line which extends from a tap line from the Valley substation (as depicted in
Figure 1), and that this “radial” configuration is unreliable because the Fogarty and Ivyglen
loads will be dropped if a contingency event removes this single 115 kV line from service.
Therefore it is prudent to develop a second 115 KV line to serve these substations.
FRONTLINES also recognizes that an event which interrupts all powerflows out of Skylark
could cause the Valley-Elsinore line to exceed its emergency rating. However (and as
discussed in detail in Section 4 below), both of these concerns can be addressed in a
number of ways which do not require the construction of an entirely new transmission
corridor and miles of new transmission line and which do not create the impacts of SCE’s

proposed Valley-Ivyglen Project

3.0 THE DEIR’S ALBERHILL PROJECT OBJECTIVES AND ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS
ARE INADEQUATE AND DO NOT COMPLY WITH CEQA.
FRONTLINES contends that the DEIR Project Objectives do not comply with CEQA because
they are so narrowly defined that they improperly constrain the range of reasonable
alternatives that are considered to feasibly achieve the project purpose. FRONTLINES
further contends that the DEIR is deficient because it fails to properly address the 24 miles
of 115 kV infrastructure that is included as part of the proposed Alberhill Project, and it
fails to properly analyze impacts of project alternatives that do not rely on the construction

of a new 500 kV substation.

3.1 The DEIR’s Project Objectives are Too Narrowly Constrained and Improperly
Limit the Range of Alternatives Considered Which Violates of CEQA.

CEQA requires that the statement of objectives established by an EIR be sufficiently broad
to allow the consideration of a reasonable range of project alternatives. For decades, the
Courts have continually reinforced this requirement and have rejected EIRs which
establish project objectives that are so narrowly defined that they improperly constrain the
range of alternatives considered. FRONTLINES maintains that the Alberhill Project
Objectives established by the DEIR suffer from this deficiency.

14

99-20
Cont.

99-21

99-22


hitchingsj
Line

hitchingsj
Line

hitchingsj
Line


All of the justification provided by the DEIR for the Alberhill Project and all the data that is
supplied to support this justification is rooted in the overload potential of the two existing
500/115 kV transformers on the Valley South system (for example, Table 1-1 which
specifies the 1,119 MVA operating limit of the transformers, as well as page 1-6 at 41, page
1-7 at 3, page 1-3 at 19, etc.). Therefore, a set of project objectives that reflects this
concerns would be appropriate and compliant with CEQA because it would invite the
consideration of a reasonable range of alternatives (including non-substation alternatives).
However, this is not what the Alberhill Project Objectives achieve. Section 1.2 of the DEIR
establishes the following Alberhill Project Objectives [page 1-10 at 1]:

1. Relieve projected electrical demand that may exceed the operating limit of the two
load-serving Valley South 115-kV System 500/115-kV transformers;

2. Construct a new 500/115-kV substation within the Electrical Needs Area (“ENA”) that
provides safe and reliable electrical service pursuant to NERC and WECC standards; and

3. Maintain system ties between a new 115-kV System and the Valley South 115-kV
System that enable either of these systems to provide electricity in place of the other
during maintenance, during emergency events, or to relieve other operational issues on
one of the systems.

The first objective appears sufficiently broad to encompass all the reliability concerns set
forth in the DEIR regarding the Alberhill project because it properly identifies the
operating limit concerns regarding the two load-serving Valley South 115-kV System
500/115-kV transformers. Therefore, it establishes an appropriate basis for evaluating a
reasonable range of alternatives (including non-substation alternatives) to address these
reliability concerns in a manner that is wholly consistent with CEQA. However, the second
and third objectives amputate the broad and encompassing scope engendered in the first
objective to such an extent that they constrain all project alternatives to only those which
provide SCE with a new substation and (by extension) a new 115 kV “system”. DEIR
Objectives 2and 3 mandate only project alternatives that provide a new substation even
though the DEIR does not provide a shred of evidence demonstrating that a new 500 kV
substation is required to mitigate concerns over projected system electrical demands in

the ENA. As written, the Alberhill Project Objectives explicitly render non-substation
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alternatives unacceptable merely because they lack a substation even if they mitigate
electrical demand concerns and have lower associated impacts than the proposed project.
FRONTLINES would not challenge Objectives 2 and 3 if the DEIR had bothered to
demonstrate (based on substantial evidence) that constructing a new substation and a new
115 kV system are the only way to address the reliability concerns associated with the
transformer overloads at Valley South, but the DEIR failed to do so. To the contrary, both
the DEIR and CAISO state categorically that non-substation alternatives would address all
of these reliability concerns.1% 15> Therefore, FRONTLINES contends that Objectives 2 and 3
are deficient because they eliminate any basis for considering a reasonable range of
alternatives (including non-substation alternatives) in violation of CEQA.

Objective 2 Deficiencies: SCE wants a new 500 kV substation; SCE’s entire purpose and goal
for the Alberhill Project is to construct a new 500 kV substation, and toward that end, SCE
has cited reliability concerns stemming from transformer overloads at the Valley South
substation. However, constructing a new 500 kV substation is not, and cannot be, the
Commission’s objective in either a moral, legal, or technical sense because the Commission
is tasked by the Public Utilities Code with the heavy purpose of approving only projects
that are needed and the Commission is tasked by CEQA to ensure that such needed projects
minimize significant environmental impacts to the greatest extent feasible. Therefore, the
Commission’s objectives must be based solely on the reliability concerns which give rise to
SCE’s justification of the Alberhill project; namely, potential overloads on the Valley South
transformers. This is the only way to ensure that the Commission approves a project that
properly addresses the need objectives established by the Public Utilities Code and
properly minimizes impacts as required by CEQA. The DEIR fails to do this, and in fact it
does the opposite because it takes SCE’s demand for a new substation and embeds it firmly

14 gee page 4 of CAISO’s decision on the Alberhill project issued December 9, 2009, which states that simply adding
another transformer will eliminate the overload potential on the existing transformers. The only criticisms that CAISO
has for this alternative are completely groundless, towit: 1) that it would exceed SCE’s substation design practice of
limiting substations to 3 load carrying transformer banks which is not true because Valley South substation only has 2
transformer banks now, so adding another one is consistent with SCE design practice; 2) That it increases further loss of
load exposure which is not true because three transformers at one substation is a standard design practice for SCE,
therefore stating that this configuration “increases load loss exposure” is tantamount to concluding that all of SCE’s
substations “increase load exposure” because they are consistent with SCE’s design practice of constructing a maximum of
3 load-carrying transformers at a substation; 3) That it does not “create any new 115 KV system ties”. However (and as
explained elsewhere in these comments), all of these criticisms are erroneous.

15 Appendix D at page 35 states that adding a third transformer at Valley North would address all the reliability
concerns that are identified in the DEIR. The only criticism that the DEIR levies is that it does not provide a new 500/115
kV substation (and therefore does not create a new 115 kV system) nor does it provide new system ties to the new
substation system. This illustrates FRONTLINES entire point regarding the DEIR’s deficient project objectives, which
cause a perfectly reasonable alternative that meets all the reliability concerns to be rejected simply because it does not
provide the substation that SCE demands.
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within the project objectives even while contemporaneously acknowledging that non-

substation alternatives will fully address the reliability concerns identified in Objective 1
[DEIR Appendix D page 35]. Simply put, the DEIR has effectively “rubber stamped” SCE’s
demand for a new substation by simply adopting it (in its entirety) as a Project Objective.

Objective 3 Deficiencies: Objective 3 addresses the need to maintain “ties” between a
“new115-kV System” and the Valley South 115-kV System. The “new 115-kV system”
demanded by Objective 3 exists only if the new substation demanded by Objective 2 is
constructed, because it is precisely the new substation mandated by Objective 2 which
creates the “new 115-kV system” addressed by Objective 3. Therefore, Objective 3 is
merely an extension of Objective 2, and Objective 2 creates the “”system ties” that Objective
3 “maintains”. In other words, Objective 3 does not exist without Objective 2, and Objective
2 creates the need for Objective 3. Therefore, Objective 2 and Objective 3 are “two faces of
the same coin” and are essentially identical in that they both require a new substation and
neither can be met without a new substation. Because Objective 3 is merely an extension of
Objective 2, it suffers from the same deficiencies of Objective 2 because it mandates the
construction of a “new 115 kV system” (and therefore a new substation); as such, it
artificially constrains the range of alternatives to only those which provides a new
substations and improperly eliminates non-substation alternatives.

The deficiencies that FRONTLINES notes in Objectives 2 and 3 is rendered obvious and
undeniable by the DEIR’s treatment of Alternative F (which adds a third transformer at
Valley South). Specifically, the DEIR finds that Alternative F “would relieve projected
electrical demand” [App D page 35] and is “feasible from a technical, legal, and economic
perspective” [App D page 36]. Italso has fewer associated impacts compared to the
proposed project [App D page 37 and Table 6]. Nonetheless, this alternative was rejected
simply because it “would not include a new 500/115-kV substation within the Electrical
Needs Area or maintain system ties” that are demanded by Objectives 2 and 3 [DEIR
Appendix D page 35]. The fact that the DEIR eliminates Alternative F solely because it fails
to provide a new substation and (by extension) new “system ties” even though it achieves
the project reliability objectives proves FRONTLINES point and specifically spotlights the
substantial deficiencies that occur in Objectives 2 and 3.

The unreasonable constraints imposed by Objectives 2 and 3 render the DEIR’s alternatives
analysis meaningless and are utterly contrary to an extensive body of case law that 1)
requires Project Objectives to accurately reflect the actual underlying purpose of the
project and 2) limits the extent to which SCE’s desire for a new substation can dictate what

constitutes a “feasible” Project Alternative. (See North Coast Rivers Alliance v. Kawamura
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(2016), Preservation Action Council v. City of San Jose (2006) 141 Cal App 4th 1336, 1351-2;
Uphold Our Heritage v. Town of Woodside (2007) 147 Cal. App. 4th 587, 595 fn. 4; and Save
Round Valley Alliance v. County of Inyo (2007) 157 Cal. App. 4th 1437, 1460.) The Alberhill
Project Objectives 2 and 3 are deficient because they embody and mandate SCE’s intent to
construct a new 500 kV substation to such an extent that they narrow the range of
“feasible” alternatives to only those which supply a new substation, thereby eliminating
non-substation alternatives which successfully address the electrical concerns that form
the underlying purpose of the project itself. To ensure that a reasonable range of Alberhill
Project alternatives (including non-substation alternatives) are properly considered
pursuant to CEQA, the Project Objectives must be modified to properly reflect the reliability
concerns that stem from potential overloads of the Valley South transformers, and not
constrained unnecessarily to only those alternatives that provide SCE with the substation
that it demands

3.2 The DEIR Alternatives Analysis fail to properly address the 20+ miles of 115
KV Infrastructure Included in the Alberhill Project

SCE’s PEA clarifies that the proposed Alberhill project creates a “new 115 kV Alberhill
system” consisting of five 115 kV substations that will be transferred from the existing
Valley South system [page 1-10, Section 1.3.2.1 of SCE’s PEA dated September 30, 2009]. It
further clarifies that, in order to facilitate this transfer, many miles of new and modified
115 kV transmission lines will be constructed [page 3-11]. The DEIR precisely establishes
that 20.5 miles of new 115 kV lines would be required by the “new 115-kV system” (via
segments ASP 1,1.5, 2, 3,4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 listed in DEIR Table 2-2) in addition to a 12.7 mile
portion of the 115 kV Valley-Ivyglen project (segments VIG1, 2 and 3) that extends from
Valley South to the City of Lake Elsinore which is also a required element of the 115 kV
Alberhill system [DEIR Figure 2-3].

The facts clearly set forth in SCE’s PEA conclusively demonstrates that all of the 115 kV
infrastructure which is included in the proposed Alberhill project is solely and exclusively
needed to accommodate the new 500 kV substation and the “new 115-kV system” that SCE

wishes to build. This is because:
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1. The “new 115 kV system” disconnects the Skylark substation from the Tenaja
substation, which leaves Tenaja to be unreliably served by a single 115 kV line from the
Stadler substation to the south. This must be mitigated by constructing segments ASP
5,6, and 7 to provide a new 9 mile 115 kV line to serve Tenaja from Valley South; and

2. SCE’s design standards require three 115 kV connections to reliably serve the Fogarty,
Elsinore, Skylark and Newcomb substations which comprise most of the “new 115 kV
system”. This can only be accomplished by constructing Segments ASP 2, 3 and 4 to
provide a new 11 mile 115 kV line transmission line connection to the new 500 kV
substation.

Reconciling all these facts, it becomes clear that it is the proposed 500 kV substation itself
which drives the requirement to construct the 20+ miles of 115 kV transmission line
included as Segments ASP 1-8 in the proposed Alberhill project. It is equally clear that,
without the new 500 kV substation, there is no need to construct the 20+ miles of 115 kV
lines that is included in the proposed Alberhill Project as segments ASP 1- 8. However,
these facts are completely missed by the DEIR, which explicitly assumes that Segments ASP
1-8 will still be constructed (in whole or in part) for every alternative that is considered,
including alternatives that do not include a new 500 kV substation.

For instance, consider the alternative in which a new transformer is added to the Valley
South substation. Appendix D establishes this as Alternative E, and it states that, for this
alternative, Segments ASP5, ASP6, and ASP7 would still be constructed between Skylark
and Newcomb “to make use of the additional 115-kV electricity made available by
installation of a new Valley South transformer” [page 34]. This statement is ridiculous
because it suggests that the existing 115 kV system between Skylark and Newcomb is
insufficient to accommodate its own future electrical demand! Nowhere is such an
assumption supported anywhere with data or factual information in either the DEIR or in
SCE’s PEA documentation. This statement also completely ignores the fact that the sole
purpose of ASP 5, 6 and 7 is to facilitate integration of a new 500 kV substation which is not
an element of Alternative E.

FRONTLINES notes that nowhere does the DEIR ever demonstrate (or even contend) that
the transmission capacity of the existing 115 kV lines between Skylark and South system is

insufficient to support their own projected 115 kV electrical demand, and it certainly does

19

99-28
Cont.

99-29

99-30


hitchingsj
Line

hitchingsj
Line

hitchingsj
Line


not provide any data to support such a broad statement.1¢ This statement is entirely
unsupported in the DEIR, and it is in fact utterly contrary to the DEIR’s primary stance that
the existing 115 kV Valley South system will soon not get enough power from Valley South
because of transformer limitations.

FRONTLINES contends that the DEIR cannot have it both ways; it cannot claim on the one
hand that the Valley South substation is insufficient to accommodate future electrical
demand in the existing 115 kV Valley South system, and then turn around and claim on the
other hand that the existing 115 kV Valley South system is insufficient to accommodate
future electrical demand provided by the Valley South substation.

Notably, Appendix D attempts to substantiate its claim that the existing 115 kV Valley
South system is insufficient by clarifying that SCE states “within a few years, an additional
15 miles of 115-kV subtransmission lines that are approaching capacity would also need to
be reconductored” [page 34]. The problem is, this statement is not supported anywhere in
the record, therefore it lacks credibility. More importantly, this assertion by the DEIR
raises key questions that must be resolved before it can be accorded any weight. For
example, when will this existing capacity be exceeded? If this is expected to occur within
the 10 year planning horizon, why was it not included in the project being considered in
the DEIR? Is this assumption based on SCE’s electricity demand projections? If so, wouldn’t
that show this assumption is highly suspect, given the rampant errors in SCE’s peak
demand forecasts (as noted above)?

For all these reasons, FRONTLINES disputes entirely the manner in which the DEIR
addresses the 115 kV infrastructure included in the Alberhill 500 kV substation project,
and FRONTLINES particularly disputes the contention expressed in Appendix D that a
project alternative which does not include a new 500 kV substation would still be burdened
with the construction of new 115 kV facilities that are intended solely to accommodate a

new substation.

16 Ifthe existing 115 kV system capacity is indeed insufficient to support its own projected electrical demand, then it
appears to FRONTLINES that this is a much bigger and broader concern than what is addressed by the DEIR, and if true, it
would require the DEIR to be significantly expanded to address this broader concern. However, FRONTLINES notes that
this concern is only mentioned in one line buried in an Appendix to the DEIR, and further notes that there is no factual
evidence provided anywhere in the DEIR to support this concern. Therefore FRONTLINES concludes that this concern is
not legitimate and should therefore be accorded no weight.
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3.3 The DEIR Alternatives Analysis Does not Properly Consider the Reduced
Impacts of Alberhill Project Alternatives that do not Include a new 500 kV
Substation.

As explained previously, it is the proposed Alberhill 500 kV substation itself which drives
the need for the 115 kV infrastructure (segments ASP 1-8) included in the proposed
Alberhill project. Therefore, alternatives to the Alberhill project which do not include a
new 500 kV substation are not burdened by the 115 kV infrastructure that the Alberhill
project requires.

Nonetheless, the DEIR improperly assumes that new 115 kV facilities are required even for
alternatives that do not include a new 500 kV substation. Worse yet, the DEIR uses this
erroneous assumption as the basis for allocating unwarranted significant impacts to these
project alternatives, and on that basis, rejects them!

Take for example Alberhill Project alternative E, which simply adds a new transformer to
the Valley South substation and eliminates all reliability concerns related to overloads on
the two existing transformers. The environmental impacts that would reasonably be
expected to occur as a result of this alternative stem from the construction activities at the
Valley South substation which are necessary to install the transformer and modify the
existing bus arrangement to integrate the new transformer. However, the DEIR’s
assessment of Alternative E impacts goes far beyond this. In fact, the DEIR concludes that
the environmental impacts of this alternative are only slightly less than the impacts
generated by the proposed Alberhill Project itself! [Appendix D Table 6] This is because
the DEIR Appendix D “sandbags” Alternative F with 26 miles of new 115 kV infrastructure,
[page 36] even though such infrastructure is not at all necessary for, or required by,
Alternative F. The DEIR simply comments that this 26 miles of new 115 kV infrastructure
is included simply “to make output from an additional Valley South transformer usable”. As
discussed above, this ridiculous assumption (which explicitly infers that the existing 115
kV infrastructure in the Valley South system is so lacking that it cannot even support its
own projected electrical demand) is not supported by any power flow data or other
relevant facts presented in the DEIR. In fact, this assumption is purely speculative
conjecture that is not supported by a shred of evidence anywhere in the record of this

proceeding. Therefore it violates CEQA on its face.
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CEQA is clear; the DEIR must rely solely on “substantial evidence” to support any
conclusion it makes regarding whether a project (or a project alternative) will have a
significant effect on the environment. The CEQA Guidelines state clearly that argument,
speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative does not qualify as “substantial
evidence” [Section 15384]. The CEQA Statute states categorically that “Substantial
evidence shall include facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert
opinion supported by facts” [Section 21082.2].

The DEIR does not provide any evidence (let alone “substantial” evidence) that 26 miles of
new 115 kV infrastructure is a required element of Alternative E. The DEIR also ignores
the factual evidence provided in SCE’s PEA which clearly demonstrates that new 115 kV
infrastructure is only a required element in alternatives which include a new 500 kV
substation. Clearly, the DEIR’s assumption that Alternative E include 26 miles of new 115
kV infrastructure has no basis in fact and is utterly contrary to CEQA. Therefore, the DEIR
must be revised to properly reflect that the environmental impacts created by Alternative E
are limited to construction impacts at the Valley South substation, thereby rendering
Alternative E as the least impactful alternative considered for the Alberhill project.
FRONTLINES is also troubled by the following statement regarding Alternative E that is
found on page 37 of Appendix D: “Approximately 5 of the 26 miles of 115-kV
subtransmission line would be located near SR-74, which is an eligible State Scenic
Highway (Caltrans 2011). However, it is assumed that the net effect on aesthetics would be
reduced under this alternative because the 115-kV subtransmission lines to be
reconductored along SR-74 already exist”. This statement is patently false, because there
are no 115 kV transmission lines located along a 5-mile stretch of SR-74, and there will not
be any 115 kV transmission lines located along a 5-mile stretch of SR-74 unless the
Commission approves the proposed Valley-Ivyglen project. FRONTLINES contends that the
Valley-Ivyglen project is not needed to meet the stated project objectives, and recommends
alternatives that create significantly less environmental impacts. FRONTLINES is disturbed
by the fact that Appendix D presupposes that the Valley-Ivyglen project is already approved and

fully constructed as proposed.
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4.0 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES MEETING CEQA-COMPLIANT PROJECT OBJECTIVES.
Assuming that the Alberhill Project Objectives are revised to properly comply with CEQA
(as discussed above), FRONTLINES offers the following project alternatives, which meet all
the reliability concerns addressed in the DEIR and generate significantly less
environmental impacts than the proposed Alberhill and Valley-Ivyglen projects.
4.1 FRONTLINES Recommended Alberhill Project Alternative.
FRONTLINES agrees with CAISO that adding a third transformer to the Valley South
substation will address all of SCE’s 500/115 kV transformer overload concerns on the
Valley South system1?. And, as discussed in the previous section, this alternative creates
negligible environmental impacts compared to the proposed Alberhill project because it
does not include any new construction or infrastructure modifications outside the footprint
of the Valley South substation. And, based on SCE’s recent energy demand profiles coupled
with current planning and development trends within Riverside County and in the City of
Lake Elsinore, this Alternative provides an ample capacity increase on the existing Valley
South. For all these reasons, FRONTLINES recommends an Alberhill Project alternative
which simply adds a third transformer at the Valley South substation (as shown in the
figure on the next page)
The advantages of FRONTLINES’ Recommended Alberhill Alternative are many:

e Iteliminates ALL the significant impacts created by the proposed Alberhill Project.

e Itreliably and fully serves the entire Valley South load throughout (and beyond) the
10 year planning horizon.

e It forestalls construction of costly and environmentally damaging infrastructure by
fully addressing peak demand concerns through modifications to the Valley South
substation.

e Itprovides a prudent alternative to a costly and environmentally damaging project
that is supported solely by dubious and unreliable SCE peak demand projections.

17 See Alternative 2 identified in Table 1 of CAISO’s Decision on the Alberhill project dated December 9, 2009 found
here: http://www.caiso.com/Documents/091216DecisiononAlberhillSubstationProject-Memo.pdf
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FRONTLINES notes that the DEIR, CAISO, and even SCE consider this project alternative to

be technically feasible. And, because this alternative eliminates virtually all the

environmental impacts of the proposed project and costs less than $50 million, it is

certainly environmentally and economically feasible. Every aspect of this alternative is

demonstrably superior to the proposed Alberhill project, therefore it merits consideration

as the environmentally superior choice.
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4.2  FRONTLINES Recommended Valley-Ivyglen Project Alternatives.

According to the DEIR, the purpose of the Valley-Ivyglen Project is “to ameliorate reliability
concerns associated with the existing single 115-kV subtransmission line that serves
Fogarty and Ivyglen substations as well as to eliminate the potential for 115-kV system
overloads resulting from the loss of a 115-kV element within the Electrical Needs Area”
[page 1-3 at 3]. Consistent with this purpose, the DEIR sets forth the following Valley-
Ivyglen Project Objectives [page 1-9 at 12]:

1. Serve projected electrical demand in the Electrical Needs Area (ENA);

2. Increase electrical reliability to the Electrical Needs Area by providing a direct
connection between SCE’s Valley Substation and SCE'’s Ivyglen Substation; and

3. Improve operational and maintenance flexibility on 115 kV subtransmission lines
without interruption of service.

The DEIR contends that SCE’s proposed Valley-Ivyglen project achieves these project
objectives because it will “relieve loads on the existing Fogarty-Ivyglen 115-kV
subtransmission line” and “provide a second source of power to Ivyglen Substation by
creating a second 115-kV connection between Valley Substation and Ivyglen Substation”
and increase operational flexibility by “increasing the applicant’s ability to transfer load
between 115-kV substations within the Electrical Needs Area” [page 1-3 beginning at 7].

It is clear from these statements that an alternative which provides Ivyglen with a second
power source via a direct 115 kV connection from the Valley substation and which relieves
load on the existing Fogarty-Ivyglen line will explicitly increase reliability and operational
flexibility in a manner that fully achieves the stated Project Purpose.

FRONTLINES’ recommended alternative to SCE’s proposed Valley-Ivyglen project provides
a second power source to the Ivyglen substation and it fully addresses SCE’s overload
concerns on the existing Elsinore-Fogarty tap line to Valley South. FRONTLINES’
recommended alternative involves the following 3 step approach:

1. Disconnect the existing 115 kV line extending from Valley South to the tap point
(located between the Elsinore and Fogarty substations - see figure 1 above for
configuration).
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2. Replace the existing 115 KV single circuit line between Ivyglen and the Valley tap point
with 115 kV double circuits; route one of the lines into Fogarty, and route the second
line into Ivyglen as depicted in the figure below. These lines are configured to connect
Valley directly to Ivyglen, which ensures that Ivyglen is reliably served even if a
contingency event removes the Fogarty substation from service.

3. Replace the existing conductor on the 115 kV line extending from Valley South to the
tap point (between the Elsinore and Fogarty substations) with “high temperature/low
sag” (“HTLS"”) conductor without structure replacement. This will increase the
transmission capacity by more than 30%, and accommodate all of the projected peak
demand increases that are forecast by SCE and which are indicated in DEIR Table 1-2.

Alternatively, the existing 115 kV line in the existing ROW between Valley South and the

Valley tap point can be replaced with double circuit lines; one line connects to the tap point,

and the second line is routed to Ivyglen as described above. This alternative would be

electrically identical to SCE’s proposed project. Both of these alternatives are illustrated on
the following page.

FRONTLINES notes many advantages to these Valley-Ivyglen Alternatives, including:

e They eliminate the new transmission corridor and ROW required by the proposed

Valley-Ivyglen project (and by extension all the significant impacts created by this
new corridor and ROW) by utilizing existing 115 kV ROW corridors.

e They preserve the scenic viewshed along SR-74.

e No helicopter usage is needed to construct them, because they are all along existing
115 kV ROWs that SCE has previously constructed without helicopters, therefore
SCE has no need to use helicopters for their reconstruction.

e They improve operational flexibility by providing two 115 kV lines to each
substation and allows SCE to transfer load between distribution lines and

substations within the Electrical Needs Area.

e They reliably and fully serve the entire Valley South load throughout (and beyond)
the 10 year planning horizon.

e They avoid the construction of an entirely new transmission line in an entirely new
transmission right of way.

e They fully comply with the Garamendi Principal for siting transmission lines.
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e They provide a prudent alternative to a costly and environmentally damaging
project that is supported solely by SCE’s dubiously unreliable peak demand
projections.

The DEIR demonstrates that it is technically feasible to replace the existing single circuit
115 kV line between Fogarty and Ivyglen with double circuit infrastructure (as
FRONTLINES recommends) because SCE’s Valley-Ivyglen project proposes to do just that
as part of Segment VIG718. This replacement is achieved by using temporary “shoefly”
structures as described in DEIR section 2.4.5.4.

Therefore, FRONTLINES’ recommended alternatives to the Valley-Ivyglen project are
technically feasible. Moreover, they present negligible environmental impacts compared to
SCE’s proposed Valley-Ivyglen Project because they eliminate all requirements for new
ROW and they construction to already impacted areas adjacent to existing ROW, and they
obviates any potential need that SCE may claim for the use of blasting or helicopters. They
also involve much less infrastructure and ROW acquisition, and are therefore less costly
than SCE'’s proposed Valley-Ivyglen Project, thus demonstrating that FRONTLINES’
recommended alternatives are certainly environmentally and economically feasible. In
fact, every aspect of FRONTLINES recommended alternatives appears superior to SCE’s
proposed Valley-Ivyglen Project, and therefore it merit consideration as “environmentally
superior”.

FRONTLINES also suggests that the DEIR consider a Valley-Ivyglen project alternative in
which helicopters are not authorized, given the extensive and deleterious impacts created
by helicopter use (as discussed in detail in Section 6).

FRONTLINES also points out that SCE’s overload concerns can be addressed to a large
extent by simply increasing the transmission capacity of the existing line by 30%. This can
be accomplished by replacing the existing, low capacity conductor that is currently on the
Elsinore-Fogarty tap line to Valley South with high transmission low sag conductor

(“HTLS”) that has the same weight and diameter as the existing conductor (and therefore

18 Specifically, the DEIR states (with emphasis added) “Segment VIG7 would be constructed within the existing
Fogarty-lIvyglen 115-kV line ROW. The existing single-circuit 115-kV structures would be replaced with double-circuit 115-
kV structures”. [page 21 at 12]
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does not require structure replacement). This will achieve the capacity increase even
beyond what SCE claims is needed over the next 10 years?°.

Regarding the DEIR’s “Environmentally Superior” Alternative C: It places VIG6 along
Temescal Canyon road to Horsethief Canyon Road. From this point, it proceeds to connect
to VIG7 by heading southwest under the 15 Freeway along Horsethief Canyon Rd, then
west along De Palma Road, whereupon it crosses back over the 15 Freeway to again
connect with Temescal Canyon Road. The latter (which involves an entirely new ROW
along the length of De Palma Road AND an entirely new transmission crossing over the 15
Freeway) seems both unnecessary and a violation of the Garamendi Principals because the
line could just continue along Temescal Canyon Road (where the existing Fogarty-Ivyglen
ROW occurs) from where “Environmentally Superior” Alternative C ends at Horsethief
Canyon Road. From that point, VIG7 could proceed by either replacing the existing single
circuit Fogarty-Ivyglen structures with double circuit structures or it could simply be
placed underground

4.3 FRONTLINES' Recommended Combined Project Alternatives.

To address all of the reliability concerns expressed by the DEIR for the proposed Alberhill
Project and the Proposed Valley-Ivyglen Project and to provide operational flexibility and
accommodate projected peak demand through (and beyond) the 10 year planning horizon,
FRONTLINES recommends the two system configurations depicted below, both of which
include a third transformer at Valley South and double circuit HTLS lines to Ivyglen. These
alternatives provide reliability and operational flexibility because they ensure that every
115 kV substation on the Valley South system is served by at least two transmission lines.
It also provides multiple redundancy for the Newcomb, Skylark, Elsinore, Fogarty and
Ivyglen substations by serving these substations via three or four 115 kV connections to

the Valley South substation.

19 scE reports that the existing capacity on the Elsinore-Fogarty tap line to Valley South is 184 MVA, which (at 115 kV
operation) corresponds approximately to an ampacity of 920-930 A. Assuming the existing conductor is the stranded
aluminum conductor that SCE usually uses, it is likely the conductor is either a 954 kcmil conductor (“magnolia” or
“goldenrod” type) or a 900 kcmil conductor (“snapdragon” or “cockscomb” type). In either case, replacing the existing
stranded aluminum conductor with an ACSS/TW conductor (such as the “tern”) or an ACSS/AW conductor (such as the
“woodduck”) that has a similar conductor diameter and weight will increase the capacity by 30%.
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5.0 THE DEIR’S ANALYSIS OF SCE’S REQUESTED HELICOPTER USE IS GRAVELY
DEFICIENT.
FRONTLINES notes that there are so many deficiencies in the DEIR’s analysis of SCE’s
requested helicopter use that it is almost difficult to know where to begin. First and
foremost, FRONTLINES observes that the DEIR does not even bother to ascertain whether
SCE’s requested helicopter use is a “convenience” or a “necessity”. This is crucial, because if
SCE’s requested helicopter use is merely a convenience, then it must not be approved if
there is even the slightest chance that SCE’s helicopter use would create significant
impacts. FRONTLINES concludes that SCE’s requested helicopter use (which is essentially
limited to constructing the Valley-Ivyglen project) is in fact a convenience and not a
necessity because the Commission previously approved the Valley-Ivyglen project without
the use of helicopters, so SCE is clearly able to proceed with the project without relying on
helicopters at all.
Other deficiencies that FRONTLINES noted in the DEIR’s analysis of SCE’s requested

helicopter use include:

e The DEIR makes no attempt to even justify the use of helicopters despite the significant
impacts that they create.

e The DEIR substantially understates the extent to which SCE intends to use helicopters.

e The DEIR fails to consider the intrinsic dangers associated with SCE’s proposed
helicopter use.

e The DEIR substantially underestimates the noise impacts created by SCE’s proposed
helicopter use.

e The DIER substantially underestimates the air quality impacts created by SCE’s
proposed helicopter use.

These deficiencies are set forth in more detail below

5.1 The DEIR Fails to Explain or Justify SCE’s Requested Helicopter Use.

SCE’s Petition simply states [page 7] “SCE proposes to use several new construction

methods and related equipment (i.e. shoeflies, blasting, or helicopters).” SCE presents this
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as a perfunctory issue and does not even bother to explain why helicopter construction
methods are requested. Clearly, SCE presumes that its use of helicopters to construct the
Valley-Ivyglen Project is a foregone conclusion that need not be justified in any way. In
fact, the word “helicopter” appears only three times in the entire petition. FRONTLINES is
offended by SCE’s presumption that the Commission would give little regard to something
as highly impactful as the continuous and routine use of low flying and hovering
helicopters over and adjacent to residential areas for more than 2+ years. More
importantly, FRONTLINES contends that SCE’s requested helicopter use will create
significant and continual noise impacts on residential and commercial areas and will pose
substantial safety risks to all the communities along the Valley-Ivyglen project route
throughout the entire 27 month construction period of the Valley-Ivyglen Project. This
contention is based in part on extensive records?? pertaining to SCE’s helicopter use on
other transmission projects which explicitly demonstrate that SCE'’s practice is to
continually deploys multiple helicopters every day from sunrise to sunset throughout the
entire length of the construction effort, and rather than flying around residential areas,
SCE’s helicopters routinely hover over residential properties at less than 100 feet day in
and day out. SCE even routinely deploys helicopters in residential areas during times and
in areas which are explicitly prohibited by governing environmental documents.

The DEIR assumes (wrongly) that SCE has requested the use of helicopters because there
are areas along the Valley-Ivyglen project that have “limited access”. This assumption is
abjectly false, because every single segment of the “Environmentally Superior Alternative”
identified in the DEIR is adjacent to a network of access roads (including segment VIG1
which the DEIR describes as “hilly” [page 2-27]). Worse yet, the DEIR does not even bother
to strengthen this erroneous assumption by constraining SCE'’s helicopter use to only those
areas deemed to have “limited access”. The DEIR grants SCE unfettered and unlimited
helicopter use whenever, wherever and however it chooses, and it does so under the false

pretense that SCE only intends to use helicopters in “limited access” areas.

20 These records were obtained through a complaint proceeding [C.12-09-002] initiated by the Acton Town Council
pursuant to implementation of the TRTP project.
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FRONTLINES has every reason to believe that, if the Commission grants SCE proposed
helicopter use on the Valley-Ivyglen project, SCE will deploy the helicopters in the same
highly impactful way and to the same highly impactful extent that it has used helicopters on
other transmission projects. Therefore, FRONTLINES insists that the Final Valley-Ivyglen
Project EIR properly and thoroughly justify SCE’s requested helicopter use, describe
precisely how and why such helicopter use is needed, and conclusively demonstrate that

the Valley-Ivyglen project cannot be constructed without the use of helicopters.

5.2  Helicopters are not Necessary to Construct the Valley-Ivyglen Project.

The DEIR authorizes helicopter operations (which includes takeoff, landing, and hovering)
on the Valley-Ivy Glen Project for “materials delivery” and “hardware installation” along the
entire length of Segments VIG1, VIG4, VIG5, VIG6 and VIG7 [see page 2-64 at 40; see also
page 2-56 at 31], and it authorizes the use of helicopters for these purposes without limit.
In prior proceedings, the CPUC has only authorized the use of helicopters for transmission
line construction when credible evidence is provided which demonstrates that the use of
helicopters will substantially eliminate new road construction or significantly reduce
biological resource impacts. This is because: 1) Helicopters generate significant noise
impacts within 1,500 feet of their operation (as discussed in more detail below); and 2)
Helicopters generate significant criteria and air toxic pollutant emissions as a result of their
engine emissions and the ambient dust they generate while taking off, landing and
hovering. FRONTLINES notes that the DEIR does not provide a shred of evidence that
helicopter use is even necessary on any portion of the Valley-Ivyglen project. FRONTLINES
further notes that all the Valley-Ivyglen segments where helicopter use is proposed are
located entirely within disturbed areas near exiting streets and residential access roads

and are therefore entirely accessible via ground equipment, towit:

VIG1: Islocated entirely within disturbed areas along an existing SCE ROW that has an
existing and abundant network of access roads. It is also surrounded by existing
residential uses. As shown in the attached Figures 2a, 2b, and 2c, the eastern portion of
VG1 (extending from the Valley Substation to Byers Road) is located in flat terrain adjacent
to an extensive network of residential and industrial access roads (both paved and
unpaved). As shown in the attached Figures 2d and 2e, the western portion of VG1 is
located on gently sloping terrain that is also covered with an extensive network of existing
access roads. From an elevation of 1440 feet at approximately Byers Road, the east portion
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of Segment VG1 extends to State Route 74 on sloping terrain that is disturbed and already
developed with rural residential and equestrian uses and which is covered with access
roads that are used by both residents and motorsport enthusiasts. The entire route can be
easily traversed by any type of vehicle, therefore full access via the existing road network is
feasible. It is quite clear that helicopters are not needed for either “materials delivery” or
“hardware installation” anywhere along VIG1. It is equally clear that the use of helicopters
for “materials delivery” and “hardware installation” will result in continual and excessive
noise and dust impacts on all the residential and equestrian uses along both sides of the
new ROW because helicopters will be continually flying over these residences and hovering
at low altitudes immediately adjacent to these residences for extended periods of time.

VIG4: Is located entirely within disturbed areas along existing roadways except a 1400
foot section that crosses undeveloped land between Pasadena Avenue and Riverside Drive.
This undeveloped land is flat and entirely accessible by vehicle, therefore helicopters are
not needed for “materials delivery” or “hardware installation” anywhere along VIG4.

VIGS: Is located entirely within disturbed areas along existing roadways, therefore
helicopters are not needed for “materials delivery” or “hardware installation” anywhere
along VIGS.

VIG6: Islocated along existing roadways in disturbed areas except the portion between
Hostettler Road and Horsethief Canyon Road. If the “Environmentally Superior”
Alternative C is implemented, the entire length of VIG6 would be accessible by vehicle,
therefore helicopters would not be necessary for “materials delivery” or “hardware
installation” anywhere along VIG6.

VIG7: Islocated entirely within disturbed areas and adjacent to existing roadways and it is
entirely accessible by vehicle. Therefore, helicopters are not needed for “materials
delivery” or “hardware installation” anywhere along VIG7.

FRONTLINES also notes that SCE does not propose the use of helicopters to construct
Segments VIG2, VIG3, and VIG8, nor does proposed to construct any of the 115 kV facilities
included in the Alberhill project using helicopters except a small section of Segment ASP5.
[t is not clear why the residences and businesses in these areas will be spared the
deleterious impacts of SCE’s helicopter use, while residences and businesses in other areas
will be forced to endure the helicopter impacts throughout the 2+ year construction
program. Regarding the Alberhill 115 kV facilities that SCE proposed to construct using
helicopters, the DEIR states that “the applicant would install conductor on the proposed
115-kV subtransmission lines using a line truck instead of a helicopter to string the sock
line.” [page 2-65 at 13]. If SCE can rely on the existing road network to deliver materials

and install hardware and conductors for the Alberhill project and on Segments VIG2, VIG3,
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and VIGS8, then it can use the existing road network to deliver materials and install

hardware and conductors on Segments VIG1, VIG4, VIG5, VIG6 and VIG7 as well.

5.3 SCE’S 2014 Project Modification Report Confirms that SCE’s Helicopter Use
Will Be Far More Widespread than what is Assumed in the DEIR.
The 2014 Project Modification Report submitted by SCE in support of its petition affirms
FRONTLINE’ contention that SCE’s intends to use helicopters extensively throughout the
entire Valley-Ivyglen project area and that the helicopter noise impacts will extend far
beyond the “staging areas” as assumed by the DEIR. According to this report, SCE intends
to land or hover helicopters at every construction location and at any location within a
proposed 115 kV ROW and for any purpose recommended by the “installation contractor”.
The PMR states (with emphasis added):

The Proposed Modifications also include the use of helicopters to support construction
activities in areas where ground access is limited or system outage constraints are a
factor. Helicopter activities may include transportation of construction workers,
delivery of equipment and materials to structure sites, structure placement,
hardware installation, and conductor and/or optical ground wire stringing
operations. Helicopters could be used in other areas to facilitate construction,
dependent upon recommendations by the installation contractor .... In addition,
helicopters may need to land within the subtransmission line’s right-of-way, which may
include landing on access or spur roads [page 3.10-10].
SCE has an established track record for using helicopters to construct transmission lines
which demonstrates SCE’s clear preference for landing and/or hovering helicopters
everywhere along a transmission corridor. SCE has routinely deployed helicopters to
continuously land on and hovered over residential sites hundreds of times without cause
or need because the sites were all entirely flat and fully accessible by existing roads. SCE
has even landed helicopters in, and spent hours hovering over, residential areas where
helicopter use was expressly and explicitly prohibited by the governing environmental
documents.
FRONTLINES is troubled by the naivety expressed by the DEIR which assumes SCE'’s
helicopter use will be relatively benign. History shows that nothing could be further from
the truth. FRONTLINES is even more troubled by the fact that the DEIR does not bother

to impose one single restriction on SCE’s helicopter use, nor does it even attempt to
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condition SCE’s helicopter use in a manner that ensures compliance with the DEIR’s usage
assumptions. To the contrary, the DEIR authorizes SCE to use helicopters whenever,
wherever, and however it deems appropriate, even though the DEIR’s impact analysis of
SCE’s helicopter use assumes limited use and therefore negligible impact. FRONTLINES
points out that this violates a foundational element of CEQA, which prohibits an EIR to
authorize any project element (such as the unlimited helicopter use that SCE seeks)
without first fully comprehending the scope and extent to which the project element poses
significant environmental impacts, and mitigate them accordingly.

5.4 The DEIR Fails to Consider the Danger Posed by Helicopter Operations.

The use of helicopters by California Utilities to construct transmission lines is quite
dangerous and poses risks to both individuals and entire communities. For example, a
wind gust flipped an SCE helicopter during takeoff from a staging area during Segment 1
construction on the Tehachapi Renewable Transmission Project. The incident
(photographed below) killed a technician, destroyed a fuel truck, and resulted in an
extensive release of jet fuel, diesel, and other hydrocarbons2l. The staging area where the
incident occurred is located in a Very High Fire Hazard Area where constant winds and

heavy wind gusts are common, and is near established residential neighborhoods. The

21 CPUC report #48 & #49: http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/aspen/antelopepardee /reports.htm.
See also https://aviation-safety.net/wikibase /wiki.php?id=54559
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incident could have resulted in a deadly conflagration; but rain had fallen shortly before
the incident, which (fortunately) reduced the fire danger. According to an incident report
“winds at the accident site most likely exceeded the maximum wind allowed with reference
to the helicopter's prevailing wind envelope, which resulted in the helicopter lifting to the
left and rolling over”.

SCE is not the only utility with a poor helicopter safety record. In fact, SDGE’s helicopter
operations on the Sunrise project became so dangerous that the Commission actually
halted all helicopter construction efforts and grounded all of SDGE’s helicopters until the
safety risks were addressed. The Sunrise helicopter incidents included multiple rotor
strikes, dropping materials from great heights three times in a two week period, and other
dangerous activities22.

FRONTLINES also points out that the helicopter operations authorized by DEIR along the
entire length of Segment VG1 and other portions of the Valley-Ivyglen project will entrain
and disperse quantities of dust throughout the adjacent residential neighborhoods. This
creates not only an air quality problem for residents, but also a very real and very
significant health threat from Valley Fever, which is an incurable and debilitating disease
which is spread by earth disturbance and is found in Riverside County and throughout arid
regions of the southwest?23.

The inherent risks that helicopter operations pose to life, health, and property are
substantial and must be accorded significant weight in the DEIR. It is axiomatic that
helicopter operations should NOT be authorized by the Commission unless the applicant
has made a substantial showing that helicopter use is required for transmission line
construction based on credible evidence that no other transportation modes are
reasonable. Above all, the Commission must NOT authorize helicopter operations that

provide merely a convenience to utilities like SCE.

22 gee: http://www.sandiegouniontribune.com/news/2011/sep/27 /state-grounds-sunrise-powerlink-helicopters/
: i rounded-cpuc-orders-shut-down-helicopter-activities-sunrise-powerlink

23 gee for example http://www.checkorphan.org/news/riverside-county-not-immune-valley-fever
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5.5 Errorsin the DEIR’s Analysis of Helicopter Noise Impacts.

The DEIR Wrongly Assumes that Helicopter Noise Impacts are Limited to Staging Areas.
The DEIR authorizes helicopter operations (including takeoff and landing) for “materials
delivery” and “hardware installation” along the entire lengths of VIG1, VIG4, VIG5, VIG6 and
VIG7 (see page 2-64 at 40). Despite the extensive and unbounded helicopter use that is
granted to SCE, the DEIR erroneously concludes that helicopter noise impacts will be
limited to the vicinity of the staging areas based on the fact that these areas are where
frequent landings and take-offs will occur. The DEIR states [pg 4.11-29] “most of the noise
effects associated with helicopter use would occur at those receptors located in the vicinity
of staging areas, since these areas would be used for landing and take-off at a frequent
basis.” This is incorrect. As shown below, all receptors located within 1000 feet on either
side of the VIG1, VIG4, VIG5, VIG6 and VIG7 corridors AND all receptors located within
1000 feet of a helicopter flight path will experience noise levels that exceed the 75 dBA
significance threshold established for the Valley-Ivy Glen project.

1. The DEIR authorizes helicopter overflights, takeoffs and landings everywhere along the
entire lengths of Segments VIG1, VIG4, VIG5, VIG6 and VIG7 without restriction or
limit24. This essentially grants SCE unlimited helicopter flight, landing, and takeoff
operations at each and every one of the hundreds of transmission tower sites along
Segments VIG1, VIG4, VIG5, VIG6 and VIG7. And, even if the DIER is amended to
preclude helicopter landings at each tower site, it would still authorize SCE to hover for
prolonged periods around each tower site to make deliveries and install hardware.
According to the DEIR, a Hughes 500C helicopter flying at 500 feet will generate a noise
level of 82.3 dBA at a location 492 feet from the flightpath25. This means that a receptor
located within 700 feet of any flying Hughes 500C will experience noise levels
exceeding 82 dBA2¢. It must also be recognized that the noise level is not significantly

24 Page 2-64 at 40 states: Light-duty helicopters may be used along 115-kV Segments VIG1 and VIG4 to VIG7 for
materials delivery, hardware installation, and wire stringing”. These helicopter operations “include takeoff and landing”
and are authorized in areas “near construction sites within the 115-kV Valley-Ivyglen General Disturbance Area”.

25 The DEIR states that the type of helicopter SCE intends to employ for the VIG Project produces “82.3 dBA measured
at 150 meters (492 feet) from the flight path” when in “level flyover at 500 feet and 130 miles per hour” [pg 4.11-29 at 22
and footnote 5 with typographical error corrected].

26 This is because a receptor that is located 492 lateral feet from a 500 foot flight path is actually 700 feet from the
aircraft itself. Therefore, any receptor located within 700 feet of a helicopter that is flying, hovering, landing, or taking off
will experience noise levels exceeding 80 dBA.
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reduced when the separation distance increases. For example, increasing the
separation distance to 1000 feet reduces the noise level by only 4 dBA 27. It is therefore
certain that every single receptor located within 1000 feet of either side of the ROW on
Segments VIG1, VIG4, VIG5, VIG6 and VIG7 will be continually subject to significant 99-65
(>75 dBA) noise impacts throughout the entire 2+- year construction program to Cont.
accommodate SCE’s “materials delivery” and “hardware installation” at these locations.
The DEIR errs in assuming significant noise impacts are limited to staging area
vicinities; it must be revised to properly recognize that significantly adverse noise
impacts will extend more than 1000 feet on either side of the entire length of the VIG1,
VIG4, VIG5, VIG6 and VIG7corridors.

2. Evenif a helicopter does not actually land at a particular tower site, it will hover for
several minutes at or below an altitude of 75 feet for “materials delivery” and
“hardware installation”. Hovering helicopters out of “ground effect” draw more power 99-66
to retain altitude, and are therefore louder than helicopters in level flight. It is therefore
likely that receptors located within 1,500 feet of any tower site will continually
experience noise levels exceeding 75 dBA due to hovering helicopters.

3. The DEIR does not define what “materials delivery” or “hardware installation” is. On
other transmission projects (such as the Tehachapi Renewable Transmission Project
“TRTP”), SCE has construed “delivery” to mean not only material delivery to tower sites,
but also workers to tower sites. SCE has even used helicopters to deliver lunches to
workers on towers. SCE helicopter operations employed for “materials delivery” and
“hardware installation” on transmission line construction projects can involve up to
hundred flights per day to the construction area. If the CPUC authorizes SCE to use
helicopters for “materials delivery” and “hardware installations”, then the EIR must be
amended reflect the fact that SCE will make at least 20 helicopter deliveries to each and
every transmission tower along the entire lengths of segments VG1, VGI4, VGI5, VGI6
and VGI7. This translates to several thousand helicopter trips along the Valley-Ilvy
Glen project ROW which will continually, significantly, and adversely affect every single
receptor within at least 1500 feet of the ROW throughout the entire 2+ year Valley-
Ivyglen construction program.

99-67

27 See Figure 7-14 of “Non Military Helicopter Noise Study - Report to Congress” published by the FAA in 2004 and
found here: http://www.faa.gov/regulations policies/policy guidance/envir policy/media/04nov-30-rtc.pdf. See also
Appendix A tables from http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA148110
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4. Given the proximity of the Valley-Ivy Glen helicopter staging areas to Segments VIG1,
VIG4, VIG5, VIG6 and VIG7, the helicopter flight trajectories are not likely to exceed 500
feet. Therefore, all receptors located under and within 1,000 feet of these low-level
flight paths will experience significantly adverse noise levels exceeding 75 dBA
(including the extensive residential areas along VIG1, VIG5, VIG6, and VIG7 and the
educational, commercial, and industrial areas along VIG4). The DEIR must be amended
to recognize the significant noise impacts that will be experienced at all of the
residences located throughout the area bounded by SCE’s mapped helicopter staging
areas and segments VG1, VGI4, VGI5, VGI6 and VGI7 because SCE’s helicopters must fly
over them to get to the construction area, and will continually do so at very low
altitudes every day throughout the entire 2+ year construction program. The DEIR fails
to consider any of these significant noise impacts, and is therefore deficient.

5. The DEIR fails to consider the significant noise impacts that SCE’s requested helicopter
use will have on the Ortega High School and many commercial and industrial uses
within the City of Lake Elsinore. The DEIR authorizes three helicopter staging areas
within 700 feet of the Ortega High School (Staging Areas VIG 6, 13, and 14); one of these
staging areas is actually next door to the campus. Yet, the Noise Impact section of the
DEIR (Section 4.11) does not appear to even consider the existence of Ortega High
School, let alone how it will be impacted by SCE'’s helicopter use. These staging areas
also adjacent to existing commercial and industrial businesses that which will be forced
to contend with a continual stream of helicopters flying within feet of their rooftops and
landing within 200 feet of their front doors every day throughout the entire 2+ years of
the Valley-Ivyglen construction program. Yet (and incredibly) none of this is addressed
in the DEIR.

Mitigation Measure MM NV-1 Will Not Mitigate Helicopter Noise Impacts.

As demonstrated above, noise levels generated by helicopter operations at receptor points
located within 1000 feet of a flight trajectory or within 1000 feet of Segments VIG1, VIG4,
VIG5, VIG6 and VIG7 will exceed 75dBA. Therefore, mitigation measure MM NV-1 applies

to all of these receptor locations. MM NV-1 mandates the following:

“If noise from construction and maintenance equipment will result in noise levels in excess
of 75 dBA at the closest residential receptor’s property line, the applicant shall implement
additional noise reduction measures, including the use of portable noise absorption
screens surrounding the specific work area and a staggered construction work practice as
needed, to ensure that noise levels in areas close to sensitive receptors are within an
acceptable range (i.e., 65 to 75 dBA, to the extent technically and economically feasible).”
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Unfortunately, none of the noise reduction measures identified in MM NV-1 can be applied
to helicopter operations. In fact, the DEIR fails to identify a single credible mitigation
measure that will successfully reduce helicopter noise to an acceptable level. The fact that
helicopter noise cannot be mitigated, coupled with the fact that helicopters are merely a
convenience (not a necessity) for the Valley-Ivy Glen project supports FRONTLINES
contention that helicopter operations should not be allowed at all for the Valley-Ivy Glen
Project.

The DEIR Does Not Properly Address Helicopter Noise Impacts On Equestrian Uses.

There are a number of equestrian facilities located along most of the Valley-Ivyglen project
ROW and staging areas where helicopter use is authorized by the DEIR. These facilities will
be significantly impacted by the helicopter uses proposed for the Valley-Ivy Glen project
because horses are extremely sensitive to the loud noises and sudden sound impulses
created by helicopter flyover and hovering events. The DEIR does address livestock (cattle
and sheep) impacts, but does not consider them to be significant because “animals readily
adapt to reasonable levels of continuous sound, such as white noise and miscellaneous
sounds. Additional studies conducted to evaluate behavioral and physiological response to
noise have reported signs of habituation to noise over 5-day-exposure trials”. The problem
with this analysis is that it ignores the fact that helicopter flight operations do not generate
“continuous sound” or “white noise”. To the contrary, helicopter flight operations generate
sudden and intense sound profiles that are intermittent in nature, can evoke a violent
“startle” response, and which are not easily habituated to by horses. The Valley-Ivy Glen
project DEIR must be amended to either reflect these concerns. Alternatively, the DEIR
should be revised to prohibit the use of helicopters to construct the Valley-Ivy Glen
facilities since it appears that SCE’s requested helicopter use is a convenience and not a
necessity.

5.6 The DEIR Does Not Properly Quantify Helicopter Emissions.

A review of the air emission spreadsheets prepared for the Valley-Ivyglen Project [see the 2
excel spreadsheets found at the end of Appendix B) reveals that the DEIR assumes that
helicopter emissions will occur only during conductor installation. This is incorrect. As
clearly set forth in the DEIR Project Description (Chapter 2), unlimited helicopter use

authorized throughout the entire 2 year construction program for any and all “material
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delivery” and “hardware installation” needs that may occur on Segments VG1, VGI4, VGIS5,
VGI6 and VIG7). The fact that the DEIR authorizes unrestricted and unlimited helicopter
use for the Valley-Ivyglen project must be reflected in the Air Quality Impacts section of the
DEIR. Therefore, the Valley-Ivy Glen project emission calculations must be amended and
expanded to include unlimited helicopter use throughout the entire 2 year construction
program. Based on SCE’s established habit of continually flying multiple helicopters every
day throughout a transmission line construction project, FRONTLINES recommends that
the air emissions presented in the DEIR be revised to assume at least 3 helicopters flying all
day, every day, for the entire 2+ year Valley-Ivyglen construction program. Alternatively,
the DEIR can be amended to prohibit the use of helicopters to construct the Valley-Ivy Glen
facilities since it appears that SCE’s requested helicopter use for the Valley-Ivy Glen project

is a convenience and not a necessity.

6.0 SCE “COMMITMENTS” ARE NOT RECOGNIZED BY CEQA, ARE NON-BINDING,
AND WILL NOT BE PROPERLY IMPLEMENTED BECAUSE THEY ARE GENERALLY
LEFT ENTIRELY TO SCE’S DISCRETION.
According to Table 2-12 of the DEIR, SCE has made a number of “commitments” which,
among other things, address noise impacts (identified as “Commitment H”28) and aircraft
safety (identified as “Commitment G”). However, these “commitments” are not necessarily
binding on SCE, and FRONTLINES contends that many of them will be ineffective because
the DEIR leaves their implementation to SCE’s discretion. FRONTLINES also notes that a
many of the “commitments” identified in Table 2-12 have, in other transmission projects
approved by the Commission, been designated as required mitigation measures that were
set forth explicitly as conditions of approval. It is not clear why the Commission has chosen
to relax these standards for the Alberhill and Valley-Ivyglen projects (though FRONTLINES
notes that some of the “commitments” are incorporated in the MMP as mitigation measures
as is the case for MM BR-7, which incorporates “Commitment D”). FRONTLINES is

doubtful that these “commitments” will serve as intended, and is in fact aware of numerous

28 For reasons that are not clear, the “Commitment H” stated on page 2-90 of the DEIR differs from the “Commitment H”
identified in Section 4.11. FRONTLINES is relying on the version found on page 2-90, but recommends that this
discrepancy be addressed in the Final EIR
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instances where SCE has made similar commitments on other transmission line projects
(referred to as “Applicant Proposed Measures” or “APMs” rather than “commitments”),
then chosen not to implement them even though it was reasonable and feasible to do so. In
the following paragraphs, FRONTLINES specifically addresses SCE’s “Noise Commitments”
and “Aircraft Safety commitments”. Though FRONTLINES focusses on these
“commitments” in particular, the general concerns regarding implementation that are
raised in the following paragraphs should be construed as generally applicable to all of the

SCE “commitments” enumerated in Table 2-12 of the DEIR.

6.1 SCE’s Noise “Commitment H”.

Commitment H-1 states:
“All construction and general maintenance activities, except in an emergency, shall
be limited to the hours of 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. and prohibited on Sundays and all legally
proclaimed holidays. SCE will obtain all relevant ministerial or non-discretionary
noise permits from local jurisdictions. In the event that construction activities are
necessary on days or hours outside of what is specified by the local ordinance, SCE
would provide five-day advanced notification, including a general description of the
work to be performed, location and hours of construction anticipated, to the CPUC,
the local jurisdiction, and residents within 300 feet of the anticipated work, as well
route all construction traffic away from residences, schools and recreational
facilities to the extent feasible.”

As a preliminary matter, FRONTLINES contends that this should be a requirement that is
imposed as a mitigation measure by the EIR; it should not be left to SCE to decide whether
to implement this condition. FRONTLINES would also like to point out that, when
constructing the Tehachapi Renewables Transmission Project, SCE often operated
equipment and flew helicopters within residential neighborhoods beginning at daylight on
Sundays. This was done as part of SCE’s construction routine even though the TRTP
expressly prohibited such activities2?. FRONTLINES further points out that, while the first
line of this “commitment” states that SCE will not operate outside these prohibited hours

except in emergencies, the follow-up sentences make it clear that SCE intends to operate

29 gee Section 2.2.3 of Complaint filed by the Acton Town Council in proceeding C.12-09-002.
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during the prohibited hours at any time that SCE deems “necessary”, and will simply
provide a “five-day advanced notification” and obtain “relevant ministerial or non-
discretionary noise permits” prior to undertaking such activities. FRONTLINES can think
of no emergency situation that would allow SCE to provide a 5-day advance notice and
obtain the permits that it commits to here, so it is obvious that SCE does not intend to limit
its operations to certain acceptable days and hours. FRONTLINES contends that SCE
should be prohibited from operating outside the timeframes established in the first
sentence, and that this should be imposed as a condition of the project and not left as a

mere “commitment” that SCE can choose to disregard.

Commitment H-2 states:
“Construction equipment shall use noise reduction features (e.g., mufflers and
engine shrouds) that are no less effective than those originally installed by the
manufacturer.”

FRONTLINES contends that this “Commitment” should be imposed by the DEIR as a
condition of the project. Even then, FRONTLINES notes that it will do nothing to protect
residences and businesses from the oppressive noise impacts that will be created by SCE’s

requested helicopter use.

Commitment H-3 states:
“Construction traffic shall be routed away from residences and schools, where
feasible”.
History shows that this “commitment’ provides no protection from noise impacts on SCE’s
transmission line construction project because SCE often deems it infeasible to route
around schools and residents even when an EIR explicitly requires SCE to do s030. It
certainly appears that SCE will find it generally infeasible to implement this particular
commitment on both the Alberhill and the Valley-Ivyglen projects because the project sites
themselves lie adjacent to residences and schools. So in truth, this “Commitment” will

amount to nothing at all.

30 see page 9 of Complaint filed by the Acton Town Council in proceeding C.12-09-002.
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Commitments H-4 and H-8:
“Unnecessary construction vehicle use and idling time shall be minimized to the
extent feasible. The ability to limit construction vehicle idling time is dependent
upon the sequence of construction activities and when and where vehicles are
needed or staged. A “common sense” approach to vehicle use shall be applied: if a
vehicle is not required for use immediately or continuously for construction
activities, its engine should be shut off. Note: certain equipment, such as large
diesel-powered vehicles require extended idling for warm-up and repetitive
construction tasks.”

“The applicant would minimize engine idling and turn off engines when not in use”.

These two “commitments” appear to disagree. The first simply minimizes idling “where
feasible” and implements a “common sense” approach that is left to SCE to establish; the
second mandates the minimization of idling t at all times and even requires that engines be
turned off whenever they are not in use. Clearly, the second “commitment” is more
effective and therefore appropriate. FRONTLINES contends that the second “commitment”
should be imposed as a condition of the project and not merely left as a “commitment” that

SCE can simply choose to not implement.

Commitments H-5 and H-9:

“The applicant will notify all receptors within 500 feet of construction of the
potential to experience significant noise levels during construction.”

“Where blasting is required for the Alberhill system Project, the applicant would

conduct additional pre-blast notification and coordination with residents, utilities,

and others that may be affected by blasting operations. “
While these “commitments” are laudable and should be imposed by the DEIR as actual
approval conditions and not left as a “commitment” that SCE can ignore when convenient,
FRONTLINES observes that they do not actually mitigate impacts. Blasting operations in
particular are incredibly disruptive, and SCE should be not be allowed to use blasting
measures during work hours in commercial and industrial areas. Also, as it did during
blasting operations on the TRTP project, SCE should be required to offer temporary
relocation assistance to families in blast-noise impact areas. Finally, it appears that SCE
intends to implement Commitment 9 pertaining to blasting operations only on the Alberhill

project, though FRONTLINES understands that SCE intends to use blasting on both the
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Alberhill and the Valley-Ivyglen projects. Therefore, FRONTLINES contends that any
blasting protection measures that are imposed on SCE as part of the Alberhill project

should also be imposed on SCE as part of the Valley-Ivyglen Project.

Commitments H-6 and H-7:
“During construction, the applicant will use a temporary noise barrier that blocks
the line of sight between the construction area and the residence areas where
sensitive receptors would be subjected to significant noise impacts.”

“The applicant would shield small stationary equipment with portable barriers

within 100 feet of residences, where feasible.”
These two “commitments” appear to disagree. The first requires the use of noise barriers
in residential areas that fully block the line of site from an entire construction area, while
the second asserts that portable barriers will only be used if feasible and if small stationary
equipment is used within 100 feet of a residence. Clearly, the first “commitment” is more
effective and therefore appropriate. FRONTLINES contends that the first “commitment”
should be imposed as a condition of the project and not merely left as a “commitment” that

SCE can simply choose to not implement.

6.2  SCE’s Aircraft Safety “Commitment G”.
“Commitment G” states:

“Prior to construction, the applicant [SCE] shall consult with the Federal Aviation
Administration and ensure the filing of forms and associated specifications per the
requirements of Federal Aviation Regulations Part 77 (Objects Affecting Navigable
Airspace). The applicant shall review all recommendations and/or determinations
from the FAA and mark and/or light the FAA recommended components where the
applicant finds they are reasonable and feasible. “
FRONTLINES is particularly disturbed by this “commitment”, which allows SCE to decide
where FAA lights will be installed without any notice to, or input from the public. FAA lights
are intended to be brightly visible from a distance of 3 miles, therefore when placed
adjacent to a residential area, they are extremely disturbing and cause significant light

intrusions into residential spaces. In the Draft Supplemental environmental document

prepared for the TRTP project, the issue of FAA lights was addressed. During the public
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comment period, a comment was submitted to the Commission warning that the
illumination from FAA lights is astoundingly bright, and it would have a significantly
adverse impact on any residences in the area due to the glaringly bright incident light. The
Commission was asked to mitigate this impact by requiring that the lights be shielded to
prevent light incidence on nearby homes. This was a reasonable request, because the lights
are intended to be seen from aircraft flying at elevation, so the installation of shielding to
prevent visibility from surrounding residences below the transmission towers would not
interfere with their operation or impair their aircraft warning capabilities. The Final EIR
declined this request for mitigation measures based on the mistaken understanding that
the FAA lights are only supposed to direct light upward and outward. Specifically, the FEIR
stated:

“A description of the lighting structures is found in Section 2.3.2.1 (FAA Lighting
Types), where it is stated “L-810 and L-864 lights have focused beacons which
would direct light upward and outward toward potential aviation traffic without
creating illumination of nearby areas directly below the lights.” As the lights are
designed to direct light upward and outward, no bottom shields are proposed or
necessary as mitigation”

The FEIR was wrong. As shown in the figures below, the lenses on both the L-810 lights
and the L-864 are specifically configured to emit light over a nearly complete 360°

spheroid; they are explicitly not designed to solely “direct light upward and outward”.

An L-864 light

L-810 lights
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Naturally, this error was not discovered until after the towers were constructed and the
lights were installed. The lights were so bright and resulted in such significant light
intrusions into the surrounding homes that it could often not be mitigated with curtains,
blinds, or any other standard window treatment. To cope with the problem, some homes
simply boarded up their windows. Following construction, SCE was asked to retrofit the
lights with shielding, but SCE refused. At a public meeting in early 2015, an SCE staff
member admitted that the FAA lights were never actually required by the FAA, and were in
fact installed by SCE’s “choice”. Based on this information, SCE was again asked to remove
the lights or at least shield them. Again SCE refused.

There is no doubt that the installation of FAA lights anywhere along the Valley-Ivyglen or
Alberhill projects will cause significant adverse impacts on the surrounding residences. As
such, CEQA demands that these impacts be fully addresses in the EIR, which must include
details regarding where these lights will be installed and how light intrusion into
structures on the ground in the surrounding areas will be fully mitigated.

There is also no doubt that relegating the selection and placement of FAA lights solely to
SCE’s discretion as part of SCE’s “Commitments” will prove disastrous for all the residential
areas that are adjacent to any portion of the Alberhill and Valley-Ivyglen areas. SCE has an
established track record of installing these FAA lights whenever and wherever it chooses
irrespective of whether the FAA actually requires them, and it does to without mitigation or
regard for residential impacts. By leaving such decisions solely to SCE without Commission
direction or public input, the Commission abrogates its own statutory obligations under
CEQA, and (worse yet) leaves the residents of Riverside County entirely at the mercy of

SCE’s “discretion”.

7.0 CONCLUSION

FRONTLINES respectfully requests that all the facts set forth above be factored into the
Final EIR that is issued for the Alberhill and Valley-Ivyglen projects. And, based on all the
facts provided above, FRONTLINES recommends that the DEIR be revised to reflect the

following:
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The Commission’s reliance on SCE’s peak demand forecast data as a basis for approving
enormous and costly transmission projects such as Alberhill and Valley-Ivyglen should be
heavily tempered by the fact that SCE’s forecasts are demonstrably inaccurate and
markedly inconsistent with recent planning documents adopted by the County of Riverside

and the City of Lake Elsinore.

Adjust the Alberhill Project Objectives to ensure that a reasonable range of alternatives
(including “non-substation alternatives”) is adequately considered and not rejected merely
on the basis that they do not provide the 500 kV substation that SCE demands, particularly
since both CAISO and the Commission recognize that non-substation alternatives will fully
address all of SCE'’s reliability concerns pertaining to transformer overload issues at the
Valley South substation. This modification is required to ensure compliance with both

CEQA and the California Public Utilities Code.

Based on a properly devised set of Project Objectives for the Alberhill Project, expand
Section 5 to include an alternative that adds one new transformer at the Valley-South
substation, and recognize that the impacts of this new alternative do not extend beyond the
footprint of the Valley South substation, thereby rendering this alternative as the

“Environmentally Superior” alternative for the Alberhill Project.

Expand Section 5 to include an alternative to the Valley-Ivyglen project that utilizes
existing 115 kV ROW corridors to construct a direct 115 kV connection between Valley
South and Ivyglen, and recognize that that the impacts created by new alternative are
limited to areas already burdened with 115 kV infrastructure, and that said impacts are
substantially less than those created by any alternative considered in the DEIR (other than
the “no project” alternative) because they do not involve the development of new
transmission corridors and (by extension) new and significant impacts to areas not

currently burdened with 115 kV infrastructure (such as scenic highway SR-74).
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Revise Section 4 to properly recognize that, based on the placement of SCE’s proposed
helicopter staging areas and their relation to SCE’s proposed helicopter construction
corridors, SCE’s requested helicopter use will continually create significantly adverse
impacts on all the residences and businesses throughout all the Valley-Ivyglen project

every day during the entire 2+ year construction period.

Revise Section 4 to properly recognize that helicopter noise impacts will not be limited
merely to staging areas and will in fact result in helicopter landing, take-off, and hovering
activity at every pole location and between all pole locations along and even beyond
segments VIG1, VIG4, VIG5, VIG6 and VIG7V], and that it will result in continual helicopter
overflights in residential and commercial business areas at altitudes far below 500 feet,

which will continually expose all these areas to noise levels exceeding 75 dBA.

Revise Section 4 to recognize the extensive equestrian uses along the proposed Valley-
Ivyglen project ROW and to properly assess the devastating impacts of SCE’s requested
helicopter use that will continuously be experienced throughout the entire 2+ year

construction period.

Revise the Air Quality analysis portion of Section 4 to properly reflect the fact that the DEIR

authorizes unlimited use of multiple helicopters throughout the entire Valley-Ivyglen

construction period that is 2+years in length, and revise the estimated criteria and air toxic

pollutant emissions to properly reflect the significant emissions that this helicopter use will

generate.

Revise Section 4 to address the safety risks and hazards to life and property that are posed

by SCE’s requested helicopter use and properly consider the recent and demonstrably poor

safety record that Southern California utilities like SCE and SDGE have in using helicopters

on in transmission line construction projects. Specifically, take note of SCE’s fatality record,

and the fact that the Commission deemed SDGE'’s helicopter use to be such a safety concern
that it grounded SDGE’s helicopters. In addition, revise Section 4 to reflect the fact that

these safety and hazard impacts are easily mitigated by precluding the use of helicopters,
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and that such mitigation is reasonable and appropriate because SCE has requested the use

of helicopters merely as a convenience and not a necessity.

Revise Section 5 to include an alternative in which all construction on the Alberhill and
Valley-lvyglen projects is completed without the use of helicopters, and find that such an
alternative substantially reduces significant impacts and that it is entirely feasible based on
the fact that SCE requests the use of helicopters on the Alberhill project to a very limited
extent, and the fact that the Commission has already approved the Valley-Ivyglen project
without the use of helicopter, thereby demonstrating that SCE is perfectly capable of

constructing these projects without helicopters.

Revise the EIR and the MMP to ensure that the implementation of mitigation measures is
never left to SCE’s discretion and, after revising SCE’s “Commitments” to eliminate
conflicting language less protective measures, convert these “Commitments” into

substantive and legitimate conditions of approval.

Expand Section 4 to properly consider the significantly adverse impacts associated with the
operation of FAA lights, and preclude their installation an all instances where such lights
are not explicitly required by the FAA. Additionally, for those locations where the FAA
requires the installation of lights, adopt adequate mitigation measures which eliminate
light intrusions into residential spaces and ensure that light emitted by the fixtures
required by the FAA only shines only vertically and transversely and does not illuminate
areas below or adjacent to the tower. Such mitigation measures must include (but are not
limited to) shielding which precludes all light incident in areas that are below the elevation
at which the light is affixed. Above all, the EIR must be revised to ensure that decisions
regarding the configuration and placement of FAA lights DO NOT rest with SCE, and are
instead subject to public review, comment, and mitigation based on documented evidence
that these lights create permanent and significantly adverse impacts and that SCE has an
established track record of installing these lights in residential areas where they are not
required by the FAA and refusing to shield or otherwise modify them to mitigate their
significant impacts.
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On behalf of FRONTLINES, I am happy to respond to any questions that arise from the facts

and information provided herein; my contact information is provided below.
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Respectfully submitted.

/S/ Jacqueline Ayer

Jacqueline Ayer

On behalf of FRONTLINES
2010 West Avenue K, #701
Lancaster, CA 93536

(949) 278-8460
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G IARDINELLI

L AW GROUP

APC

JOHN V. GIARDINELL)
- SYLVIA ). SIMMONS
KELLY A.NEAVEL

- June 13, 2016

California Public Utlities Commission
‘RE: VIG/ASP

Atm: Kristi Black, Env1ronmental
Specialist

OF COUNSEL:
JAMES E. KLINKERT
PAUL J. GUTIERREZ
GLEN J. BIOND1

Please reply to the Rivgrside County Office

California Public U‘tj]ities Commiséion Energy Div.

Attn: Jensen Uchida, CPUC Pro;ect Manager
505 Van Ness Avenue

- San Francisco, CA 94102

~ ¢/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.
505 Sansome Street, Suite #300
San Francisco, CA 94111

' Fax: (415) 398-5326
Email: VIG.ASP@ene.com

Fax: (415) 703-2200
Email: jensen.uchida@cpuc.ca.gov

Comments on Draft EIR for Ivyglen and Alberhill Projects by Developer, Castle & Cooke

_De’ér Ladies and Gentlemen:

. This office has the privilege of tepresenting Castle & Cooke, the Deveioper of a substan‘aal

~ portion of the Alberhill Project described in the Draft Environmental Impact Repott. Yout | g3.1

~ staff should be commended for their diligent work in compiling the Draft EIR for the

Tvyglen and Alberhill Projects (DEIR). The extensive information thereit is a valuable tool
for the pubhc s understanding of the projects and their poténtial impacts.

We have reviewed the DIER wrth regard to its Alberhilt. Project “impacts on |
Castle & Cooke’s development and on the City of Lake Elsinote. Specifically, the following
 comments concetn VIG5 and ASP2 as those areas relate to the development of that area for
residential use by our client, Castle & Cooke. We have six (6) general items of concern for | 63-2
that area of your Albethill Project. Those concetns are: 1) Project Undergrounding; 2) Pole |
Ahgnments, 3) Easements; 4) Incorrect Depiction of Castle & Cooke layouts on the
environmental exhibits; S) the Lake Stteet option for VIGS/ ASP2; and 6) Blologlcal-

Concetns.

RIVERSIDE COUNTY OFFICE

ORANGE COUNTY OFFICE

31594 Railroad Canyon Road 1601 East Orangewood Avenue, Suite 175
Canyon Lake, California 92587 . Anaheim, California 92805
Telephone: {951} 244-1856 Telephone:  (714) 978-2060

Facsimule: (951) 246-2400

- pg@glawgroupapecom | www.glawgroupape.com

Facsimite: (714} 922-6241
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CPUC re; VIG/ASP, c/o If,cology and Environment / Knsu Black, Environmental Specxahst
- CPUC, Enetgy Division / Jensen Uchida. CPUC Project Manger

~ June 13, 2016

Page 2 '

Re: Comments on Draft EIR for Ivyglen and Alberhill Pro]ects

1) * Alberhill and .Eﬂglen 115kV System Undergroundlng

Having attended the May 11, 2016 CPUC Public Meetlng, it became veéry apparent from the
public testimony, including that of City staff, that the City of Lake Elsinore and its residents
as well as those outside the City, were dissatisfied with SCE’s design of the 115kV system
‘utilizing unsightly and, in the public’s oplnion’ ‘unsafe overhead poles instead of
'underground conduits. Castle & Cooke is in support of the underground. alternative through
“a pottion of their project fot approximately SOOO feet in the vicinity of Lake Street, Temescal
Creek and Temescal Canyon Road.

More specifically, Castle & Cooke is in suppott of SCE revising their design to include
undergrounding both the Alberhill and Ivyglen 115kV citcuits on Temescal Canyon Road
beginning at Larson Avenue (near the west property line of Pacific Clay property); then
proceeding east along Temescal Canyon Road and Temescal Creek to Lake Street; then -
‘proceeding southetly along Lake Street approximately 2000 to beyond the intersection of

Lake Street and Alberhill Ridge Road as shown on Castle & Cooke’s Vested Tentative Tract -

Map 35001. Undergrounding this portion of the 115kV lines will dramatically improve the

~ visual impact to the entrance of the northwest portion of the-City along the I-15 Freeway

and along Lake Street. In addition to the aesthetics, undergrounding would greatly assist in
minimizing future relocation of the 115kV overhead pole lines that will occur when - '
construction of the expanded arterial roadways per the City’s General Plan Circulation
Element occurs.. : :

~2) Pole Ahgnment

It is our understanding that the pole alignments in the Draft EIR have not changed since the
otiginal draft alignments were created several years ago. Recent conversations with SCE
staff indicated that those alignments are not final and can be slightly modified up to a year
ptior to the installation of the SCE pole lines. It should be noted that, as curtently depicted,
the power pole alignments interfere with the City’s General Plan Circulation Element
- roadways and other rights of way. In fact, some poles are appatently planned to be located
 in the middle of a future roadway. Obviously, those placements are not safe, practical ot
“ideal. Therefore, additional planning measures between the CPUC, SCE and our client must
“be taken in order to avoid conflicts with pole alignment. Two locations ate of patticular
“concern- to Castle & Cooke. In our recent meeting with SCE representatives on
May 11, 2016, SCE further clarified their intent regarding the two (2) options for the

“115kV Segment VIG5 of “Utility Cottidor Option” and “West of Lake Street Option,”_

~which are located just notth of Nichols Road along the Lake Street Cortidor. SCE stated

that their primary option is the “Utility Corridor Option which is subject to Castle & Cooke’

obtaining approval of a Streambed Alteration Agteement from the California Department of
- Fish-and Wildlife and pOSSIbly other Resource Agenmes Those dlscussmns are ongomg
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" CPUC re: VIG/ASP, ¢/o0 Ecology and Environment / Kristi Black, Environmental Specialist
CPUC, Energy Division / Jensen Uchida CPUC Pto;ect Manger

June 13, 2016

Page 3

Re: Comments on Draft EIR for Ivyglen and Alberhﬂl Projects

The other location is on Temescal Canyon Road at Temescal Creek which is located at the -

northwest corner of the Pacific Clay site. This location has two (2) SCE alignments for the

115kV lines crossing the proposed realignment of Temescal Canyon Road at the Temescal

Creek in suppott of the City of Lake Elsinore’s Temescal Creek Bridge Relocation Project.

"The two alignments are a result of showing the “before and after” pole line options for the

roadway tealignment project depending on which entity, SCE or the City of Lake Elsinote,

construct their facility first. - Both projects ate on similar timeframes. This area of the SCE

115kV projéct would be ideal for the 115kV lines to-be underground to avoid the extreme
potential for immediate pole line conflicts resulting in unnecessary relocation of the new
115kV pole lines; and. secondly, undergrounding of the pole lines in this area would
significantly improve the viewshed from the I-15 freeway onto the entrance to the northern
pottion of the. Clty of Lake Elsinote. ‘

3) Easements

The Draft EIR mentions rights of way (“ROW”)_ that the applicant (SCE) would use for the

construction and opetation of utility facilities. VIG5 and ASP2 ate located in the midst of .

several development projects on land owned by Castle & Cooke. At this time, there have
been no discussions as to obtaining any utility easements for the Alberhill Project. We
‘understand that the necessary easements cannot be requested until the final pole alignments
are set. This once again highlights the need for ongoing cooperatlon between SCE and our
chent :

- 4) Incorrect Layoﬁt on Environmental Exhibits

~ The Draft EIR contains errors with regard to the actual layout of Castle & Cooke pr_operty,
Obviously, correct layouts are imperative in engineeting appropriate pole alignments and

securing proper easements. As such, it is imperative to cotrect those layouts as quickly as
possible. * Castle & Cooke will provide these layouts to the approptiate patty upon
notification. For instance, Figure 2.2b incorrectly depicts the location of the overhead pole
lines traversing Castle & Cooke property. As shown on the attached Exhibit 1, we have
" noted the location of the incorrectly plotted line. The depiction of the overhead pole line
design in this atea needs to be cotrected by SCE. As best as we can tell from Figure 2.2b.
. 'The reference to the 500kyv Settano Ttransmission line should be labeled either Ivyglen or

- Alberhill system. Additionally, Figure 4.4-1 incorrectly depicts the Castle & Cooke ptopetty -
- where the MSHCP does not apply. As shown on the attached Exhibit 2, we have noted the |
* cotrect boundary area of the entire Castle & Cooke property. Lastly, Figute 6-1 mcorrecdy '

~ depicts the limits of Castle & Cooke’s Alberhill Ridge property. We have noted the cortect
‘boundary of the Castle & Cooke Alberhill Ridge Boundary on the additional attached
Exhibit 3.
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CPUC re: VIG/ASP c/o Ecology and Envxtonment / Kristi Black, Envuonrnental Specmhst
CPUC, Energy Division / Jensen Uchida CPUC Project Manger

- June 13, 2016

-Page 4

Re: Comments on Draft EIR for Ivyglen and Alberhill Pz:o]ects

5)  Lake Street Opt}on

Section 2.3.1 of the Draft EIR 1nd1cates that thete ate two options with regard to the
location of VIG5 lines along Lake Street. The first option is the Utility Corridor Option,
and the second is the West of Lake Street Option. We are aware that these options ate listed
as a result of ongoing negotiations between our client and several public agencies to obtain
approval of a Streambed Alteration Agreement (“SAA”). It is our understanding that SCE
would prefer to utilize the Utlity Corridor Option, which is dependent on finalization of the
SAA. In our May 11, 2016 meeting with SCE staff, they indicated that those alignments are
not final and can be slightly modified up to a year priot to the installation of the SCE pole

lines. We are diligently working toward completion and approval of the SAA. We will keep.

you and SCE fully apprised of developments in this atea. Any assistance that may be
_ provided by the CPUC or SCE on this matter would be appreaated

6). Biology and Jurisdictional Delineation

The Draft EIR and its appendices contain Biological and juiiédic_tiqnal data that is cither

incorrect or poorly represented. For example, the proposed impacts to Riverene/Riparian

habitats (Exhibits in Appendix A2 for phase 2) do not depict any jutisdictional watets
(USACE/CDFW) along Lake St, which contradicts the exhibits in Appendix Al for

Phase 2. Specifically, Maps 7 and 8 1ncorrect1y depicts waters of the US and California along .

Lake Street. The United States Atmy Cotps of Engineers (USACE) mapping (Exhibit 4) did

_not cite to or take into account the previously published The Planning Associates (IPA)
~ jurisdictional delineations (Exhlblt 6). The Jurisdictional Determination from the USACE
for the TPA delineation is File Number: SPL-2012-0188-CLD and was administered on
12/17/2014. This determination is a public document and accurately reflects the streambed
jutisdiction. The extent of the jurisdictional waters, particulatly Drainage C, are inaccurate
and exaggerated and encompass_ ateas determined not to be ]unsdlctlonal under the TPA
urlsdlcttonal deterrnlnatlon and the USACE validation.

In an email from june 25 2013, Tonya Moore of the USACE states that the presence of
: rlparlan vegetation typically cotrelates with CDFW jurisdictional limits without citation and
is therefore used as ‘appropriate’ to assist in defining CDFW jutisdictional limits.” * She also

- notes the limits of federal waters were determined by USACE using a “desktop analysis,

including a review of detailed aerial photos.” Tt is apparent that the watets of the US and

California for the USACE delineation were determined using aerial photographs and not.
actual sutveying of the streambéd on the ground. Using photographs to determine |
boundaries of the streambed misrepresents what is actually on the ground The TPA"

*jutisdictional delineation, previously provided to SCE, accurately reflects the stream

characteristics. Many of the TPA lath stakes identifying state and federal jurisdictional

- widths wete stlll ev1dent in the field. The TPA ]unsdlctional analys1s is accurate.
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CPUC re: VIG/ASP, ¢/o Ecology and Environment / Kristi Black, Environmental Specialist
 CPUC, Enetgy Division / Jensen Uchida CPUC Pio]ect Manger

June 13, 2016 _

Page 5

Re: Comments on Draft EIR for Ivyglen and Albethﬂi Pro]ects 4

“The EIR inaccurately states that the Lake Street cottidor is not covered by the MSHCP. The
- Lake Street cotridor actually falls under MSHCP jurisdiction, and thete ate cotresponding 63-15
“Take Permits” in place for much of the SCE project area along Lake Street. '

The Least Bell’s Vireo cited on Maps 7-9 of Appendix A1 for phase 2 of the EIR was
actually a single male moving through the site. There is little, if any, suitable habitat for this

_ species on the site. This presentation is inaccurate and should be clatified. The species was
found outside its traditional habitat. No nesting activity of any avian spec1es was reported
by USACE. :

63-16

We appreciate the time and effort that Kas gone into this Draft EIR. ‘Our client and this

-~ office look forward to working together to facilitate out mutual projects in the area. Please 63-17
advise us of the date(s) of any hearings or other actions. - Please do not hesitate to contact '
me ditectly for assistance. ' : '

very truly

Jours,

THE GIARDINKTLI LAW GROUP, Apc

JVGAMB:dp
‘Exhibits: ,
1) Figure 2.2b
2) Figure 4.4-1
- 3) Figure 6.1
4) USACE ]urlsdlcuonal Determination 12/ 17 / 2014
5) . TPA Executive Summary, Jurisdictional Delineation 12/29/2008 (A compiete
Jutisdictional Delineation Report for the Lake Street4 Project Site will be prov1ded
electronically upon request, due to its voluminous size.) :

cc: (Copy of letter only sent to below rec1p1ents, Fixhibits avaﬂable upon written request)
Tammy Jones, Southern California Edison
Nick Sher, California Public Utility Commission
Barbara Leibold, City of Lake Elsinore
Tom Tomlinson, Castle & Cooke
~ Ken Crawford, KWC Engincers
Steve Miles, Attorney at Law .

00101687.DOCX v15
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
LOS ANGELES DISTRICT, U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 63-13
REGULATORY DIVISION, RIVERSIDE FIELD OFFICE
1451 RESEARCH PARK DRIVE, SUITE 100
RIVERSIDE, CALIFORNIA 92507

December 17, 2014

Tom Tomlinson

Castle & Cooke Lake Elsinore West, Inc.
6455 Alberhill Ranch Road

Lake Elsinore, California 92530

SUBJECT: Approved Jurisdictional Determination regarding geographic jurisdiction

Dear Mr. Tomlinson:

I am responding to your request (File No. SPL-2012-001 88-CLD) dated January 31, 2014,
and submitted by The Planning Associates on your behalf, for an approved Department of the
Army jurisdictional determination (/D) for the Lake Street Expansion Project site, located within
the city of Lake Elsinore, Riverside County, California.

The Corps' evaluation process for determining whether a Department of the Army permit is
needed involves two tests. If both tests are met, a permit would likely be required. The first test
determines whether the proposed project is located within the Corps' geographic jurisdiction (i.e.,
it is within a water of the United States). The second test determines whether the proposed
project is a regulated activity under Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act or Section 404 of
the Clean Water Act. This evaluation pertains only to geographic jurisdiction.

Based on available information, I have determined there are waters of the United States
on the project site, as well as non-jurisdictional aquatic resources, in the locations depicted on
the AMEC/Edison Boundary 2013 map provided by Castle & Cooke. The basis for our
determination can be found in the enclosed Approved JD form.

This letter includes an approved jurisdictional determination for the Lake Street Expansion
Project site. If you wish to submit new information regarding this jurisdictional determination,
please do so within 60 days. We will consider any new information so submitted and respond
within 60 days by either revising the prior determination, if appropriate, or reissuing the prior
determination. If you object to this or any revised or reissued jurisdictional determination, you
may request an administrative appeal under Corps regulations at 33 CFR Part 331. Enclosed you
will find a Notification of Appeal Process (NAP) fact sheet and Request for Appeal (RFA) form.
If you wish to appeal this decision, you must submit a completed RFA form within 60 days of
the date on the NAP to the Corps South Pacific Division Office at the following address:



Tom Cavanaugh 63-13 Cont.

Administrative Appeal Review Officer

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

South Pacific Division, CESPD-PDS-0, 2042B
1455 Market Street

San Francisco, California 94103-1399

In order for an RFA to be accepted by the Corps, the Corps must determine that it is
complete, that it meets the criteria for appeal under 33 C.F.R. Part 331.5 (see below), and that it
has been received by the Division Office by February 9, 2015.

This determination has been conducted to identify the extent of the Corps' Clean Water Act
Jurisdiction on the particular project site identified in your request, and is valid for five years
from the date of this letter, unless new information warrants revision of the determination before
the expiration date. This determination may not be valid for the wetland conservation provisions
of the Food Security Act of 1985. If you or your tenant are U.S. Department of Agriculture
(USDA) program participants, or anticipate participation in USDA programs, you should request
a certified wetland determination from the local office of the Natural Resources Conservation
Service prior to starting work.

Thank you for participating in the regulatory program. If you have any questions, please
contact me at 951-276-6624 x260 or via e-mail at Crystel.L.Doyle@usace.army.mil.

As a courtesy, copies of this letter are provided to the following interested parties via
electronic mail: Mr. Hardy Strozier, The Planning Associates; Mark Adelson, Santa Ana
Regional Water Quality Control Board; and Rob Leidy, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
Region IX.

Sincerely,

BRADFORD . THERESE, visitaly signedby

BRADFORD.THERESE.O'ROURKE.1368382015

Ol RO U RKE. -I 3 68 3 820 1 Eli:ia:is e=US. Government, ou=DoD, ou=PK],

<n=BRADFORD THERESE C'ROURKE.1368382015
5 Date: 2014.12.17 13:47:33 080"

Therese O. Bradford
Chief, South Coast Branch
Regulatory Division

Enclosure(s)
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Applicant: Tom Tomlinson, Castle & Cooke Lake File Number: SPL-2012- Date: 12/11/2014
Elsinore West, Inc. 00188-CLD
Attached is: See Section belov

INITIAL PROFFERED PERMIT (Standard Permit or Letter of permission)

PROFFERED PERMIT (Standard Permit or Letter of permission)

PERMIT DENIAL

X APPROVED JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION
PRELIMINARY JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION

A: INTTIAL PROFFERED PERMIT: You may accept or object to the pe

¢ ACCEPT: Ifyou received a Standard Permit, you may sign the permit document and refurn it to the district engineer for final
authorization. If you received a Letter of Permission (LOP), you may accept the LOP and your work is authorized. Your
signature on the Standard Permit or acceptance of the LOP means that you accept the permit in its entirety, and waive all ri ghts
fo appeai the permit, including its terms and conditions, and approved jurisdictional determinations associated with the permit.

esliwii@]iv=1h-2

2

rmit.

* OBIECT: Ifyou object to the permit (Standard or LOP) because of certain terms and conditions therein, you may request that
the permit be modified accordingly. You must complete Section 11 of this form and return the form to the district engineer.
Your objections must be received by the district engineer within 60 days of the date of this notice, or you will forfeit your right
to appeal the permit in the future, Upon receipt of your letter, the district engineer will evaluate your objections and may: (a)
modify the permit to address all of your concerns, (b) modify the permit to address some of your objections, or (¢) not modify
the permit having determined that the permit should be issued as previously written. Afier evaluating your ebjections, the
district engineer will send you a profiered permit for your reconsideration, as indicated in Section B below.

B: PROFFERED PERMIT: You may accept or appeal the permit

¢ ACCEPT: Ifyou received a Standard Permit, you may sign the permit document and return it to the district engineer for final
authorization. If you received a Letter of Permission (LOP), you may accept the LOP and your work is authorized. Your
signature on the Standard Permit or acceptance of the LOP means that you accept the permit in its entirety, and waive all rights
to appeal the permit, including its terms and conditions, and approved jurisdictional determinations associated with the permit,

s APPEAL: If you choose to decline the profiered permit (Standard or LOP) because of certain terms and conditions therein, you
may appeal the declined permit under the Corps of Engineers Administrative Appeal Process by completing Section II of this
form and sending the form to the division engineer. This form must be received by the division engineer within 60 days of the

date of this notice.

C: PERMIT DENIAL: You may appeal the denial of a permit under the Corps of Engineers Administrative Appeal Process by
compieting Section II of this form and sending the form to the division engineer. This form must be received by the division
engineer within 60 days of the date of this notice.

D: APPROVED JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION: You may accept or appeal the approved JD or provide new information.

* ACCEPT: You do not need to notify the Corps to accept an approved JD. Failure to notify the Corps within 60 days of the date
of this notice means that you accept the approved JD in its entirety, and waive all rights to appeal the approved JD.

» APPEAL: Ifyou disagree with the approved JD, you may appeal the approved D under the Corps of Engineers Administrative
Appeal Process by completing Section H of this form and sending the form to the division engineer. This form must be received

by the division engineer within 60 days of the date of this notice.
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E: PRELIMINARY JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION: You do 1ot need to respond to the Corps regarding the prefiminary
JD. The Preliminary JD is not appealable. 1f you wish, you may request an approved JD (which may be appealed), by contacting

the Corps district for further instruction. Also, you may provide new information for further consideration by the Corps to
reevaluate the JD.

REASONS FOR APPEAL OR OBJECTIONS: {Describe your reasons for appealing the decision or your objections to an initial
proffered permit in clear concise statements. You may attach additional information to this form to clarify where your reasons or
objections are addressed in the administrative record.)

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION: The appeal is limited to a review of the administrative record, the Corps memorandum for the

record of the appeal conference or meeting, and any supplemental information that the review officer has determined is needed o

clarify the administrative record. Neither the appellant nor the Corps may add new information or analyses fo the record. However,

you may provide additional information to clarify the location of information that is already in the administrative record
e RINTORMATIO) R

If you have questions regarding this If you only have questions regarding the appeal process you may

process you may contact: also contact:  Thomas J. Cavanaugh

Administrative Appeal Review Officer,

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

South Pacific Division

1455 Market Street, 20528

San Francisco, California 94103-1399

Phone: (415) 503-6574 Fax: (415) 503-6646

Email: thomas j.cavanaught@usace.army.mil

RIGHT OF ENTRY: Your signature below grants the right of entry to Corps of Engineers personnel, and any government
consultants, fo conduct investigations of the project site during the course of the appeal process. You will be provided a 15-day
notice of any site investigation, and will have the opportunity to participate in all site investigations.

Date: Telephone number:

Signature of appellant or agent,
SPD version revised December 17, 2010
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Administrative Appeal Process for
Approved Jurisdictional Determinations

~I»l  Jurstictionst Detecmination (D}

Distict isnuea approved

Approved JD valid
for § years. Yer

1o spplicantlandowner vilh NAP,

Does applicantfandowner
accepl spproved 407

Appendlx C

Max 80
days
Qistrict makes new
approved 40 . Applicantandowner
] Ver provides new informatton?
Applicant decides to appeal approved JD.
Applicant submits RFA lo division engihear
within 60 days of date of NAP.
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§ 331.5 Criteria, 63-13 Cont.

(a) Criteria for appeal —(1) Submission of RFA. The appellant must submit a completed RFA (as
defined at §331.2) to the appropriate division office in order to appeal an approved JD, a permit denial, or
a declined permit. An individual permit that has been signed by the applicant, and subsequently
unilaterally modified by the district engineer pursuant to 33 CFR 325.7, may be appealed under this
process, provided that the applicant has not started work in waters of the United States authorized by the
permit. The RFA must be received by the division engineer within 60 days of the date of the NAP.

(2) Reasons for appeal. The reason(s) for requesting an appeal of an approved JD, a permit denial, or a
declined permit must be specifically stated in the RFA and must be more than a simple request for appeal
because the affected party did not like the approved JD, permit decision, or the permit conditions,
Examples of reasons for appeals include, but are not limited to, the following: A procedural error; an
incorrect application of law, regulation or officially promuigated policy; omission of material fact;
incorrect application of the current regulatory criteria and associated guidance for identifying and
delineating wetlands; incorrect application of the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines (see 40 CFR Part 230); or
use of incorrect data. The reasons for appealing a permit denial or a declined permit may include
Jurisdiction issues, whether or not a previous approved JD was appealed.

(b) Actions not appealable. An action or decision is not subject to an administrative appeal under this
part if' it falls into one or more of the following categories:

(1) An individual permit decision (including a letter of permission or a standard permit with special
conditions), where the permit has been accepted and signed by the permittee. By signing the permit, the
applicant waives all rights to appeal the terms and conditions of the permit, unless the authorized work
has not started in waters of the United States and that issued permit is subsequently modified by the
district engineer pursuant to 33 CFR 325.7;

(2) Any site-specific matter that has been the subject of a final decision of the Federal courts;
(3) A final Corps decision that has resulted from additional analysis and evaluation, as directed by a final
appeal decision;

(4) A permit denial without prejudice or a declined permit, where the controlling factor cannot be
changed by the Corps decision maker (e.g., the requirements of a binding statute, regulation, state Section
401 water quality certification, state coastal zone management disapproval, etc. (See 33 CFR 320.4(j));

(5) A permit denial case where the applicant has subsequently modified the proposed project, because this
would constitute an amended application that would require a new public interest review, rather than an
appeal of the existing record and decision;

(6) Any request for the appeal of an approved JD, a denied permit, or a declined permit where the RFA
has not been received by the division engineer within 60 days of the date of the NAP;

(7) A previously approved JD that has been superseded by another approved JD based on new
information or data submitted by the applicant. The new approved JD is an appealable action;

(8) An approved JD associated with an individual permit where the permit has been accepted and signed
by the permittee;

(9) A preliminary ID; or

(10) A JD associated with unauthorized activities except as provided in §331.11.
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APPROVED JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION FORM 63-13 Cont.
U.S. Army Corps of Engincers

This form should be completed by following the instructions provided in Section IV of the JD Form Instructional Guidebook.

SECTION I: BACKGROUND INFORMATION
A.  REPORT COMPLETION DATE FOR APPROVED JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION (JD): 10/30/2014

B. DISTRICT OFFICE, FILE NAME, AND NUMBER: Los Angeles District, Lake Street Expansion Project, SPL-2012-00188-
CLD

C. PROJECT LOCATION AND BACKGROUND INFORMATION: The Lake Street Expansion Project is located north of the
proposed Nichols Road intersection at Lake Street, south of the 1-15 freeway and east and adjacent to Lake Street, beginning just south of
Temescal Canyon Wash. The Project is within the City of Lake Elsinore, Riverside County, California (AMEC/Edison Boundary 2013).

The project sile contains approximately 6,480 linear feet of streambed (relevant reach) which flows in a northwest direction into Temescal
Wash. The streambed contains two ephemeral segments (ephemeral segment 1 and ephemeral segment 2) comprising approximately 90% of
the total streambed, and one perennial segment that comprises approximately 10% of the streambed and is located in between the two
ephemeral segments. Google Earth Pro 2006, 2009, and 2014,

Ephemeral segment 1 begins immediately south of the I-15 freeway and is approximately 4,670 feet long. The perennial segment of the
stream begins where ephemeral segment 1 ends and is approximately 650 feet long, Ephemeral segment 2 then begins and is approximately

1,160 feet in tength.

The project site also confains five detention basins. Afier reviewing information submitted by the applicant, a field visit on March 17,2014,
and review of aerial photos, it was concluded the detention basins were excavated wholly in and drain only uplands between August of 2006,

and June of 2009, and are not jurisdictional features. *See further explanation at 1[B.2. and I1IF.

State: California County/parish/borough: Riverside City: Lake Elsinore
Center coordinates of site (lat/long in degree decimal format): Lat, N 33° 43° 12.73°°, Long. W -117° 23" 22.51".
Universal Transverse Mercator:
Name of nearest water body: Temescal Wash
Name of nearest Traditional Navigable Water (TN'W) into which the aquatic resource flows: Pacific Ocean
Name of watershed or Hydrologic Unit Code (HUC): Santa Ana Watershed HUC: 18070203
Check if map/diagram of review area and/or potential jurisdictional areas isfare available upen request.
Check if other sites (e.g., offsite mitigation sites, disposal sites, etc...) are associated with this action and are recorded on a

different JD form.

P. REVIEW PERFORMED FOR SITE EVALUATION (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY):
B Office (Desk) Determination. Date: Aprit-October 2014
B Field Determination. Date(s): March 17, 2014

SECTIONII: SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
A. RHA SECTION 10 DETERMINATION OF JURISDICTION.

“navigable waters of the U.S.” within Rivers and Harbors Act (RHA) jurisdiction (as defined by 33 CFR part 329) in the

review area. [Required]
] Waters subject to the ebb and flow of the tide.
24 Waters are presently used, or have been used in the past, or may be susceptible for use to transport interstate or foreign conimerce.,

Explain:

B. CWA SECTION 404 DETERMINATION OF JURISDICTION.

There Aré “waters of the U.S.” within Clean Water Act {CWA) jurisdiction (as defined by 33 CFR part 328) in the review area. [Reguired]

1. Waters of the U.S.
a. Indicate presence of waters of U.S. in review area {check all that apply): |
TNWs, including territorial seas
Wetlands adjacent to TNWs
Relatively permanent waters® (RPWs) that flow directly or indirectly into TNWs
Non-RPWs that flow directly or indirectly into TN'Ws
Wetlands directly abutting RPWs that flow directly or indirectly into TNWs
Wetlands adjacent to but not directly abutting RPWs that flow directly or indirectly infto TNWs
Wetlands adjacent to non-RPWs that flow directly or indirectly into TNWs
Impoundments of jurisdictional waters

' Boxes checked below shall be supporied by completing the appropriate sections in Section {I! below.
? For purposes of this form, an RPW is defined as a tributary that is not a TNW and that typically flows year-round or has continuous flow at least “seasonally™

{e.g., typically 3 months).



Isolated (interstate or intrastate) waters, including isofated wetlands 63-13 Cont

b. ldentify {estimatc) size of waters of the ULS, in the review area:
Non-wetland waters: 6,480 Hnear feet: 2-35 width (ft) and/or 1.31 acres.
Wetlands: None. acres.

c. Limits (boundaries) of jurisdiction based on: Established by OHWM.
Elevation of established OCHWM (if known):

2. Non-regulated waters/wetlands (check if applieable):?
Potentially jurisdictional waters and/for wetlands were assessed within the review area and were determined to not be
jurisdictional. Explain: The project site contains five detention basins, located sast of the stream feature, at the southern end
of the project site. Per a review of aerial photography, the basins were constructed in upland areas between 2006 and 2009,
and are associated with water quality management for the adjacent clay mine. Per33 C.F.R. § 328.3, these potentially
jurisdictional wetland waters are artificial ponds excavated wholly and drain only uplands for the purpose of collecting
sediment from the mining site (as required per storm water management plan). Consequently, these features are not waters of

the 1J.S.

SECTION III: CWA ANALYSIS

A. TNWs AND WETLANDS ADJACENT TO TNWs

The agencies will assert jurisdiction over TNWs and wetlands adjzcent te TNWSs. If the aguatic resource is a TNW, complete
Section IILA.I and Section IILD.1. only; if the aquatic resource is a wetland adjacent to a TNW, complete Sections ITLA.1 and 2
and Section IIL.D.1.; otherwise, see Section 1B below.

1. TNW
Identify TNW:

Summarize rationale supporting determination:

2. Wetland adjacent to TNW
Summarize rationale supporting conclusion that wetland is “adjacent™;

B. CHARACTERISTICS OF TRIBUTARY (THAT IS NOT A TNW) AND ITS ADJACENT WETLANDS (IF ANY):

This section summarizes information regarding characteristics of the tributary and its adjacent wetlands, if any, and it helps
determine whether or not the standards for jurisdiction established under Rapanos have been met.

The agencies will assert jurisdiction over non-navigable tributarics of TNWs where the fributaries are “relatively permanent
waters” (RPWs), i.e. tributaries that typically flow year-round or have continuous flow at least seasonally (e.g., typicaily 3
months). A wetland that directly abuts an RPW is also jurisdicfional. If the aquatic resource is not a TNW, but has year-round
(perennial) flow, skip to Section 1ILD.2. If the aquatic resource is a wetland directly abutting a tributary with perennial flow,

skip to Sectien IILD.4.

A wetland that is adjacent to but that docs not directly abut an RPW requires a significant nexus evaluation. Corps districts and
EPA regions will include in the record any available information that documents the existence of a significant nexus between a
relatively permanent tributary that is not perennial (and its adjacent wetlands if any) and a traditional navigable water, even
though a significant nexus finding is not required as a matter of iaw.

If the waterbody* is not an RPW, or a wetland directly abutting an RPW, a JD will require additional data to determine if the
waterbody has a significant nexus with a TNW. If the tributary has adjacent wetlands, the significant nexus evaluation must
consider the tributary in combination with all of its adjacent wetlands. This significant nexus evaluation that combines, for
analytical purposes, the tributary and all of its adjacent wetlands is used whether the review area identified in the JD request is
the tributary, or its adjacent wetlands, or both. If the JD covers a tributary with adjacent wetlands, complete Section 11LB.1 for
the tributary, Section IT1.B.2 for any onsite wetlands, and Section 111.B.3 for all wetlands adjacent fo that tributary, both onsite
and offsite. The determination whether a significant nexus exists is determined in Section ITL.C below,

1. Characteristics of non-TNWs that flow directly or indirectly infto TNW

{i) General Avea Condifions:

! Supporting documentation is presented in Section HLF.
 Note that the Instructional Guidebook confains additional information regarding swales, ditches, washes, and erosional features generally and in the arid

West.



Walershed size: 900 aercs 63-13 Cont.
Drainage area: 900 acres

Average annual rainfall: 11.5 inches

Average annual snowfall: § inches

(ii) Physical Characteristics:
(a) Relationship with TNW:
[ Tributary flows directly into TNW.
B4 Tributary flows through 3 tributaries before entering TN'W,

e} river miles from TN'W.

j river miles from RPW.

Project waters are 3ie) aerial (straight) miles from TNW.
Project waters are | : acrial (straight) miles from RPW.
Project waters cross or serve as state boundaries. Explain:

Project waters are |
Project waters are |

Identtfy flow route to TNW®
: gin). (G008

Tributary stream order, if known: 2nd Order.

(b) General Tributary Characteristics (check all that apphy):

Tributary is: X] Natural
[1 Artificial (man-made). Explain:
1 Manipulated (man-altered). Explain:

Tributary properties with respect to top of bank (estimate):
Average width:
Average depth:
Average side s[opes $

Primary tributary substrate composition (check all that apply):
B silts K Sands [] Concrete
[] Cobbles [ Gravel ] k
] Bedrock Vegetation. Type/% cover:
[7] Other. Explain:

Tributary condition/stability [e.g., highly eroding, sloughing banks]. Explain: Ephemeral streambed contains
erosional features, sedimentation, and the depostion of debris and detritus.
Presence of run/r:ﬁ]eﬂ:ool plexes. Explain: perennial portion - smalt pools,

Tributary geometry: } ring
Tributary gradient (approximate average siope): 1 -2 %

(c) Flow:
Tnbutary provides for: Ej

Subsurface flow: ABWE. Explain findings:
[ Dye (or other) fest performed:

Tributary has (check aH that apply):
Bed and banks
OHWM?® (check all indicators that apply):

3 Flow route can be described by identifving, e.g., {ributary a, which flows through the review area, to flow into tributary b, which then flows info TNW.



clear, natural line impressed on the bank
changes in the character of soil
shelving

the presence of litter and debris
destruction of terrestrial vegetation
the presence of wrack line

63-13 Cont.

B<

XX
HORKOXK

vegetation matted down, bent, or absent sediment sorting

(<] leaf litter disturbed or washed away scour

B sediment deposition multiple observed or predicted flow events
B water staining abrupt change in plant community

] other (list):
[[] Discontinuous OHWM.? Explain:

H factors other than the OHWM were used te determine lateral extent of CWA jurisdiction (check atl that apply):

High Tide Line indicated by: Mean High Water Mark indicated by:
[[] oil or scum line &long shore objects [] survey fo available datum;
[ fine shell or debris deposits {foreshore) [ ] physical markings:
[] physical markings/characteristics 1 vegetation linesichanges in vegetation types.

[1 tidal gauges
[T other (list):

(iii) Chemical Characteristics:

Characterize tributary (e.g., water color is clear, discolored, oily film; water quality; general watershed characteristics, etc.).
Explain: water color is refatively clear.in perennial portion of stream. No water was present in ephemeral portions of the
channel.

Identify specific pollutants, if known: | . Temescal wash is 303d listed for about a 7 km segment where it flows
through the City of Corona and into Prado, although specific information on pollutants is unknown.

(iv) Biological Characteristics. Channel supports (check aH thatf apply):

Riparian corridor. Characteristics (type, average width):10-20.

{1 Wetland fringe. Characteristics:

Habitat for:
7] Federally Listed species. Explain findings:
X1 Fish/spawn areas. Explain findings: perennial segment could support fish.
["] Other environmentally-sensitive species. Explain findings:
X Aquatic/wildlife diversity. Explain findings: The ephemeral segments of the relevant reach are characterized by
upland vegetation and non-native species (i.e. eucalyptus) scattered afong the stream course, present in seme places and
not in others. The perennial portior of the relavent reach is characterized by the scattering of riperian vegetation (i.e.
cattails and willow species). The vegetation within this relevant reach serves as habitat for common wildlife species.

2. Characteristics of wetiands adjacent to non-FNW that flow directly or indirectly into TNW

(i) Physical Characteristics:
(a) General Wetland Characteristics:
Properties:
Wetland size: acres
Wetland type. Explain:
Wetland quality. Explain:
Project wetlands cross or serve as state boundaries. Explain:

(b) General Flow Relationship with Non-TNW:

Charactenstlcs ‘

Subsurface flow: Explain findings:
] Dye (or other) test performed:

{c) Wetland Adjacency Determination with Non-TNW;
"] Directly abutting
[ ] Not directly abutting
[_] Discrete wetland hydrologic connection. Explain:
[] Ecological connection. Explain:
[T Separated by berm/barrier. Explain:

“A natural or man-made discontinuity in the OHWM does not necessari ly sever jurisdiction (e.g., where the stream temporarily flows underground, or where
the OHWM has been removed by development or agricultural practices) Where there is a break in the OHWM that is unrelated to the waterbody’s flow
regime {e.g., flow over a rock outcrop or through a culvert), the agencies will look for indicators of flow above and below the break.
7

1bid.



3.

{d} Proximity (Refationship) to TNW
Projeel wetlands are viver miles from TNW.
Project walers a ] acrial {straight) miles from TN'W. 63-13 Cont.
Flow is from: _
Estimate approximate focation of wetland as within the P

st Noodplain,

(iiy Chemical Characteristics:
Characterize wetland system (e.g., water color is clear, brown, oil film on surface; water quality; general watershed
characieristics; eic.). Explain:
ldentify speeific poliutants, if known:

(iii) Biological Characteristics. Wetland supports {check all that apply):

Riparian buffer. Characteristics (type, average width):

[J Vegetation type/percent cover. Explain:

[l Habitat for:
[] Federally Listed species. Explain findings:
[[] Fish/spawn areas. Explain findings:
[] Other environmentally-sensitive species. Explain findings:
[] Aquatic/wildlife diversity. Explain findings:

Characteristics of all wetlands adjacent to the tributary (if any)
All wetland(s) being considered in the cumulative analysis: ¥
Approximately ( ) acres in total are being considered i in

For each wetland, specify the following:

Direcily abuts? (Y/N) Size {in acres) Directly abuts? (Y/N) Size (in acres)

Summarize overall biological, chemical and physical functions being performed:

C. SIGNIFICANT NEXUS DETERMINATION

A significant nexus analysis will assess the flow characteristics and functions of the tributary itself and the functions performed
by any wetlands adjacent to the tributary to determine if they significantly affect the chemieal, physical, and biological integrity
of a TNW. For each of the following situations, a significant nexus exists if the tributary, in combination with all of its adjacent
wetiands, has more than a speculative or insubstantial effect on the chemical, physical and/or biological integrity of a TNW.
Considerations when evaluating significant nexus include, but are not limited to the volume, duration, and frequency of the flow
of water in the tribatary and its proximity to a TNW, and the functions performed by the tributary and all its adjacent
wetlands. It is not appropriate to determine significant nexus based solely on any specific threshold of distance (e.g. between a
tributary and its adjacent wetland or between a tributary and the TNW). Similarly, the fact an adjacent wetland lies within or
outside of a floodplain is not solely determinative of significant nexus.

Draw connections between the features documented and the effects on the TNW, as identified in the Roparos Guidance and
discussed in the Instructional Guidebook. Factors to consider include, for example:

Does the tributary, in combination with its adjacent wetlands (if any), have the capacity to carry pollutants or flood waters to
TNWs, or to reduce the amount of poliutants or flood waters reaching a TNW?

Does the tributary, in combination with its adjacent wetlands (if any), provide habitat and lifecycle support functions for fish and
other species, such as feeding, nesting, spawning, or rearing young for species that are present in the TNW?

Does the tributary, in combination with its adjacent wetlands {if any) have the capacity to transfer nutrients and organic carbon that
support downstream foodwebs?

Does the tributary, in combination with its adjacent wetlands (if any), have other relationships to the physical, chemical, or
biological integrity of the TNW?

Nofte: the above list of considerations is not inclusive and other functions observed or known fo occur should be decumented
below:

1.

Significant nexus findings for non-RPW that has no adjacent wetlands and flows directly or indirectly into TNWSs. Explain
findings of presence or absence of significant nexus below, based on the tributary itself, then go to Section II1.D:

Physical Characteristics: The relevant reach of the unnamed tributary (approximately 6,480 feet), connects and drains directly into
Temescal Wash. The majority of this drainage is characterized by upland vegetation and non-native species (e.g. eucalyptus)



scattered along the stream course), with the exception of the perennial segment of the relevant reach, which is characterized by the 63-13 Cont
seattering of riperian vegetation (e.g, catails and willow species). . ont.

Chemical Characteristics: The flow in the refevant reach during and afier storm and flood events has the potential to provide active
nutrient (and pollutant) transport and facilitate aeration and oxidative/reductive processes in the water column and creek sediment.
These functions reduce the amount of pollutants reaching a TNW (Temesca! Wash fo Prado Basin/Santa Ana River to the Pacific
Ocean). The tributary also has the capacity to transfer nutrients and organic carbon that support downstream foodwebs, as the
drainage is vegetated by upland, ripatian, and wetland species. Water was present in the perennial portion of the refevant reach
and was relatively clear in color. No water was present in the ephemeral segments of the relevant reach at the time of the
jurisdictional delineation to evaluate water characteristics in those segments.

Biological Characteristics: The perennial segment of the relevant reach can support fish (e.g. chub and dace), amphibians and other
aquatic resources. During storm flow and flood events the ephemeral segments provide connectivity for these species to the
downstream Temescal Wash. The perennial and ephemeral segments also provide habitat and connectivity to downstream waters
for wildlife (e.g. avian and reptilian/amphibian species) as well as habitat and movement corridors for mammalian species. .

Given the direct route of discharge and the functions described above along with the length (approximately 6,480 foot length),
location (direct tributary of Temescal Wash), and flow regimes (approximaiely 650 feet of perennial flow with riparian vegetation
and ephemeral segments with a well defined ordinary high water mark) of the relevant reach, the Corps has determined there is
more than a speculative or insubstantial effect on the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the TNW and hence a
signiftcant nexus to the TNW exists. As such, this resource has the potential o significantly affect the chemical, physical, and
biological integrity of the TNW.

Significant nexus findings for non-RPW and its adjacent wetlands, where the non-RPW flows direetly or indirectly info
TNWs. Explain findings of presence or absence of significant nexus below, based on the tributary in combination with alf of its
adjacent wetlands, then go to Section IILD:

Significant nexus findings for wetlands adjacent to an RPW but that do not directly abut the RPW. Explain findings of
presence or absence of significant nexus below, based on the tributary in combination with all of its adjacent wetlands, then go to

Section [11.D:

D. DETERMINATIONS OF JURISDICTIONAL FINDINGS. THE SUBJECT WATERS/WETLANDS ARE {CHECK ALL

THAT APPLY):
1. TNWs and Adjacent Wetlands. Check all that apply and provide size estimates in review area:
TNWs: linear feet width {ft}, Or, acres.
Wetlands adjacent to TNWs: acres.
2.  RPWs that flow directly or indirectly into TNWs.

IX] Tributaries of TNWs where tributaries typically flow year-round are jurisdictional. Provide data and rationale indicating that
tributary is perennial: Local runoff and flow from local springs create a perennial flow regime through approximately 650 feet
of the approximately 6,480-foot relevant reach of the tributary. The attached pictures indicate water flow year round. Pictures
were taker on January 6, 2014 (Lake Street Photo 6) and March 17, 2014 (Lake Street Photo 17} (2014 is the third consecutive
year of drought in southemn California and the Lake Elsinore area).

Tributaries of TN'W where tributaries have continuous flow “seasonatly” (e.g., typicaily three months each year) are
jurisdictional. Data supporting this conclusion is provided at Section ITLLB. Provide rationale indicating that tributary flows
seasonally:

Provide estimates for jurisdictional waters in the review arca (check alt that apply):
I Tributary waters: 650 finear feet 5-10 width (f3).
Other non-wetland waters: acres.
Identify type(s) of waters:
3. Non-RPWs® that flow directly or indirectly into TNWs,

B Waterbody that is not a TNW or an RPW, but flows directly or indirectly into a TNW, and it has a significant nexus with a
TNW is jurisdictional. Data supporting this conclusion is provided at Section IL.C.

Provide estimates for jurisdictional waters within the review area (check all that apply):
Tributary waters: 37830 linear feet P28 width (R).
1 Other non-wetland waters: acres.
Identify type(s) of waters:

¥See Foofnote # 3.



4. Wetlands direetly abutting an RPW that flow directly or indirectly into TNWs. 63-13 Cont.
2 Wetlands directly abut RPW and thus are jurisdictional as adjacent wetlands.

| Wetlands directly abutting an RPW where tributaries typically flow year-round. Provide data and rationale
indicating that tributary is perennial in Section I11.D.2, above. Provide rationale indicating that wetland is

direcily abutting an RPW:

Wettands directly abutting an RPW where tributaries typically flow “seasonally.” Provide data indicating that tributary is
seasonal in Section [1L.B and rationale in Section H1.D.2, above. Provide rationale indicating that wetland is directly

abutting an RPW:
Provide acreage estimates for jurisdictional wetlands in the review area: acres.

5. Wetlands adjaceat to but not directly abutting an RPW that flow directly or indireetly into TNWs.
Wetlands that do not directly abut an RPW, but when considered in combination with the tributary to which they are adjacent
and with similarly situated adjacent wetlands, have a significant nexus with a TNW are Jjurisdictional. Data supporting this
conclusion is provided at Section {11.C.

Provide acreage estimates for jurisdictional wetlands in the review area; acres.

6. Wetlands adjacent to non-RPWs that flow directly or indirectly into TNWs.

Z1 Wetlands adjacent to such waters, and have when considered in combination with the tributary to which they are adjacent and
with similarly situated adjacent wetlands, have a significant nexus with a TNW are jurisdictional. Date supporting this
conctusion is provided at Section I1LC.

Provide estimates for jurisdictional wetlands in the review area: ACres.

7. Impoundments of jurisdictional waters.’
As a general rule, the impoundiment of a jurisdictional tributary remains jurisdictional,
2l Demonstrate that impoundment was created from “waters of the U.S.,” or
Demonstrate that water meets the criteria for one of the categories presented above (1-6), or
2] Demonstrate that water is isolated with a nexus to commerce (see E below).

E. ISOLATED [INTERSTATE OR INTRA-STATE] WATERS, INCLUDING ISOLATED WETLANDS, THE USE,
DEGRADATION OR DESTRUCTION OF WHICH COULD AFFECT INTERSTATE COMMERCE, INCLUDING ANY
SUCH WATERS (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY): "
which are or could be used by interstate or foreign travelers for recrestional or other purposes.
trom which fish or shellfish are or could be taken and sold in interstate or foreign commerce.

. which are or could be used for industrial purposes by industries in interstate commerce.

Interstate isolated waters. Explain:

Other factors. Explain:

Identify water body and summarize rationale supporting determination:

Provide estimates for jurisdictional waters in the review area {check all that apply):

Tributary waters: linear feet width (ft).
Other non-wetland waters: BCIES,

Identify type(s) of waters:
Wetlands: acres.

F. NON-JURISDICTIONAL WATERS, INCLUDING WETLANDS (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY):
If potential wetlands were assessed within the review area, these areas did not meet the criteria in the 1987 Corps of Engineers
Wetland Delineation Manual and/or appropriate Regional Supplements.

Review area included isolated waters with no substantial nexus to inferstate {or foreign) commerce.

[Tl Prior to the Jan 2001 Supreme Court decision in “SWANC C,” the review area would have been reguiated based solely on the
“Migratory Bird Rule” (MBR).

Waters do not meet the “Significant Nexus™ standard, where such a finding is required for jurisdiction. Explain:

D Other: (explain, if not covered above): The project site contains five detention basins, located east of the siream feature, at the
southern end of the project site. Per a review of aerial photography, the basins were constructed in upland areas between 2006
and 2009, and are associated with water quality management for the adjacent clay mine. Per 33 C.F.R. § 328.3, these
potentially jurisdictional wetland waters are artificial ponds excavated from dry land for collecting sediment from the mining
site (as required per storm water management plan). Consequently, these features are not waters of the U.S.

*To complete the analysis refer to the key in Section I1.D.6 of the Instructional Guidebook.
¥ Prior to asserfing or declining CWA jurisdiction based solely on this category, Corps Districts will clevate the action fo Corps and EPA HQ for
review consistent with the process described in the Corps/EPA Mentorandum Regarding CWA Act Juristiction Following Rapanos.
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Provide acreage estimates for non-jurisdictional waters in the review area, where the sole potential basis of jurisdiction is the MBR
factors (i.e., presence of migratory birds, presence of endangered species, use of water for irrigated agriculture), using best professional

judgment (check all that apply):
Non-wetland waters (i.e., rivers, streams): linear feet width {ft).

3l Lakes/ponds: #CEES.
Other non-wetland waters: acres. List type of aquatic resource:
Wetlands: acres.

Provide acreage estimates for non-jurisdictiona! waters in the review area that do not meet the “Significant Nexus™ standard, where such
a finding is required for jurisdiction (check atl that apply):

[ Non-wetland waters (i.e., rivers, streams}): linear feet, widih (ft).
[} Lakes/ponds: acres.

{1 Other non-wet{and waters: acres. List type of aquatic resource:

[l Wetlands: acres.

SECTIONIV: DATA SOURCES.

A. SUPPORTING DATA. Data reviewed for JD {check all that apply - checked items shall be included in case file and, where checked
and requested, appropriaiely reference sources below): _

4 Maps, plans, plots or plat submitted by or on behalf of the applicant/consultant: {A

Data sheets prepared/submitted by or on behalf of the applicant/consultant.

[} Office concurs with data sheets/delineation report.

[[] Office daes not concur with data sheets/delineation report.

Data sheets prepared by the Corps: March 17, 2014,

Corps navigable waters® study:

U.S. Geological Survey Hydrologic Atlas:

[ USGS NHD data.

{71 USGS 8 and 12 digit HUC maps.

U.S. Geological Survey map(s). Cite scale & quad name: 1:24K Alberhill, CA.

USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service Soil Survey. Citation:

National wetlands inventory map{s). Cite name;

State/Local wetland inventory map(s):

FEMA/FIRM maps: .

100-year Floodplain Elevation is:

Photographs: [X] Aerial (Name & Date):
or X Other (Name & Date):

HER [X

5

EIEE

{National Geodectic Verti

RE

Previous cietermlnatlonfé). File no. and date of response letter:
Appiicable/supporting case law:

Applicable/supporting scientific literature: .
Other information (please specify): . Validation of Jurisdictional Delineation for the Lake Street Project Site, City of Lake

Elsinore, Riverside County, CA. Prepared by the Planning Associates, April 30, 2012.

B

B. ADDITIONAL COMMENTS TO SUPPORT JD:

The relevant reach is an approximately 6,480 foot length of streambed which flows in a northwest direction into Temescal Wagh.
Temescal Wash flows into the Prado Basin, which flows into the Santa Ana River and thence the Pacific Ocean. The streambed
contains two ephemeral segments comprising approximaiely 90% of the total streambed and one perennial segment that comprises
approximately 10% of the streambed and is located in between the two ephemeral segments.

The approximately 650-foot segment with perennial flows has the potential to support fish (e.g. chub and dace) and amphibians and
other aquatic resources, as well as provide active nutrient (and poliutant) transport and facilitate acration and oxidative/reductive
processes in the water column and creek sediment. These processes also occur during storm and flood events in the ephemeral
segments of the creek. These functions reduce the amount of pollutants reaching a TN'W. The tributary also has the capacity to
transfer nuirients and organic carbon that support downstream foodwebs, as the drainage is vegetated by upland, riparian, and
wetland species. These functions cambined with the size, location, and flow regimes of the tributary provide a significant
refationship to the physical, chemical, and biological integrity of the TNW. As such, this resource has the poteatial to significanily

affect the chemical, physical, and biclogical integrity of the TNW.

As additional features of note, the project site contains five detention basins, located east of the stream feature, at the southem end
of the project site. Per a review of aeriaf photography, the basins were constracted in upland areas between 2006 and 2009, and are
associated with water quality management for the adjacent clay mine. Per 33 C.F.R. § 328.3, these potentially jurisdictional
wetland waters are artificial ponds excavated from dry land for collecting sediment from the mining site (as required per storm
water management plan). Consequently, these features are not waters of the U.S.
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LAKE STREET PROJECT SITE
CITY OF LAKE ELSINORE, RIVERSIDE COUNTY, CA

Assessor’s Parcel Nos. (Small Portions of)
390-130-026, 390-160-003, 390-160-006, 390-160-01 1,390-190-016,
390-130-029, 390-190-015, 390-190-014 & 389-020-035

Project Site Location Portion of Sections 15 & 22, Township 5 South, Range 5 West on the
Alberhill, CA, 7.5’ United States Geological Surveys (USGS) Quadrangle

3.5+ Acres
(Approx. Total Acres Surveyed -- Approx. 6,480 Lineal Feet in Length)

Prepared for:

Mr. Tom Tomlinson
Castle & Cooke Lake Elsinore Commercial, LLC
4113 Pearl St.
Lake Elsinore, CA 92530

Prepared by:

The Planning Associates
Hardy Strozier, Esq., AICP
3151 Airway Avenue Suite R-1
Costa Mesa, California 92626
PlanningAssoc@aol.com

Principal Investigators:
Hardy Strozier, Kate Radcli e-Lang
The Planning Associates
3151 Airway Avenue, Suite
Costa Mesa, CA 92626
714-556-5200

PlanningAssoc@aol.com

Field Survey Conducted On:
6 November, 2008

Report Date: December 29, 2008

Ex.S



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY— The Planning Associates (TPA), Hardy M. Strozier, Kate Radcliffe- 63-13 Cont.
Lang (Regulatory Planners) with the assistance of Castle & Cooke Staff, Kevin Beals and Steve

Ward prepared a jurisdictional delineation for the Castle & Cooke Lake Street project within

Assessor Parcel Numbers 390-130-029, 390-1 30-026, 390-160-003, 390-160-006, 390-160-01 1,
390-190-016, 390-190-015, 390-190-014 & 389-020-035 (approximately 3.5+ acres in area

approximately 6,480 lineal feet in length) located along the east interface of Lake Street, in the

City of Lake Elsinore, Riverside County, California.

A determination of wetlands and waters subject to jurisdictions of the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (ACOE) under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, Regional Water Quality Control
Board and the California Fish and Game (CDFG) under CDFG Code Division 2, Chapter 2, and
Section 1600 ef seq. was made for the Lake Street project site, hereafter referenced as the “Site”.
A Field Delineation Survey was conducted on the 6™ of November, 2008. A subsequent
engineering survey of the ACOE and CDFG jurisdictional boundaries set by TPA along each 100
foot section of the stream course was conducted by KWC engineers.

Impacts to Criteria, Narrow Endemic and/or other sensitive species potentially present within the
Project’s footprint (within very small lineal portions of these MSHCP Cells: 3751, 3854, 3855,
3954 & 4056) are not expected to be significant due to one or more of the following factors: 1)
No suitable habitat exists on site for their occupation; and/or, 2) the use of the site is limited to

distributional range, and 3) NO Amphibian, NO Mammalian, and NO Special Linkage Areas
exist as reported within the Assessor Parcel search of the MSHCP; seven Criteria Area Species
and the nine Narrow Endemic Plant Species are listed for each Assessor Parcel number within
the project Site, but is not significant or not observed during the site visit and evaluation. The
burrowing owl has a low potential for occurrence. The proposed project will restore the stream
course area with a 100% native plant palette with year round hydrology. A 2008 spring time
presence/absence survey was conducted for this area by Dr. Jack C. Turner and Philippe Vergne
reporting that the stream course area does not support any threatened or endangered species,

The Site contains a single blue-line un-named drainage (as depicted on the U.S. Geological
(USGS) topographic map, Alberhill Quad., Riverside County [dated 1954, Photorevised 1982].
The drainage surface feature is locally known as an unnamed flow line and carries local runoff
and the flow from local springs, northwest into a broad alluvial plain within the influence of
Temescal Wash. Only during major periodic precipitation events does this small wash become
confluent with Temescal Wash.

A jurisdictional wetland must exhibit all three of the wetland parameters as described in the
Wetland Manual (ACOE 1987). Predicated on TPA’s investigation of existing site conditions,
ACOE jurisdictional wetlands are presently located within certain lengths of the unnamed flow

line.

Sedimentation, erosion features, and the deposition of debris and detritys evidenced horizontal
hydrology. The 90% of the onsite blue-line feature is cphemeral, carrying water only during
storm events. The remaining 10% of the onsite flow line feature has sitting and/or flowing water

The Planning Associates fii

Costa Mesa, California 92626



coming from off-site sources from the west. Approximately 1.31 acres of ACOE “waters of the
UU.S.” were found on the project site. Based on the most current design plans, all of the ACOE
“waters of the U.S.” would be permanently impacted by the proposed Specific Plan project.

No isolated conditions were observed within the boundaries of the proposed project, the
RWQCB jurisdiction follows that of ACOE jurisdictional “waters of the U.S.”

The onsite drainage is considered jurisdictional by the CDFG in essentially the same manner as
the ACOE. The CDFG jurisdiction falls within the ACOE jurisdiction in all of the
measurements except the jurisdictional influence was taken to the top of the ordinary stream
bank and to riparian vegetation on either side of the stream course. There was evident a
discernable difference from the “top of bank” and the Ordinary High Water Mark (OHWM) and
the CDFG flow line, bed and bank profile. Minor riparian resources were present within certain
areas and lengths of the flow line and were not present in others. Most of the vegetation in and
along the stream course was upland and exotic non-native species, i.e. eucalyptus.
Approximately 2.43 acres of CDFG jurisdiction are located on the project site. Based on the
most current design plans, all of the CDFG jurisdiction would be permanently impacted by the

proposed Specific Plan project.

Wildlife functions and values of the drainages on site are low owing to a general absence of
water or succulent vegetation on which to feed. The extent of habitat degradation on this site
resulting from mining, road construction, off-road vehicles, erosion, historical agriculture, exotic
vegetation, illegal dumping, and domestic animals contributes to the low wildlife values of the

site.

The property is located in the Elsinore Area Plan of the western Riverside County MSHCP. The
“nine” assessor parcels occur within five Criteria Cells (3751, 3854, 3855, 3954 and 4056) of the
MSHCP. Conservation within these Cell Groups is to focus on assembly of Proposed Core 1.
Conservation within these four Cells will focus on chaparral and recovery of coastal sage scrub
habitat. The project site is the subject of a de-facto type Habitat Evaluation and Acquisition
Negotiation Strategy (HANS) pursuant to an Acquisition Agreement by the County of Riverside.
This HANS has pre-mitigated this stream course portion of the project site for Multiple Species
Habitat Conservation Program (MSHCP) purposes. The following MSHCP evaluation is
provided noting that the area has been pre-mitigated.

Cell #3751 is a small part of Cell Group J, which contains a total of 12 Cells. The Cell Group J
will be connected to upland habitat proposed for conservation in Cell #3853 and #3855, and Cell
Group O all to the south, to coastal sage scrub habitat proposed for conservation in Cell Group L
to the east, to riparian habitat proposed for conservation in Cell Group I to the west and to
existing PQP Lands to the north and west. Conservation within this Cell Group will range from
75%-85% of the Cell Group focusing in the western and northern portions of the Cell Group.

Areas conserved within Cell #3854 will be connected to the coastal sage scrub habitat proposed
for conservation in Cell Group J to the north and in Cell #3855 to the east. Conservation within
this Cell will range from 10%-20% of the Cell focusing in the northeastern portion of the Cell.

The Planning Associates v

Costa Mesa, California 92626
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Areas conserved within Cell #3855 will be connected to coastal sage scrub, woodland and forest
habitat proposed for conservation in Cell Group J to the north. Conservation within this Cell will
range from 25%-35% of the Cell focusing in the northern portion of the Cell.

Areas conserved within Cell Group U (Cells 3954 and 4056) will be connected to chaparral and
coasta] sage scrub habitat proposed for conservation Cell Group T to the west and in Cell #4156
to the south and to chaparral and grassland habitat proposed for conservation in Cell #4057 to the
east. Conservation within this Cell Group will range from 40%-50% of the Cell Group focusing
in the western and central portions of the Cell Group.

No meadow or marshes are found within the Site. Minimal riparian habitat is found on Site,
which is scattered and located along various portions of the flow line and dry bed and bank. The
project comports with current interpretations of the Western Riverside MSHCP.

There were two (2) approved full EIR’s that covered this same area of the project Site, They
were:

1. The June 1992 Addendum to the Alberhill Ranch Specific Plan 89-2, Fina] Environmental
Report, State Clearinghouse No. 88090517 for the Murdock Alberhill Ranch prepared by The
Planning Associates. [Alberhill Ranch Final EIR, Adopted August 28, 1989 and Addendum
submitted May 1991, and Adopted September 10. 1991.]; and

2. The EIR Addendum II to the Alberhill Ranch Specific Plan EIR (No. 89-2 for Murdock
Alberhill Ranch Specific Plan Vesting Tentative Tract Maps No.’s 30836 & 28214, prepared
by The Planning Associates, dated November 28, 2003,

The Planning Associates v
Costa Mesa, California 92626
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A Nudist Resort for all Seasons

June 29, 2016

Valley-lvyglen Subtransmission Line Project
California Public Utilities Commission

RE: VIG/ASP

505 Sansome Street, Suite 300

San Francisco, CA 94111

Fax: (415) 398-5326

VIG.ASP@ene.com

Re:  Draft Environmental Impact Report— Southern California Edison Valley Ivyglen
Subtransmission Line Project (Application A.07-01-031)

Dear CPUC Project Manager,

Thank you for the opportunity to add to our previous comments on the Draft Environmental
Impact Report for the lvyglen Subtransmission Line Project, given that the comment period was
extended until July 15, 2016.

Members of the Board of Directors of the Glen Eden Corporation and individual members of the
Glen Eden Sun Club have spent considerable time reviewing the Draft EIR as submitted to the
California Public Utilites Commission. As stated in our letter regarding the Notice of Preparation
for this project in June 2015, and as restated in our letter commenting on the Draft EIR in May
2016, we continue to have significant concerns about the adverse impacts the project would
impose upon Glen Eden Sun Club, particularly along the boundary of our property on De Palma
Road between Indian Truck Trail and Horsethief Canyon Road.

To reiterate, the project calls for reducing the span of the power poles currently along De Palma
from an average of 200 feet to 80 feet and increasing the maximum pole height by as much as
80 feet. The anticipated impact would create significant visual intrusion and blight conditions
along De Palma Road that is substantial and un-mitigatable. This is a semi-rural area that would
be devastated by the construction of the proposed above-ground utility structures along our
property line.

We have requested in our previous letters that the EIR consider the alternative of
undergrounding the subtransmission line along De Palma Road between Indian Truck Trail and
Horsethief Canyon Road. While there is no such alternative considered in the Draft EIR, the
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review does contain Alternative M, which would underground the new lines along the entire
stretch of the project. As we've previously stated, we consider this alternative to be practically
worthless because of the economic impact to the overall project of undergrounding the entire 27
miles of subtransmission lines.

In fact, of the 27 miles of the proposed project, only two miles currently are contemplated for
underground installation. The undergrounding would occur on the northern side of Interstate 15
northeasterly of Indian Truck Trail along property planned for the new Terramor residential
development. We understand that the CPUC project applicant, Edison, has proposed
undergrounding transmission lines in this area because it considers this a “new installation” to
feed the new homes. We also understand that bringing the subtransmission line underground is
to be provided at no charge to the developer, though the aesthetic and economic benefits of
having the line underground—versus the obvious visual blight of above-ground poles and
structures—are enormous. Given that the line already is planned to be undergrounded at this
location, we reiterate our request for the same consideration within the EIR to consider the
impact of undergrounding in front of our long-established, existing neighborhood.

Additionally, two alternatives were added to the Draft EIR that would underground the
transmission lines to accommodate the concerns of the Sycamore Creek residential
development to the west of us, some of which is still under construction. Alternatives B1 and B2
call for undergrounding along Segment 8, either the entire southerly boundary of the Sycamore
Creek neighborhood or just that portion along its southeasterly section to De Palma Road. At De
Palma Road, the line would remain underground for a bit but, coincidentally?, emerge from the
earth right at our property line and feed onto the series of intrusive concrete pillars proposed to
dominate the front of our property from that point.

Given the foregoing—and the fact that undergrounding has been planned and/or added for
other areas with existing or even as-yet-to-exist residents—we respectfully renew our request
that the EIR consider undergrounding that segment of the project along our property boundary
where the impact is greatest on our neighborhood, which deserves protection from being
trapped behind a tightly packed row of concrete spears and wires.

As a residential neighborhood that has been in business for 50 years and whose residents are
intimately familiar with the area, we strongly believe that the aesthetic and environmental
conditions resulting from this project would have a significant, lasting and detrimental impact on
our property and our residents and guests. As we stated in our June 2015 and May 2016 letters,
the existing power poles directly in front of Glen Eden stand well underneath the tree line, where
they are visually obscured by foliage. Installing the proposed structures over the two years that
construction is contemplated would be a jarring, harmful and ultimately unnecessary intrusion
onto the peaceful enjoyment of our property when a practical alternative exists.

Again, we request these alternatives to be studied in the EIR:

» Underground the portion of the project (added Segment 7) along the length of De Palma
Road to Horsethief Canyon Road.

68-2 Cont.
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> Relocate the proposed guard structure from the corner of De Palma Road and Glen
Eden Road elsewhere to an unpopulated location along De Palma or to the other side of
Interstate 15 along Temescal Canyon Road, not in front of a residential neighborhood.

> Relocate helicopter use during construction to avoid the area of Glen Eden Sun Club.
We will continue to monitor the project as it moves through other stages of the process.

Finally, please assure that Glen Eden Corporation is included on all communications regarding
the EIR and associated reports for this project. The communications should be addressed to:

Art Bell

General Manager

Glen Eden Sun Club
25999 Glen Eden Road
Temescal Valley, CA 92883

Respectfully,

ArtBell

General Manager

Glen Eden Sun Club

25999 Glen Eden Road
Temescal Valley, CA 92883
(951) 277-4650

Cc: Glen Eden Corporation Board of Directors
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Glen Eden Sun Club

Southern California's Premier Nudist Experience

California Public Utilities Commission
RE: VIG/ASP

c¢/o Ecology and Environment. Inc.
505 Sansome Street, Suite 300

San Francisco, CA 94111

To whom it may concern:

0016-1
Attached please find the petitions of 150 members of the Glen Eden Corporation
seeking the reconsideration to place unsightly power polls south of Indian Truck
Trail on De Palma Road. We strongly believe that these power polls greatly
reduce the visual aesthetics of the area, reduce property values, and create a lon
term medical risk for the 1,700 members who have occupied Glen Eden since the
1960’s. While we recognize the need for additional power to the area, we
strongly feel that these power lines should be placed under ground rather than
destroy the natural beauty of the Temescal Valley and the peace and harmony of
the long term residence in the area. Please see petitions attached.

Uy

Sincerely,

/ T
e

Art Bell
General Manager
Glen Eden Sun Club

Glen Eden Corporation ¢ 25999 Glen Eden Road, Corona, CA 92883-5223
Phone (951) 277-4650 e Fax (951) 277-8020 e Information 1-800-843-6833
www.gleneden.com



May 15, 2015

California Public Utilities Commission

Valley - lvyglen Subtransmission Line Project
RE: VIG/ASP

¢/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.

505 Sansome Street, Suite #300

San Francisco, CA 94111

Email: VIG.ASP@ene.com
FAX: 415-398-5326

We, the following members of Glen Eden Sun Club, oppose the proposed above-ground power lines in front of our club
for the following reasons: Aesthetics, loss of property value and potential health risks.

We request that the power lines be placed underground (VIG Alternative M). In addition, we request a relocation across
the freeway of the proposed “guard structure”, and that no helicopters fly over Glen Eden property during construction.
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May 15, 2015

California Public Utilities Commission

Valley - Ivyglen Subtransmission Line Project
RE: VIG/ASP

c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.

505 Sansome Street, Suite #300

San Francisco, CA 94111

Email: VIG.ASP@ene.com
FAX: 415-398-5326

We, the following members of Glen Eden Sun Club, oppose the proposed above-ground power lines in front of our club
for the following reasons: Aesthetics, loss of property value and potential health risks.

We request that the power lines be placed underground (VIG Alternative M). In addition, we request a relocation across
the freeway of the proposed “guard structure”, and that no helicopters fly over Glen Eden property during construction.
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May 15, 2015

California Public Utilities Commission

Valley - lvyglen Subtransmission Line Project
RE: VIG/ASP

c¢/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.

505 Sansome Street, Suite #300

San Francisco, CA 94111

Email: VIG.ASP@ene.com
FAX: 415-398-5326

We, the following members of Glen Eden Sun Club, oppose the proposed above-ground power lines in front of our club
for the foliowing reasons: Aesthetics, loss of property value and potential health risks.

We request that the power lines be placed underground (VIG Alternative M). In addition, we request a relocation across
the freeway of the proposed “guard structure”, and that no helicopters fly over Glen Eden property during construction.
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May 15, 2015

California Public Utilities Commission

Valley - lvyglen Subtransmission Line Project
RE: VIG/ASP

c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.

505 Sansome Street, Suite #300

San Francisco, CA 94111

Email: VIG.ASP@ene.com
FAX: 415-398-5326

We, the following members of Glen Eden Sun Club, oppose the proposed above-ground power lines in front of our club
for the following reasons: Aesthetics, loss of property value and potential health risks.

We request that the power lines be placed underground (VIG Alternative M). In addition, we request a relocation across
the freeway of the proposed “guard structure”, and that no helicopters fly over Glen Eden property during construction.
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May 15, 2015

California Public Utilities Commission

Valley - lvyglen Subtransmission Line Project
RE: VIG/ASP

¢/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.

505 Sansome Street, Suite #300

San Francisco, CA 94111

Email: VIG.ASP@ene.com
FAX: 415-398-5326

We, the following members of Glen Eden Sun Club, oppose the proposed above-ground power lines in front of our club
for the following reasons: Aesthetics, loss of property value and potential health risks.

We request that the power lines be placed underground (VIG Alternative M). In addition, we request a relocation across
the freeway of the proposed “guard structure”, and that no helicopters fly over Glen Eden property during construction.
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May 15, 2015

California Public Utilities Commission

Valley - lvyglen Subtransmission Line Project
RE: VIG/ASP

c¢/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.

505 Sansome Street, Suite #300

San Francisco, CA 94111

Email: VIG.ASP@ene.com
FAX: 415-398-5326

We, the following members of Glen Eden Sun Club, oppose the proposed above-ground power lines in front of our club
for the following reasons: Aesthetics, loss of property value and potential health risks.

We request that the power lines be placed underground (VIG Alternative M). In addition, we request a relocation across
the freeway of the proposed “guard structure”, and that no helicopters fly over Glen Eden property during construction.
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May 15, 2015

California Public Utilities Commission

Valley - ivyglen Subtransmission Line Project
RE: VIG/ASP

c¢/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.

505 Sansome Street, Suite #300

San Francisco, CA 94111

Email: VIG.ASP@ene.com
FAX: 415-398-5326

We, the following members of Glen Eden Sun Club, oppose the proposed above-ground power lines in front of our club
for the following reasons: Aesthetics, loss of property value and potential health risks.

We request that the power lines be placed underground (VIG Alternative M). In addition, we request a relocation across
the freeway of the proposed “guard structure”, and that no helicopters fly over Glen Eden property during construction.
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May 15, 2015

California Public Utilities Commission

Valley - lvyglen Subtransmission Line Project
RE: VIG/ASP

¢/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.

505 Sansome Street, Suite #300

San Francisco, CA 94111

Email: VIG.ASP@ene.com
FAX: 415-398-5326

We, the following members of Glen Eden Sun Club, oppose the proposed above-ground power lines in front of our club
for the following reasons: Aesthetics, loss of property value and potential health risks.

We request that the power lines be placed underground (VIG Alternative M). In addition, we request a relocation across
the freeway of the proposed “guard structure”, and that no helicopters fly over Glen Eden property during construction.
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May 15, 2015

California Public Utilities Commission

Valley - lvyglen Subtransmission Line Project
RE: VIG/ASP

¢/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.

505 Sansome Street, Suite #300

San Francisco, CA 94111

Email: VIG.ASP@ene.com
FAX: 415-398-5326

We, the following members of Glen Eden Sun Club, oppose the proposed above-ground power lines in front of our club
for the following reasons: Aesthetics, loss of property value and potential health risks.

We request that the power lines be placed underground (VIG Alternative M). In addition, we request a relocation across
the freeway of the proposed “guard structure”, and that no helicopters fly over Glen Eden property during construction.
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May 15, 2015

California Public Utilities Commission

Valley - ivyglen Subtransmission Line Project
RE: VIG/ASP

¢/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.

505 Sansome Street, Suite #300

San Francisco, CA 94111

Email: VIG.ASP@ene.com
FAX: 415-398-5326

We, the following members of Glen Eden Sun Club, oppose the proposed above-ground power lines in front of our club
for the following reasons: Aesthetics, loss of property value and potential health risks.

We request that the power lines be placed underground (ViG Alternative M). In addition, we request a relocation across
the freeway of the proposed “guard structure”, and that no helicopters fly over Glen Eden property during construction.
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May 15, 2015

California Public Utilities Commission

Valley - lvyglen Subtransmission Line Project
RE: VIG/ASP

¢/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.

505 Sansome Street, Suite #300

San Francisco, CA 94111

Email: VIG.ASP@ene.com
FAX: 415-398-5326

We, the following members of Glen Eden Sun Club, oppose the proposed above-ground power lines in front of our club
for the following reasons: Aesthetics, loss of property value and potential health risks.

We request that the power lines be placed underground (VIG Alternative M). In addition, we request a relocation across
the freeway of the proposed “guard structure”, and that no helicopters fly over Glen Eden property during construction.
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May 15, 2015

California Public Utilities Commission

Valley - lvyglen Subtransmission Line Project
RE: VIG/ASP

¢/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.

505 Sansome Street, Suite #300

San Francisco, CA 94111

Email: VIG.ASP@ene.com
FAX: 415-398-5326

We, the following members of Glen Eden Sun Club, oppose the proposed above-ground power lines in front of our club
for the following reasons: Aesthetics, loss of property value and potential health risks.

We request that the power lines be placed underground (VIG Alternative M). In addition, we request a relocation across
the freeway of the proposed “guard structure”, and that no helicopters fly over Glen Eden property during construction.

Dusan  Bowaers /42/«0@«) Dscoona

Printed Name Signature
@}\qu/ 3#‘7%{/ Chagl. Bugmit—
{ { U |
Printed Name Signature
%‘*as A. ViN es}(/ %M
Printed Name Signature

Nean ey Vines k. -

Printed Name Signature

. . )
Les/ie /Wyr/cﬁ s %gML
Printed Name Signature

/\—0&/ /\345 i %}w )’)&J\

Printed Name Signature



May 15, 2015

California Public Utilities Commission

Valley - lvyglen Subtransmission Line Project
RE: VIG/ASP

¢/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.

505 Sansome Street, Suite #300

San Francisco, CA 94111

Email: VIG.ASP@ene.com
FAX: 415-398-5326

We, the following members of Glen Eden Sun Club, oppose the proposed above-ground power lines in front of our club
for the following reasons: Aesthetics, loss of property value and potential health risks.

We request that the power lines be placed underground (VIG Alternative M). In addition, we request a relocation across
the freeway of the proposed “guard structure”, and that no helicopters fly over Glen Eden property during construction.
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May 15, 2015

California Public Utilities Commission

Valley - lvyglen Subtransmission Line Project

RE: VIG/ASP

¢/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.
505 Sansome Street, Suite #300
San Francisco, CA 94111

Email: VIG.ASP@ene.com
FAX: 415-398-5326

We, the following members of Glen Eden Sun Club, oppose the proposed above-ground power lines in front of our club
for the following reasons: Aesthetics, loss of property value and potential health risks.

We request that the power lines be placed underground {VIG Alternative M). In addition, we request a relocation across
the freeway of the proposed “guard structure”, and that no helicopters fly.ayer Glen Eden property during construction.
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May 15, 2015

California Public Utilities Commission

Valley - ivyglen Subtransmission Line Project
RE: VIG/ASP

¢/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.

505 Sansome Street, Suite #300

San Francisco, CA 94111

Email: VIG.ASP@ene.com

FAX: 415-398-5326

We, the following members of Glen Eden Sun Club, oppose the proposed above-ground power lines in front of our club
for the following reasons: Aesthetics, loss of property value and potential health risks.

We request that the power lines be placed underground (VIG Alternative M). In addition, we request a relocation across
the freeway of the proposed “guard structure”, and that no helicopters fly over Glen Eden property during construction.
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May 15, 2015

California Public Utilities Commission

Valley - lvyglen Subtransmission Line Project
RE: VIG/ASP

c¢/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.

505 Sansome Street, Suite #300

San Francisco, CA 94111

Email: VIG.ASP@ene.com
FAX: 415-398-5326

We, the following members of Glen Eden Sun Club, oppose the proposed above-ground power lines in front of our club
for the following reasons: Aesthetics, loss of property value and potential health risks.

We request that the power lines be placed underground (VIG Alternative M). In addition, we request a relocation across
the freeway of the proposed “guard structure”, and that no helicopters fly over Glen Eden property during construction.
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May 15, 2015

California Public Utilities Commission

Valley - Ivyglen Subtransmission Line Project
RE: VIG/ASP

¢/o Ecology and Environment, inc.

505 Sansome Street, Suite #300

San Francisco, CA 94111

Email: VIG.ASP@ene.com
FAX: 415-398-5326

We, the following members of Glen Eden Sun Club, oppose the proposed above-ground power lines in front of our club
for the following reasons: Aesthetics, loss of property value and potential health risks.

We request that the power lines be placed underground (VIG Alternative M). In addition, we request a relocation across
the freeway of the proposed “guard structure”, and that no helicopters fly over Glen Eden property during construction.
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May 15, 2015

California Public Utilities Commission

Valley - lvyglen Subtransmission Line Project
RE: VIG/ASP

c¢/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.

505 Sansome Street, Suite #300

San Francisco, CA 94111

Email: VIG.ASP@ene.com
FAX: 415-398-5326

We, the following members of Glen Eden Sun Club, oppose the proposed above-ground power lines in front of our club
for the following reasons: Aesthetics, loss of property value and potential health risks.

We request that the power lines be placed underground (VIG Alternative M). In addition, we request a relocation across
the freeway of the proposed “guard structure”, and that no helicopters fly over Glen Eden property during construction.
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May 15, 2015

California Public Utilities Commission

Valley - lvyglen Subtransmission Line Project
RE: VIG/ASP

c/o Ecology and Environment, inc.

505 Sansome Street, Suite #300

San Francisco, CA 94111

Email: VIG.ASP@ene.com
FAX: 415-398-5326

We, the following members of Glen Eden Sun Club, oppose the proposed above-ground power lines in front of our club
for the following reasons: Aesthetics, loss of property value and potential health risks.

We request that the power lines be placed underground (VIG Alternative M). In addition, we request a relocation across
the freeway of the proposed “guard structure”, and that no helicopters fly over Glen Eden property during construction.

Printed Name Signature RN

. M)

N\

e - L~ ;\ ----------- M—//a,
; 'y ‘ \ e 7
"’"‘//%’ Juwre s // / 7/ / /e r \/ 2 %A’//g/w//f% L :
Printed Name (6\ Signature / , e
g i 4 ;7
— | L noly L/
. Miﬂ - [7,'/;/ ,{r{i /;/v/} L: Z g C/ Aj B ‘ ,,/f, . BN /\Vf/ ’\/\[}7\_’
Printed Name C ‘
L et VA
} Rz L 1
f\\ ax \ O 2&“ T AU ﬂ\«é’éj v Y
Printed Name Sigr/ature
Jpmes De @vﬁaﬂ lﬁqﬁx/m/
Printed Name ignature

Richard D. Fank Rickand £ Lruok

Printed Name Signature




May 15, 2015

California Public Utilities Commission

Valley - lvyglen Subtransmission Line Project
RE: VIG/ASP

¢/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.

505 Sansome Street, Suite #300

San Francisco, CA 94111

Email: VIG.ASP@ene.com
FAX: 415-398-5326

We, the following members of Glen Eden Sun Ciub, oppose the proposed above-ground power lines in front of our club
for the following reasons: Aesthetics, loss of property value and potential health risks.

We request that the power lines be placed underground (VIG Alternative M). In addition, we request a relocation across
the freeway of the proposed “guard structure”, and that no helicopters fly over Glen Eden property during construction.
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May 15, 2015

California Public Utilities Commission

Valley - lvyglen Subtransmission Line Project
RE: VIG/ASP

c¢/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.

505 Sansome Street, Suite #300

San Francisco, CA 94111

Email: VIG.ASP@ene.com
FAX: 415-398-5326

We, the following members of Glen Eden Sun Club, oppose the proposed above-ground power lines in front of our club
for the following reasons: Aesthetics, loss of property value and potential health risks.

We request that the power lines be placed underground (VIG Alternative M). In addition, we request a relocation across
the freeway of the proposed “guard structure”, and that no helicopters fly over Glen Eden property during construction.
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May 15, 2015

California Public Utilities Commission

Valley - lvyglen Subtransmission Line Project
RE: VIG/ASP

¢/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.

505 Sansome Street, Suite #300

San Francisco, CA 94111

Email: VIG.ASP@ene.com
FAX: 415-398-5326

We, the following members of Glen Eden Sun Club, oppose the proposed above-ground power lines in front of our club
for the following reasons: Aesthetics, loss of property value and potential health risks.

We request that the power lines be placed underground (VIG Alternative M). In addition, we request a relocation across
the freeway of the proposed “guard structure”, and that no helicopters fly over Glen Eden property during construction.
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May 15, 2015

California Public Utilities Commission

Valley - Ilvyglen Subtransmission Line Project
RE: VIG/ASP

¢/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.

505 Sansome Street, Suite #300

San Francisco, CA 94111

Email: VIG.ASP@ene.com
FAX: 415-398-5326

We, the following members of Glen Eden Sun Club, oppose the proposed above-ground power lines in front of our club
for the following reasons: Aesthetics, loss of property value and potential health risks.

We request that the power lines be placed underground (VIG Alternative M). In addition, we request a relocation across
the freeway of the proposed “guard structure”, and that no helicopters fly over Glen Eden property during construction.
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May 15, 2015

California Public Utilities Commission

Valley - ivyglen Subtransmission Line Project
RE: VIG/ASP

¢/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.

505 Sansome Street, Suite #300

San Francisco, CA 94111

Email: VIG.ASP@ene.com
FAX: 415-398-5326

We, the following members of Glen Eden Sun Club, oppose the proposed above-ground power lines in front of our club
for the following reasons: Aesthetics, loss of property value and potential health risks.

We request that the power lines be placed underground (VIG Alternative M). In addition, we request a relocation across
the freeway of the proposed “guard structure”, and that no helicopters fly over Glen Eden property during construction.
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May 15, 2015

California Public Utilities Commission

Valley - lvyglen Subtransmission Line Project
RE: VIG/ASP

¢/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.

505 Sansome Street, Suite #300

San Francisco, CA 94111

Email: VIG.ASP@ene.com
FAX: 415-398-5326

We, the following members of Glen Eden Sun Club, oppose the proposed above-ground power lines in front of our club
for the following reasons: Aesthetics, loss of property value and potential health risks.

We request that the power lines be placed underground (VIG Alternative M). In addition, we request a relocation across
the freeway of the proposed “guard structure”, and that no helicopters fly over Glen Eden property during construction.
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May 15, 2015

California Public Utilities Commission

Valley - lvyglen Subtransmission Line Project
RE: VIG/ASP

c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.

505 Sansome Street, Suite #300

San Francisco, CA 94111

Email: VIG.ASP@ene.com
FAX: 415-398-5326

We, the following members of Glen Eden Sun Club, oppose the proposed above-ground power lines in front of our club
for the following reasons: Aesthetics, loss of property value and potential health risks.

We request that the power lines be placed underground (VIG Alternative M). In addition, we request a relocation across
the freeway of the proposed “guard structure”, and that no helicopters fly over Glen Eden property during construction.
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May 15, 2015

California Public Utilities Commission

Valley - lvyglen Subtransmission Line Project
RE: VIG/ASP

c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.

505 Sansome Street, Suite #300

San Francisco, CA 94111

Email: VIG.ASP@ene.com
FAX: 415-398-5326

We, the following members of Glen Eden Sun Club, oppose the proposed above-ground power lines in front of our club
for the following reasons: Aesthetics, loss of property value and potential health risks.

We request that the power lines be placed underground (VIG Alternative M). In addition, we request a relocation across
the freeway of the proposed “guard structure”, and that no helicopters fly over Glen Eden property during construction.
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Midbust, Jessica

From: Reese, Rachael <rreese@gleneden.com>
Sent: Saturday, May 14, 2016 11:43 AM

To: VIG/ASP

Subject: Fwd: Scan signed

Attachments: SKM_C554e16051411490.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Bell, Art <gegm@gleneden.com>
Date: Sat, May 14, 2016 at 11:40 AM
Subject: Scan signed

To: Rachagl Reese <rreese@ql eneden.com>

Sincerely,

Art Bell
General Manager

Glen Eden Sun Club
25999 Glen Eden Road
Corona, CA

92883

Tel:  951-277-4650
Fax: 951-277-8020

Web Site: www.gleneden.com

Best regards,
Rachael



Glen Eden Sun Club

A Nudist Resort for all Seasons

May 10, 2016

Valley-lvyglen Subtransmission Line Project
California Public Utilities Commission

RE: VIG/ASP

505 Sansome Street, Suite 300

San Francisco, CA 94111

Fax: (415) 398-5326

VIG.ASP@ene.com

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report— Southern California Edison Valley Ivyglen
Subtransmission Line Project (Application A.07-01-031)

Dear CPUC Project Manager,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the
Ivyglen Subtransmission Line Project. Members of the Board of Directors of the Glen Eden
Corporation have reviewed the Draft EIR before the California Public Utilities Commission. As
stated in our letter regarding the Notice of Preparation for this project in June 2015, we continug
to have significant concerns about the adverse impacts the project would impose upon Glen
Eden Sun Club, particularly along the boundary of our property on De Palma Road between
Indian Truck Trail and Horsethief Canyon Road.

The project calls for reducing the span of the power poles currently along De Palma from an
average of 200 feet to 80 feet and increasing the maximum pole height by as much as 80 feet.
The anticipated impact would create significant visual intrusion and blight conditions along De
Palma Road. This is a semi-rural area that would be devastated by the construction of the
proposed above-ground utility structures along our property line.

We requested in our letter from June 2015 that the EIR consider the alternative of
undergrounding the subtransmission line along De Palma Road between Indian Truck Trail and
Horsethief Canyon Road. While there is no such alternative considered in the Draft EIR, the
review does contain Alternative M, which would underground the new lines along the entire
stretch of the project. This fails to address that there may be some areas where above-ground
installation would be appropriate and instead creates an all-or-nothing alternative which may
check a box for academic analysis but is worthless from a practical standpoint.

Glen Eden Corporation respectfully renews our request that the CPUC consider undergrounding
that segment of the project along our property boundary where the impact is greatest on our
well-established neighborhood, which deserves protection from being trapped behind a tightly
packed row of concrete spears and wires.

0009-1

0009-2

0009-3

0009-4



As a residential neighborhood that has been in business for 50 years and whose residents are
intimately familiar with the area, we strongly believe that the aesthetic and environmental
conditions resulting from this project would have a significant, lasting and detrimental impact on
our property and our residents and guests. As we stated in our June 2015 letter, the existing
power poles directly in front of Glen Eden stand well underneath the tree line, where they are
visually obscured by foliage. Installing the proposed structures over the two years that
construction is contemplated would be a jarring, harmful and ultimately unnecessary intrusion
onto the peaceful enjoyment of our property when a practical alternative exists that was ignored
in the Draft EIR.

It is worth repeating our requests from June 2015 since they were not incorporated into the Draft
EIR:

»> Underground the portion of the project (added Segment 7) from Horsethief Canyon Road
along the length of De Palma Road.

» Relocate the proposed guard structure from the corner of De Palma Road and Glen l
Eden Road elsewhere to an unpopulated location along De Palma or to the other side of
Interstate 15 along Temescal Canyon Road, not in front of a residential neighborhood.

» Relocate helicopter use during construction to avoid the area of Glen Eden Sun Club.

We will continue to monitor the project as it moves through other stages of the process. We
urge the CPUC to consider the viable alternative of partial undergrounding just along Segment
of the project in front of Glen Eden property because of the adverse and cumulative impacts on
our existing residential community.

Please assure that Glen Eden Sun Club is included on all communications regarding EIR and l
associated reports for this poject.

Respectfully,

a4

Art Bell

General Manager

Glen Eden Sun Club

25999 Glen Eden Road
Temescal Valley, CA 92883
(951) 277-4650

Cc:  Glen Eden Corporation Board of Directors

Glen Eden Corporation 25999 Glen Eden Road Corona, CA 92883-5223
Phone (951) 277-4650 Fax (951) 277-8020 Information 1-800-843-6833
www.gleneden.com

Affiliated with the American Association for Nude Recreation

0009-5

0009-6

0009-7

0009-8
0009-9

0009-10



California Public Utilities Commission

RE: Valley-lvyGlen & Alberhill System Project
c/o Ecology & Environment, Inc.

505 Sandsom Street, Suite #300

San Francisco, CA 94111

Email: VIG.ASP@ene.com ¢ Fax: 415-398-5326

Kelli Nos s

Presiclery ¢

INSURANCESERVICES, INC.

almg Pu“d ‘*Lne 1-C#4h]

: C.A isuensts 3\.;;?“ 917

We, the undersigned, residents of Horsethief Canyon Ranch and Lemon Grove vehemently oppose the

Alberhill System Project (ASP) as proposed to the CPUC. The proposed location is less than 1 mile from hom es
in our community, many of which are occupied by families with young children. The general affected area on
the maps as provided by CPUC ends at the backyard of many of these homes and poses potential health risks
that cannot be mitigated. The ASP location is highly visible from several viewpoints including the community,,
Temescal Canyon Road, and I-15 which will have an irreversible effect on our property values. Additionally,

due to the limited transportation options the ASP's staging areas will also negatively impact our only two
access points to our community during the construction of the project and maintenance thereafter.

As residents of Horsethief Canyon Ranch and Lemon Grove, we will be directly affected by both the Valley-
lvyGlen Project and the Alberhill System Project as they are currently proposed by Southern California Edison.
Our communities that over 1,900 families call home have been established in the Temescal Valley corridor for
over 20 years. We ardently believe that our communities should not be forced to shoulder the burden of
having to provide power for growing cities that are not being impacted the way the current SCE proposals are

written.

We also oppose the Valley-lvyGlen (VIG) project as its currently proposed for many of the same reasons. The
115-kV lines as proposed will come within a quarter mile to homes within the Horsethief Canyon Ranch
community, disrupting our current scenic views and would cause a loss in property value and desirability. We
believe our region should not be considered for above-ground power lines with natural hazards like high
wildfire and an active seismic fault running underneath our valley, as well as man-made perils such as
automobile accidents which have caused many of our power outages in recent years.

place the 500-kV station at the proposed Serrano Commerce location that is environmentally superior and is
significantly further from residential properties. We also demand that Valley-lvyGlen Alternative Measure M
be supported which would require that all power lines be placed underground for the entire project.
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California Public Utilities Commission
RE: Valley-lwGlen & Alberhill Systern Project
c/o Ecology & Environment, Inc.
505 Sandsom Street, Suite #300

San Francisco, CA 94111
Email: VIG.ASP@ene.com = Fax: 415-398-5326

We, the undersigned, residents of Horsethief Canyon Ranch and Lemon Grove vehermently oppose the

Alberhill System Project {ASP} as proposed to the CPUC. The proposed location is less than 1 mile from homes
in our community, many of which are occupied by families with young children. The general affected area on
the maps as provided by CPUC ends at the backyard of many of these homes and poses potential health risks
that cannot be mitigated. The ASP location is highly visible from several wiewpeints including the community,
Temescal Canyon Road, and 1-15 which will have an irreversible effect on our property values. Additionally,
due to the limited transportation options the ASP's staging areas will also negatively impactour only two
access points to our community during the construction of the project and maintenance theresfter.

As residents of Horsethief Canyon Ranch and Lemon Grove, we will be directly affected by both the Valley-
hwyGlen Project and the Alberhill System Project as they are currently proposed by Southern California Edison,
Our communities that over 1,900 families call home have been established in the Temescal Valley corrider for
over 20 years. We ardently believe that our communities should not be forced to shoulder the burden of
having to provide power for growing cities that are not being impacted the way the current SCE proposals are

written.

We also oppose the Valley-lvyGlen [VIG) project as its currently proposed for many of the same reasons. The
115-kV lines as proposed will come within 2 quarter mile to homes within the Horsethief Canyon Ranch
community, disrupting our current scenic views and would cause a loss in property vatue and desirability. We
believe our region should not be considered for above-ground power fines with natural hazards like high
wildfire snd an active seismic fault running underneath our valley, 8s well as man-made perils such as
automoebile accidents which have causad many of our power outages in recent years.

for these reasons, we request that the CPUC supports the Alberhill Station Project Alternative DD which would
place the 500-kV station at the proposed Serrane Commerce location that is environmentially superior and is
significantly further from residential properties. We aiso demand that Valley-hryGlen Alternative Measwre M
be supported which would require that all power lines be placed underground for the entire project.
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Midbust, Jessica

From: David Kates <dkates@sonic.net>

Sent: Wednesday, May 04, 2016 9:27 AM

To: 'Uchida, Jensen’; 'Nicholas Sher’; VIG/ASP

Cc: 'Rex Wait'

Subject: Comments on Alberhill System Project DEIR

Attachments: NHC Comments Attachment 2 - Letter to SCE.PDF; NHC Comments on Alberhill DEIR

A0909022.pdf; NHC Comments Attachment 1 - LGIA.PDF

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Please find attached the comments of Nevada Hydro on the draft EIR for Alberhill.
4-1
We would be happy to discuss any aspect of our comments.

Thanks for the consideration.

David

David Kates

The Nevada Hydro Company
3510 Unocal Place, Suite 200
Santa Rosa, CA 95403
707.570.1866
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THE HYDRO COMPANY, INC.

/ DBA THE NEVADA HYDRO COMPANY, INC.

May 4, 2016
Mr. Nicholas Sher, Mr. Jensen Uchida,

California Public Utilities Commission California Public Utilities Commission
505 Van Ness Avenue 505 Van Ness Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94102 San Francisco, CA 94102

VIG.ASP@ene.com

California Public Utilities Commission
RE: VIG/ASP

c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.
505 Sansome Street, Suite #300

San Francisco, CA 94111

RE: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for SCE’s Alberhill Substation Project
Dear PUC CEQA Team

On April 14, 2016, the Public Utilities Commission of the State of California (“Commission”)
published its draft environmental impact report (“DEIR”) for Southern California Edison’s (“SCE”)
Alberhill project. The Nevada Hydro Company, Inc. (“Nevada Hydro”) is a party to the Commission’s 4-3
proceeding. Although the Commission and its staff consistently meet and usually exceed the mandates
of California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), as described herein, Nevada Hydro was frankly
flabbergasted to see that in this case the DEIR does not meet the requirements of CEQA because it fails
to include facilities SCE is obligated to construct at Alberhill and fails to analyze other facilities
connected to and dependent upon the existence of Alberhill. While SCE apparently did not describe the
contractual obligations it has assumed to the Commission in its application?, in its amendment to its
application,? in its original and amended Proponent’s Environmental Assessment (“PEA”) submitted as

4-4

1
/ Valley-lvyglen 115-kV Subtransmission Line and Alberhill System Projects, Draft Environmental Impact Report, State of
California Public Utilities Commission, A.07-01-031, A.09-09-022, SCH NOS. 2008011082, 2010041031, April 2016.

2
/ Application of Southern California Edison Company Ill 338-E) for a Permit to Construct Electrical Facilities With Voltages
Between 50 kV and 200 kV or New or Upgraded Substations with High Side Voltages Exceeding 50 kV: Alberhill System
Project, September 30, 2009.

3
/ Amendment to the Application of Southern California Edison Company (U 338-E) for a Certificate of Public Convenience and
Necessity: Alberhill System Project, March 12, 2010.

2416 Cades Way e Vista, California 92081 ¢ U.S.A. ¢ (760) 599—0086 ¢ Fax (760) 599-1815
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Alberhill CEQA Team page 2

May 4, 2016

part of the applications,” nor as the Commission progressed through its analysis, the Commission’s
consultant, Ecology and Environment, Inc. (“E&E”) also failed to identify this obligation and its
ramifications under CEQA. As a result, Nevada Hydro believes that:

1.  SCE’s application is not complete and should not have been deemed complete under Commission
Rules; and,

2. The DEIR must be extensively revised to incorporate these significant omitted issues and then be

recirculated in order for the Commission to comply with the CEQA.

1.0. Introduction: Nevada Hydro’s Lake Elsinore Advanced Pumped Storage project

The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”) is responsible for licensing Nevada Hydro’s
proposed 500 MW Lake Elsinore Advanced Pumped Storage (“LEAPS”) facility and its associated lines
(“gen—ties”) connecting the facility to the grid under its Project No. 14227. The project is being licensed
as a major unconstructed hydroelectric facility under the provisions of the Federal Power Act of June 10,
1920 (“FPA”), Chapter 285 and under licensing regulations found at 18 CFR, Subchapter B, Part 4. The
FERC is also the lead federal agency for National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”) compliance. In
2007, FERC staff published a Final Environmental Impact Statement (“Final EIS”) as required by NEPA for
LEAPS, in which it determined the point at which LEAPS is to connect to the Valley—Serrano
transmission line, identified therein as the “Lake” site.

This gen—tie consists of nearly 15 miles of 500 kV wire suspended on roughly 41 towers, with a
portion running underground, along a route identified in the Final EIS from LEAPS to the Lake site.
Construction is expected to cost approximately $260 million.

In addition to the referenced NEPA review, this route and connection point have been subject to
previous CEQA analysis by the Commission. First, as far back as 2002, as part of the Valley-Rainbow
Interconnect proceedings, the Commission and the BLM prepared a detailed analysis of a broad range of
alternative transmission alignments meeting, in whole or in part, the stated objectives of the proposed
project for compliance with CEQA.® As indicated in that analysis, Nevada Hydro’s route and connection

point were identified as potentially the only viable route for the proposed connection.

4
/ Southern California Edison Company, Proponent’s Environmental Assessment Alberhill System Project, September 30, 2009
(“PEA”) and the Amended PEA filed April 2014.

5
/ Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Final Environmental Impact Statement for Hydropower License — Lake Elsinore
Advanced Pumped Storage Project, FERC Project No. 11858, FERC/EIS-0191F, January 2007 (“Final EIS”). This document is
now in the process of being updated in the present docket.

6
/ Interim Preliminary Report on Alternatives Screening for: San Diego Gas & Electric Company Valley - Rainbow 500 kV
Interconnect Project, CPCN Application No. 01-03-036, U.S. BLM Case No. CACA-43368.

4-4 Cont.

4-5

4-6

4-7

4-8

4-9

4-8 Cont.
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Alberhill CEQA Team page 3
May 4, 2016

More recently, in the final environmental impact report the Commission prepared for the Sunrise
Powerlink project, the Commission evaluated this route and connection point as part of the
environmentally superior transmission alternative to the proposed Sunrise project.’

2.0. The Interconnection Agreement between SCE and Nevada Hydro requires a 500 kV Connection
linking LEAPS to the Alberhill substation, missing from the DEIR.

Commencing in 2006, SCE, the California Independent System Operator (“CAISO”) and Nevada
Hydro began working together to interconnect LEAPS to the CAISO’s transmission system under the
CAISO’s interconnection procedures for large generators.? This work included execution of System
Impact and Facilities Study Plans and preparation by SCE of System Impact and Facilities Studies. The
project is number 72 in the CAISO interconnection queue.’ Based upon SCE’s findings from these
studies, the parties negotiated and executed a Large Generator Interconnect Agreement (“LGIA”) which
sets forth the terms and conditions under which LEAPS will connect to the CAISO controlled grid through
the SCE high voltage system.®

One of the major issues raised during this negotiation of the LGIA involved identifying the actual
connection point. Originally, the connection was to be at a switchyard to be constructed by Nevada
Hydro as described in the Final EIS called “Lake”. Nevada Hydro contended that it must use the site
specified in the Final EIS, while SCE advanced planning for their Alberhill substation and insisted that the
connected occur at their proposed Alberhill site. The fully executed LGIA now identifies Alberhill
substation as the connection point. The site SCE proposed for its Alberhill substation in this proceeding
is approximately one mile southeast of the FERC—identified Lake location.

Further, the LGIA requires that the parties coordinate their construction schedules so that the
completion of Alberhill and other system upgrades would coincide with the timing for the commercial
operation date for LEAPS, requiring Nevada Hydro to now commence funding these design, engineering,
procurement and construction activities SCE has described in the LGIA. The omission of SCE’s
obligations under the LGIA from the DEIR has thrown a “monkey wrench” into the expectations of
Nevada Hydro, SCE as well as the CAISO. The CAISO is also a party to the LGIA, and has planned their
own needs with the expectation that both SCE and Nevada Hydro would meet the responsibilities
enumerated in the LGIA.

7

/ California Public Utilities Commission and Bureau of Land Management, Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental
Impact Statement and Proposed Land Use Amendment — San Diego Gas & Electric Company Application for the Sunrise
Powerlink Project, SCH No. 2006091071, DOI Control No. DES-07-58, October 2008.

8
/ This procedure was imposed on Nevada Hydro by SCE and the CAISO notwithstanding that LEAPS is a storage facility and not
a generator.
9
/ Available at http://www.caiso.com/Documents/ISOGeneratorinterconnectionQueue.pdf. The project is in the fourth
position from the top of the list.
10
/Terms of the LGIA were finalized in FERC Dockets ER12—1302 and ER12-1305 through a FERC—sponsored settlement

proceeding that became final on February 21, 2014. A copy of the agreement as filed with the FERC is included as
Attachment 1 to this letter.
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Among the many provisions of this agreement is that SCE has assumed the obligation to connect
LEAPS to its 500 kV Valley Serrano line at Alberhill under the provisions identified in the LGIA. Ifitis
unable to do so at Alberhill, SCE remains obligated to make this connection nonetheless:

In the event that SCE modifies its plan for the Alberhill 500/115 kV Substation . . .
then the Participating TO would develop an alternate plan to connect the Generating
Facility to the Valley — Serrano 500kV Transmission Line. The alternate plan for
connection to the Valley-Serrano 500kV Transmission Line may be subject to CPUC
review and concurrence if this information has not yet been evaluated as part of the
LGIP review process. [Emphasis added]

A copy of a page extracted from the LGIA with the single line diagram SCE prepared showing its plans for
connecting LEAPS, as well as the above quote obligation is included as Exhibit 1 to this letter.

Due to the omission of the LGIA obligation from the DEIR, SCE may be obligated to undertake
interconnecting LEAPS at Lake (or another nearby site), with the impacts of this alternative absent from
the DEIR, notwithstanding it would be a direct consequence of the omission. Clearly also, if SCE is
unable to meet its obligations set forth in the agreement, it could be subjected to certain consequences
as specified in the LGIA. Please see Nevada Hydro's recent letter to SCE on this issue, (Attachment 2), as
an indicator of how serious this matter may be to the parties to this agreement.

3.0. CEQA requires that the DEIR include the obligation of SCE to interconnect LEAPS at Alberhill and
as it does not, it fails to meet the mandates of CEQA.

CEQA requires that all relevant parts of a project, including reasonably foreseeable future
expansion and other activities that are part of the project, must be included in the Project Description.
The test expressed in the California Supreme Court’s 1986 Laurel Heights decision: “an EIR must include
an analysis of future expansion or other actions if: (1) it is a reasonably foreseeable consequence of the
initial project, and (2) the future expansion or action will be significant in that it will likely change the
scope or nature of the initial project or its environmental effects.”** CEQA also requires the study of
actions related to a proposed project in the environmental document. These “related actions” include
“connected actions,” “indirect impacts,” and “cumulative impacts.”*” As both parties have obligated
themselves under contract to connect LEAPS at Alberhill, the connection of LEAPS through Alberhill is
clearly a “reasonably foreseeable consequence” as well as a “connected action”.”® Further, routing
more than 15 miles of 500 kV transmission from LEAPS to Alberhill is “significant in that it will likely
change the scope or nature of the initial project or its environmental effects.” Nonetheless, the

11
/See Laurel Heights Improvement Ass’n v. Regents of Univ. of Cal. (1988) 47 Cal. 3d 376.

12/Each of these related actions have been fully described by this Commission previously. See for example, Assigned
Commissioner’s Ruling Addressing Newly Disclosed Environmental Information, In the Matter of the Application of San Diego
Gas & Electric Company (U 902 E) for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity for the Sunrise Powerlink
Transmission Project, Application 06-08-010, July 27, 2007, at Page 2.

13
/See Note 12 describing “connected actions” as those activities that are related in such a way that they should be considered
parts of a single action. Connected actions, because they are closely related, must be analyzed in the same CEQA document

as the proposed action.
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description and analysis of the 500 kV connection from LEAPS to the DEIR—identified site for Alberhill is
absent from the DEIR. Also absent are the facilities within the Alberhill site and beyond that are
required for the connection to occur, facilities described in detail in the LGIA.

Nevada Hydro understands that in order for the Commission to comply with CEQA, the 500 kV line
connecting LEAPS to Alberhill must be identified and analyzed in this DEIR. Further, the facilities
required for this connection within the substation footprint and potentially elsewhere must also be
included. Thus, the Commission must reexamine the alternatives selected for evaluation in DEIR in light
of this significant omitted information. Otherwise, under what permitting scenario can Nevada Hydro
obtain siting approval to reach the Valley Serrano transmission line without triggering a CEQA
fragmentation claim? | am sure this is potential litigation and delay none of us wish to face.

Section 15205(a) of Title 14 of the Code of California Regulations (“CCR”) identifies the focus of
review of an EIR is to be on “the sufficiency of the document in identifying and analyzing the possible
impacts on the environment and ways in which the significant effects of the project might be avoided or
mitigated.” Based upon its review, Nevada Hydro believes that the DEIR lacks the description of and
impacts of the 500 kV connection from LEAPS to Alberhill and also does not account for the connection
facilities needed to integrate LEAPS into the CAISO system as required by the LGIA.

Nevada Hydro respectfully suggests that § 15088.5(a) of CCR Title 14 controls this situation:

A lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant new information is
added to the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the draft EIR for
public review under Section 15087 but before certification. As used in this section, the
term “information” can include changes in the project or environmental setting as
well as additional data or other information. New information added to an EIR is not
“significant” unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a
meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect
of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a
feasible project alternative) that the project's proponents have declined to
implement.

The omission from the DEIR of analysis and conclusions of more than 15 miles of 500 kV
transmission lines, supporting towers and other facilities needed to interconnect LEAPS to the grid in
this populated area at minimum, presents “significant new information” as it is described in this section,
requiring the Commission to recirculate the DEIR upon concluding this additional required analysis.

4.0. SCE may have neglected to inform the Commission of the full scope of the proposed project, and
if so, the application should not have been accepted for filing and deemed complete.

Although SCE expended considerable time and resources working with Nevada Hydro and the
CAISO to interconnect LEAPS, it appears to Nevada Hydro that SCE may have misinformed the
Commission by excluding mention of the LEAPS LGIA during the Commission processing of its
application.

For example, in its original PEA, filed with the Commission in September 2009, SCE mentioned
LEAPS only briefly in Chapter 6:
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In addition to the developments listed below, the Nevada Hydro Company is
proposing the Lake Elsinore Advanced Pump Storage (LEAPS) project that would
include a pump storage facility utilizing Lee Lake (approximately 1.5 miles northwest
of the Alberhill Substation site) and a reservoir to be created in the Cleveland
National Forest west of the City of Lake Elsinore. The proposed LEAPS project also
includes construction of transmission lines between the pump storage facility and
SCE’s Valley-Serrano 500 kV transmission line and San Diego Gas and Electric’s
(SDG&E’s) Talega-Escondido 220 kV transmission line.

In 2009, when SEC filed its PEA, it was well aware of the interconnection process it was leading
with Nevada Hydro to connect LEAPS, noting only that somehow the existence of LEAPS fell into the
category of “Cumulative Impacts”. Although the Amended PEA submitted in April 2011 did not include
an update to Chapter 6, through most of 2011, the parties were negotiating terms of the LGIA, and in
drafts from late 2010, SCE had already insisted that the connection point be identified as “Alberhill”
rather than “Lake” as Nevada Hydro preferred.

While the LGIA had not been executed when it refiled its application with the Commission in early
2011, SCE was aware of the potential obligations it was incurring to connect LEAPS at Alberhill. When
the parties finally executed the LGIA in late 2013 and SCE thereby formally assumed its obligation to
interconnect LEAPS, perhaps it should have then notified the Commission of this obligation and new
purpose for Alberhill in an amendment to its application or other notice to the Commission’s CEQA
team, but apparently did not.

It may seem, therefore, that SCE may have not properly informed the Commission of important
information relevant to CEQA, and through that omission, failed to present crucial details necessary for
the Commission to reach a reasoned and informed decision under CEQA.

5.0. E&E may have been misled by SCE’s omissions, but they also failed to perform a rudimentary
investigation that would have allowed the DEIR to meet the mandates of CEQA it now does not.

There are only three parties to this proceeding: a representative from SCE, a representative from
this Commission, and Nevada Hydro. In its motion for party status, Nevada Hydro alerted the
Commission to the issues described herein, yet Nevada Hydro was never contacted during the
preparation of this DEIR.

In its PEA, SCE stated as follows:**

Previous applications from the Nevada Hydro Company to the CPUC for a Certificate
of Public Convenience and Necessity (CPCN) to construct the Lake Elsinore Advanced
Pump Storage (LEAPS) project have included a proposed switchyard . . .

SCE, Commission staff and E&E should have known (or could easily have found out) that Nevada
Hydro’s application to the Commission was for a transmission project not for approval of a pumped
hydro project, which is jurisdictional exclusively to FERC under the Federal Power Act. Nonetheless,

14
/See Note 4 at Page 2-1.
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even this roundabout notice should have triggered inquiry of how LEAPS was to connect to the grid.
Were there to be 2-500 kV connection points into the Valley—Serrano line within a mile of each other or
were other configurations under consideration and might one involve Alberhill?

Then, in the DEIR, E&E failed to grasp the rudimentary basics of the business of constructing
energy assets. In Table 3—1, for example, consideration of Nevada Hydro’s Lake substation site was
eliminated from further consideration, apparently due to confusion over the project to be assessed.*
E&E apparently looked to Nevada Hydro’s proposed (and quite separate) transmission line project,
rather than properly considering the site as a connection point for the LEAPS 500 kV gen tie under the
LGIA, this notwithstanding findings in the Final EIS, and the Commission’s own EIS/EIR for the Sunrise
project on the suitability of this site.

6.0. Conclusion

Nevada Hydro understood from conversations with SCE and Commission staff, that when the
Commission evaluated Alberhill, it would incorporate into its analysis routing for the 500 kV connection
from LEAPS into Alberhill and other necessary facilities. The omission from consideration of the
obligations SCE has assumed reflected in the LEAPS LGIA is fundamental to the flaws in the DEIR that
must be corrected to meet the mandates of CEQA.

However one may wish to characterize the cause of the omission of information describing SCE’s
obligations under the LGIA, Public Resources Code § 21166 clearly requires that an EIR be updated
(whether through preparation of a subsequent or supplemental EIR) when:

(a) Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions
of the environmental impact report.

(b) Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the
project is being undertaken which will require major revisions in the environmental
impact report.

(c) New information, which was not known and could not have been known at the
time the environmental impact report was certified as complete, becomes available.

Perhaps SCE had no obligation to mention the LGIA to the Commission until it was finally executed
and approved, in which case it should have proposed “substantial changes” to the proposed project,
thereby activating subsection (a). Perhaps final execution and approval of the LGIA then altered the
“circumstances under which the project is being undertaken” in which case, subsection (b) rules. Least
likely, the notice to the Commission in this filing may be seen as providing “new information, which was
not known and could not have been known”, which would thereby activate subsection (c). In any case,
CEQA requires that the DEIR as it now appears must be corrected to account for SCE’s obligations in the
LGIA.

15
/E&E may also have placed too much credence in SCE’s “evaluation” of the Lake site contained in its PEA at page 2-1, given
the SCE’s stated preference for its selected site as well as competitive issues.
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Nevada Hydro looks forward to working with Commission and E&E staff to provide factual
information to help correct this deficiency.

Sincerely,

Paviol Kates

David Kates

Enclosures



Exhibit 1

Extracted Image from page 84 of the LGIA
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Mote: The LEAPS Generating Facility is proposed to be connected to the Paricipating TO's Alberhill

Substation Project. This substation project is still under development as part of the long-term

transmission plan and has been approved by the CAISO Board. Also, a CPCH for the Allberhill 200115
KV Subatation and Valley/Serrano Line loop has been filed at the CPUC. In the event that SCE modifies
its plan for the Alberhill 200/115 kY Substation, or the substation project does not receive CPUC
approval, then the Participating TO would develop an alternate plan to connect the Generating Facility to
the Valley — Semano S00KY Transmission Line. The alternate plan for connection to the Valley-Serrano
S00KV Transmission Line may be subject to CPUC review and concurrence if this information has not yet

been evaluated as part of the LGIP review process.

Source: Page 201 of 228 of the pdf compliance filing SCE made with FERC on September 8, 2014
in Docket Nos. ER12-1302 and ER12-1305 (page 84 of the LGIA, Appendix A, Section 6).
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA James A. Cuillier

EDISON Director

FERC Rates & Regulation
An EDISON INTERNATIONAL® Company

September 8, 2014

Ms. Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, N.E.

Washington, DC 20426

RE: FERC Docket Nos. ER12-1302-000 and ER12-1305-000
Dear Ms. Bose:

In compliance with paragraph 4 of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s
(“Commission”) order issued in the aforementioned dockets (148 FERC { 61,112),
Southern California Edison (“SCE”) is submitting via e-Tariff, two Large Generator
Interconnection Agreements (“LGIA”) among SCE, California Independent System
Operator Corporation (“CAISO”), and Nevada Hydro Company, Inc. (“Nevada Hydro”),
Service Agreement No. 119 under SCE’s Transmission Owner Tariff (“TO Tariff”),
FERC Electric Tariff, Volume No. 6. One LGIA has an effective date from August 11,
2012 through December 31, 2012, and the other LGIA has an effective date of January 1,
2013.

In the order, the Commission accepted a settlement, including the two LGIAs
submitted herein, which resolved all issues in these dockets and directed either SCE or
the CAISO to submit a compliance filing within thirty (30) days of the date of the order

with the two versions of LGIASs in e-Tariff format.

The documents submitted with this filing consist of this letter of transmittal and

all attachments hereto, and the LGIAs.

P.O. Box 800
2244 Walnut Grove Ave.
Rosemead, CA 91770



Ms, Kimberly I, Bose, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
Page 2
September §, 2014

SCE has served copies of this filing upon those entities whose names appear on

the service list compiled by the Commission for these dockets.

Very truly yours,

2o

JAMES A, CUILLIER



FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION
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California Staff Counsel California Department of Water

Department of
Water Resources

California Department of Water
Resources
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Resources

Div. of Operations and Maintenance
P.O. Box 942836, JOC LL-90
Sacramento, California 94236-0001
Iterry@water.ca.gov

California
Department of
Water Resources

E Service

Spiegel & McDiarmid LLP

1875 Eye St, NW

Suite 700

Washington, District of Columbia
20006

United States
eService@spiegelmcd.com

Michael Werner

California Department of Water
Resources

PO Box 942836

Sacramento, California 94236-0001
mwerner@water.ca.gov

California
Department of
Water Resources

Latif Nurani

Spiegel & McDiarmid LLP

1875 Eye Street, NW

Suite 700

Washington, District of Columbia
20006

United States
latif.nurani@spiegelmcd.com

Lisa Dowden

Spiegel & McDiarmid LLP

1875 Eye Street, NW

Suite 700

Washington, District of Columbia 20006
Lisa.Dowden@spiegelmcd.com

California
Department of
Water Resources

Deborah Barnes
Deputy Attorney General

California Office of Attorney General

P. O. Box 944255

Sacramento, California 94244-2550
United States
deborah.barnes@doj.ca.gov




California
Independent System
Operator
Corporation.

Robert Wolinsky

Lawyer

Hogan Lovells US LLP

555 13th Street

Washington, District of Columbia
20004

United States
rbwolinsky@hhlaw.com

Kevin M Downey, ESQ

Hogan Lovells US LLP

555 Thirteenth Street, N.W.
Washington, District of Columbia 20004
kevin.downey@hoganlovells.com

California Public
Utilities
Commission

Gregory Heiden

California Public Utilities
Commission

505 Van Ness Ave.

San Francisco, California 94102
United States

gxh@cpuc.ca.gov

Mihai Cosman

505 Van Ness Ave Fl 4

San Francisco, California 94102-3214
San Francisco

mr2@cpuc.ca.gov

California Public
Utilities
Commission

Nicholas Sher

California Public Utilities Commission
505 Van Ness Ave Rm 5130

San Francisco, California 94102
nms@cpuc.ca.gov

Federal Energy
Regulatory
Commission

Fredrick Wilson

Commission Staff Counsel

888 1st St NE

Washington, District of Columbia
20426-0001
fredrick.wilson@ferc.gov

San Diego Gas &
Electric Company

Paul A. Szymanski

Attorney at Law

San Diego Gas & Electric Company
101 Ash St FI 13

San Diego, California 92101
PSzymanski@semprautilities.com




Southern California
Cities

Bonnie Blair

Attorney

Thompson Coburn LLP

1909 K Street, N.W.

Suite 600

Washington, District of Columbia
20006

United States
bblair@thompsoncoburn.com

Margaret Elizabeth McNaul

Thompson Coburn LLP

1909 K Street, N.W.

Suite 600

Washington, District of Columbia 20006
mmcnaul@thompsoncoburn.com

Southern California
Cities

Carrie A Thompson

Integrated Resources Manager
City of Anaheim, California
201 S. Anaheim Blvd.

Suite 802

Anaheim, California 92805
cathompson@anaheim.net
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Cities

George F. Morrow

Director of Utilities

Azusa Light, Power & Water
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Cities

Fred Mason

Electric Division

City of Banning, California
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Hsi Bang (Bob) Tang
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