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SCOPING REPORT 
San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Project 
Scoping Report 

1. Introduction 
This report provides an overview of the written and oral comments received by the California 
Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) during the public scoping period for the Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) that the CPUC is preparing for Southern California Edison’s (SCE’s) 
San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Project (the Proposed Project).1  

CEQA Guidelines Section 15083 provides that a “Lead Agency may…consult directly with any 
person…it believes will be concerned with the environmental effects of the project.” Scoping is 
the process of early consultation with the affected agencies and public prior to completion of a 
Draft EIR. Section 15083(a) states that scoping can be “helpful to agencies in identifying the 
range of actions, alternatives, mitigation measures, and significant effects to be analyzed in depth 
in an EIR and in eliminating from detailed study issues found not to be important.” Scoping is an 
effective way to bring together and consider the concerns of affected State, regional, and local 
agencies, the project proponent, and other interested persons (CEQA Guidelines Section 15083(b)).  

Scoping is not conducted to resolve differences concerning the merits of a project or to anticipate 
the ultimate decision on a proposal. Rather, the purpose of scoping is to help ensure that a 
comprehensive and focused EIR will be prepared that provides a firm basis for the decision-
making process. 

This report is intended for use by the public to have access to and understand the comments 
received during the scoping period. It includes verbal and written public comments received 
during the scoping period (August 22, 2008 to September 22, 2008). The CPUC will use this 
report as a tool to ensure the preparation of a comprehensive and focused EIR. Pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15082, all public comments will be considered2 in the EIR process.  

                                                      
1  The California Public Utilities Commission is the lead agency under the California Environmental Quality Act 

(CEQA) for the preparation of an EIR for the Proposed Project.  
2  Comments not within the scope of CEQA will not be addressed through the CEQA Process.  
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2. Description of the Project 

Project Summary 
The EIR will examine the environmental impacts associated with construction, operation and 
maintenance of the San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Project, and identify and evaluate a 
reasonable range of alternatives to the Proposed Project. The objective of the Proposed Project is 
to build electrical facilities necessary to maintain safe and reliable electric service to customers, 
and serve the forecasted electrical demand in the southeastern portion of the San Joaquin Valley.  

The project includes the following elements: 

• Replacement of approximately 1.1 miles of two sets of single circuit 220 kV transmission 
line with a single double circuit transmission line to be constructed on the western side of 
SCE’s existing right of way (ROW) immediately north of the Rector Substation;  

• Construction of an approximately 18.5 mile-long, double circuit transmission line that 
would loop the existing Big Creek 3-Springville 220 kV transmission line into the Rector 
Substation. The first 1.1 miles of the new transmission line would be constructed on the 
eastern side of SCE’s existing ROW adjacent to the new 1.1 miles of double circuit line 
described above;  

• Installation of electrical equipment and substation supporting structures for the 
transmission lines, protective relays, and a mechanical and electrical equipment room 
(MEER) at the Rector Substation to accommodate the transmission lines; and  

• Removal of wave traps and line tuners and installation of additional protective relays at 
Rector Substation, Springville Substation, Vestal Substation, and Big Creek 3 Substation.  

Project Location 
The Proposed Project is located in north western Tulare County, California near the communities 
of Visalia, Farmersville, and Exeter. The Proposed Project traverses east from the City of Visalia 
north of the cities of Farmersville and Exeter. The Proposed Project generally crosses agricultural 
lands and scattered rural residences between the Rector Substation located southeast of the city of 
Visalia and the Big Creek 4-Springville existing transmission line located at the western foothills 
of the Sierra Nevada Mountains.  

3. Opportunities for Public Comment 

Notification 
On Friday, August 22, 2008, the CPUC published and distributed a Notice of Preparation (NOP) 
to advise interested local, regional, and state agencies, and the interested public, that an EIR 
would be prepared for the Proposed Project. The NOP solicited both written and verbal comments 
on the EIR’s scope during a 32-day comment period and provided information on a forthcoming 
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public scoping meeting. Additionally, the NOP presented the background, purpose, description, 
and location of the Proposed Project, potential issues to be addressed in the EIR, and the contact 
name for additional information regarding the project. 

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

The CPUC published legal advertisements in English and Spanish in The Fresno Bee on August 
26 and September 13, 2008; in English and in Spanish in the Foothills Sun-Gazette on August 27 
and September 10, 2008; in English and Spanish in the Visalia Times-Delta on August 22 and 
September 12, 2008; and in Spanish in El Sol on August 22 and September 12, 2008. 
Additionally, an electronic copy of the NOP was posted on the CPUC’s website at: 
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/esa/sjxvl/pdf/NOP-ens.pdf.  

The public was encouraged to submit written comments on the scope, content, and format of the 
environmental document by mail, facsimile, or email to the CPUC. Comments received after the 
formal comment period ended are also included in this scoping report.  

Public Scoping Meeting 

The CPUC conducted two scoping meetings. The first meeting was held Wednesday, 
September 17th, from 6:30-8:30 pm in the cafeteria of Freedom Elementary School Cafeteria, at 
575 East Citrus, Farmersville, California. Approximately 112 members of the public attended the 
scoping meeting, as well as five agency representatives: Jensen Uchida of CPUC, and Doug 
Cover, Jennifer Johnson, Adam Lenz and Nichole Yeto of ESA. The second meeting was held 
Thursday, September 18th, from 6:30-8:30 pm at the Woodlake Veterans Memorial Building, at 
355 North Acacia Street in Woodlake, California. The same five agency representatives attended 
the scoping meeting, as well as approximately 76 members of the public. Sign-in sheets from 
these two scoping meetings are provided in Appendix D. Meeting attendees were encouraged to 
sign in and were provided with materials including presentation slides, a comment card, and a 
speaker card. Copies of the NOP were available upon request.  

A presentation (Appendix E) was given which included an overview of the environmental review 
process, the regional context, project background, project objectives, project description, project 
alternatives, and role of the public comments. Following the presentation, public comments were 
taken and documented by a court reporter (Appendix F). All attendees were encouraged to submit 
written comments (Appendix G).  
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4. Summary of Scoping Comments 
During the public scoping meetings held on September 17th and 18th, 2008, participants 
commented on the scope of issues to be included in the EIR. Written comments were also 
collected throughout the public comment period. Ninety-six written letters were received during 
and after the scoping period. Appendix F presents transcripts of the oral comments received, and 
Appendix G contains copies of the submitted written comments. 

Commenting Parties 
The following individuals and parties submitted comments on the scope of the EIR. These 
comments are organized by date of receipt; comments received after the formal comment period 
are also included in this Scoping Report. 

TABLE 1 
PARTIES SUBMITTING COMMENTS DURING  

THE SAN JOAQUIN CROSS VALLEY LOOP PROJECT EIR SCOPING PROCESS 

Name Organization Date 

Written Comments     
Christine and Wade Wong Individuals September 12, 2008 
Joel and Diane Heaton Individuals September 14, 2008 
Robert and Patricia Baker Robert M. Baker Ranch September 15, 2008 
Chris M. Kapheim Alta Irrigation District September 15, 2008 
Jack Suttlemyre Individual September 16, 2008 
Ronald Beggs Individual September 17, 2008 
Tony Calcagno Individual September 17, 2008 
Gus Camacho Individual September 17, 2008 
Ronda C. Hash Individual September 17, 2008 
Troy and Linda Jones Individuals September 17, 2008 
Donna Kling Individual September 17, 2008 
Kenneth Kling Individual September 17, 2008 
Gary Kunkel Tulare County Agricultural Commission/Sealer September 17, 2008 
Chris M. Kapheim Kaweah Delta Water Conservation District (KDWCD) September 17, 2008 
Kim McGee Individual September 17, 2008 
John Pendleton Individual September 17, 2008 
Eric Quek Individual September 17, 2008 
John Rose Individual September 17, 2008 

Ivor E. Samson Sonnenschein Nath & Rosenthal LLP, on behalf of the 
Merryman Ranch Corporation September 17, 2008 

Dave Warner, Arnaud Marjollet San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) September 17, 2008 
Trudy Wischemann Individual September 17, 2008 
Linda Wise Individual September 17, 2008 
John Zapalac Individual September 17, 2008 
Brian Blain Blain Farms September 18, 2008 
David Cairns Lemon Cove Ditch Company September 18, 2008 
David Cairns Wallace Ranch Water Company September 18, 2008 

David Cairns Kaweah Lemon Company, Wallace Ranch Water Company, 
and Lemon Cove Ditch Company September 18, 2008 
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TABLE 1 (Continued) 
PARTIES SUBMITTING COMMENTS DURING  

THE SAN JOAQUIN CROSS VALLEY LOOP PROJECT EIR SCOPING PROCESS 

Name Organization Date 

Written Comments (cont.)   
Joe Ferrara Individual September 18, 2008 
Bill Gargan Kaweah Pump, Inc. September 18, 2008 
Lydia Gargan Individual September 18, 2008 
Gail Kaulfuss Individual September 18, 2008 
Kent Kaulfuss Individual September 18, 2008 
Tom Kelm Individual September 18, 2008 
Tom and Jennifer Logan Individuals September 18, 2008 
George McEwen Individual September 18, 2008 
Bill Pensar Individual September 18, 2008 
Del Strange Individual September 18, 2008 
George Walton Individual September 18, 2008 
Rosemary and Robert Ward Individuals September 18, 2008 
Lois L. Brannan Individual September 19, 2008 
Linda L. Dias Individual September 19, 2008 
Patricia Stever Tulare County Farm Bureau September 19, 2008 
Terry Thompson AAA Quality Services, Inc. September 19, 2008 
David Cairns Kaweah Lemon Company September 21, 2008 
David and Carol Cairns Individuals September 21, 2008 
John M. Coffey Individual September 21, 2008 
Gretchen Hemmerich Individual September 21, 2008 
David Mauren Wallace Ranch Water Company September 21, 2008 
James Mills Lemon Cove Ditch Company September 21, 2008 
Bill and Peggy Pensar Individuals September 21, 2008 
Rafael and Irene Rubio Individuals September 21, 2008 
Louis Whitendale Individual September 21, 2008 
Alternative Route #2 Supporters--

Petition A Individuals September 22, 2008 

Alternative Route #2 Supporters--
Petition B Individuals September 22, 2008 

Kelly Anez Individual September 22, 2008 
Shirley and Don Bastady Individuals September 22, 2008 
Elaine Brown Individual September 22, 2008 
Judith Bryld Individual September 22, 2008 
Warren Bryld Individual September 22, 2008 
Gary and Stacye Burns Individuals September 22, 2008 
David Cairns Kaweah Lemon Company September 22, 2008 
Tony Calcagno Individual September 22, 2008 
Tony and Sandy Camara Individuals September 22, 2008 
Ann Chapman Tulare County Resource Management Agency September 22, 2008 
Lorene Clark Individual September 22, 2008 
Jonathan Dohm Crown Castle USA September 22, 2008 
Jay and Nancy Cutler Individuals September 22, 2008 
Al Dias California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) September 22, 2008 
Roger Disinger Individual September 22, 2008 
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TABLE 1 (Continued) 
PARTIES SUBMITTING COMMENTS DURING  

THE SAN JOAQUIN CROSS VALLEY LOOP PROJECT EIR SCOPING PROCESS 

Name Organization Date 

Written Comments (cont.)   
Thomas and Ann Dungan Individuals September 22, 2008 
Cynthia Eschavarria Tulare County Resource Management Agency (RMA) September 22, 2008 
Joe Ferrara Individual September 22, 2008 
Judy and Neal Fisher Individuals September 22, 2008 
Burt E. Fugate Fugate Farming Company September 22, 2008 
Jesus Gamboa Mayor, City of Visalia September 22, 2008 
Bruce George Kaweah Delta Water Conservation District September 22, 2008 
Samuel N. Gilman Gilman, Harris & Travioli September 22, 2008 
Mary Gorden Individual September 22, 2008 
Jim Gordon Individual, Exeter-By-Design September 22, 2008 
Elissa Hall Steelman Ranch September 22, 2008 
Keith Hittson Individual September 22, 2008 
Stacey Hughart Individual September 22, 2008 
Linda Jones Individual September 22, 2008 
Mark Larsen Kaweah Delta Water Conservation District (KDWCD) September 22, 2008 
William Kelm Individual September 22, 2008 
Shirley Kirkpatrick Individual September 22, 2008 
Michael D. Lapman Lemon Cove Sanitary District September 22, 2008 
Pamela Lurz Individual September 22, 2008 
David Maurer Wallace Ranch Water Company September 22, 2008 
Susan B. & Art Merrill Individuals September 22, 2008 
Jim Mills Lemon Cove Ditch Company September 22, 2008 
Susan Nelson Southern California Edison (SCE) September 22, 2008 
Ron Paregien Individual September 22, 2008 
John Pehrson Individual September 22, 2008 
Bill Pensar Lemon Cove Sanitary District September 22, 2008 
Philip Pescosolido Individual September 22, 2008 
Sylvie Robillard Individual September 22, 2008 
S. Pete Salierno Individual September 22, 2008 
Paul M. Seitz Individual September 22, 2008 
Steve Salomon City Manager, City of Visalia September 22, 2008 
Del Strange Individual September 22, 2008 
Del Strange Individual September 22, 2008 
Robert Tow Individual September 22, 2008 
Ron and Cheryl Turner Individuals September 22, 2008 
Calvin R. Walter Individual September 22, 2008 
Cynthia and Bradley Ward Individuals September 22, 2008 
Rosemary and Bob Ward Individuals September 22, 2008 
Patricia L. Whitendale Patricia L. Whitendale Revocable Trust September 22, 2008 
Renee Whitson Exeter Union High School District Board of Trustees September 22, 2008 
Kenneth Woodrow The Eshom Valley Band of Michahai and Wuksachi Indian October 8, 2008 

Justin Sloan California Department of Fish and Game October 14, 2008 
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TABLE 1 (Continued) 
PARTIES SUBMITTING COMMENTS DURING  

THE SAN JOAQUIN CROSS VALLEY LOOP PROJECT EIR SCOPING PROCESS 

Name Organization Date 

Oral Comments     
Bob Blakely  California Citrus Mutual September 17, 2008 
Paul Boyer  Farmersville City Council September 17, 2008 
Tony Calcagno  Individual September 17, 2008 
Gus Camacho  Farmersville Planning Commission September 17, 2008 
Leslie Caviglia  City of Visalia September 17, 2008 
Cheryl Cook  Individual September 17, 2008 
David Cox  Valley Cook Nursery September 17, 2008 
Jim Gordon  Individual September 17, 2008 
Jim Heaton  Individual September 17, 2008 
Allen Ishida  Tulare County Supervisor September 17, 2008 
Troy Jones  Individual September 17, 2008 
Ken Kling Individual September 17, 2008 
Gary Kunkel  Agricultural Commission, County of Tulare September 17, 2008 
Mark Larsen  Kaweah Delta Water Conservation District September 17, 2008 
Lisa Le  Individual September 17, 2008 
Kim McGee Individual September 17, 2008 
Susan Merrill Individual September 17, 2008 
Rene Miller  City of Farmersville September 17, 2008 
John Pendleton  Individual September 17, 2008 
Eric Quek  Individual September 17, 2008 
Ivor Samson Merryman Ranch  September 17, 2008 
Tricia Stever Tulare County Farm Bureau September 17, 2008 
P.K. Whitmire Individual September 17, 2008 
Trudy Wischemann  Individual September 17, 2008 
Robert Baker  Individual September 18, 2008 
Brian Blain  Individual September 18, 2008 
David Cairns Kaweah Lemon Company, Lemon Cove September 19, 2008 
Joe Ferrara Individual September 18, 2008 
Judy Fisher Individual September 18, 2008 
Bill Gargan Individual September 18, 2008 
Dean Gordon  Individual September 18, 2008 
Kent Kaulfuss  Individual September 18, 2008 
Gail Kaulfuss Individual September 18, 2008 
John Kirkpatrick  Individual September 18, 2008 
Shirley Kirkpatrick  Individual September 18, 2008 
Tom Logan  Individual September 18, 2008 
George McEwen  Individual September 18, 2008 
John Pehrson Individual September 18, 2008 
Bill Pensar Individual September 18, 2008 
Mark Pascoe Individual September 18, 2008 
Bob Scott  Individual September 18, 2008 
Del Strange  Individual September 18, 2008 
Rosemary Ward  Individual September 18, 2008 
Gary Wilson  Individual September 18, 2008 
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Comments Received During the Scoping Process 
The following discussion summarizes both the oral and written comments received during the 
public scoping period. For more detailed information, please see Appendix F, which contains the 
September 17th and 18th Scoping Meeting transcripts, and Appendix G, which contains written 
comments submitted during and after the scoping period. 

Specific comments are categorized by topical areas to enable easier review of the comments. 

Issues to Be Considered under CEQA 

General Comments 
• A comprehensive Environmental Impact Report (EIR) under the California Environmental 

Quality Act (CEQA) must be prepared addressing the many issues raised regarding this 
Project. Each issue or area of concern must include a formal and detailed analysis, the 
existing setting, both physical and regulatory, and the methods and assumptions used for 
each impact analysis. A thorough alternatives analysis to the Proposed Project location 
must be prepared, carefully evaluating the Proposed Project versus a broad range of 
alternatives. The alternatives analysis must include CEQA requirements, an alternatives 
development and screening, an impacts comparison, and an objective conclusion as to the 
environmentally superior alternative. Other CEQA considerations, such as the cumulative 
impacts and growth-inducing impacts of the project, must also be addressed. (Strange) 

• A recommendation to upgrade and use the existing right-of-way for the Cross Valley Loop 
Project would certainly avoid achieving a short-term goal to the disadvantage of the long-
term goal of protecting the interests of the majority of Californians, as well as those who 
reside in this county. (Pensar) 

• An EIR must propose and describe mitigation measures to minimize significant 
environmental effects. Because the PEA fails to identify all potentially significant impacts 
of the Project, it also fails to satisfy CEQA’s mitigation requirements. The EIR must 
provide both a reasonable, good-faith evaluation of all potentially significant environmental 
impacts of the Project and a description of feasible mitigation measures capable of reducing 
or avoiding those impacts. (Sonnenschein) 

• Commenter agrees with points, facts, and concerns presented by the speakers at the 
September 18th meeting. (Clark)  

• Commenter is concerned about the integration of the CEQA process with the General 
Order 131 Certificate of Public Convenience of Necessity Process, and having enough time 
to present sworn evidence through the CPCM process. (Merryman Ranch) 

• Commenter is following up on his previous letter dated September 18th, 2008, regarding 
oral comments made at the September 18th Woodlake scoping meeting. Commenter feels it 
was clear from comments made by Jensen Uchida (CPUC) and Doug Cover (ESA) at the 
“Educational Workshops” held on August 11th and 12th, as well as the power point 
presentation presented, that only certain comments would be considered and addressed 
within the Draft EIR “within the scope of CEQA” and the specific requirements or “rules” 
of the CPUC. Commenter feels there appeared to be some confusion or misunderstanding 
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regarding his reference to the CPUC’s “rules of engagement” on such matters. To set the 
record straight on this issues, Commenter states that he was not referencing a specific 
document or regulation of the CPUC entitled “rules of engagement”, but rather, he was 
using that term to refer to those “acceptable and effective methods of commenting” as 
adopted by the CPUC and presented as such during the educational workshops. It is 
Commenter’s understanding under the circumstances that the CPUC has much more 
stringent requirements on what comments are acceptable and which ones are not under 
CEQA than most other government agencies. Commenter states that the actual scoping 
meetings held by the CPUC and its consultant, ESA, did not inform those in attendance of 
said requirements. Consequently, commenter feels that it appears to be that many 
comments received, both oral and written, will be discarded or not addressed within the 
Draft EIR, contrary to what was implied verbally during the scoping meeting on September 
18th. As such, many who make comments but did not attend the educational workshop(s) 
will be unduly discriminated against and their comments not considered, whether oral or 
written. Therefore, if this is true and every comment received will not be included in the 
upcoming Draft EIR, then it is incumbent upon the CPUC to reschedule the scoping 
meetings to a later date and properly notify all interested parties and potential Commenters 
of record beforehand of the CPUC’s stringent requirements regarding comments submitted. 
(Strange)  

• Commenter requests considering extending the scoping period due to the embargo of 
information by the corporation. (Pensar) 

• Commenter requests that CPUC hold a public hearing in the local area and that this 
meeting be open to public input. (Logan) 

• Commenter requests that the data used to prepare the EIR and the potential project 
alternative be made available for public scrutiny. (Pehrson) 

• Commenter states that from past experience with SCE, SCE is not reliable or accountable 
for their actions, and they like to pass the buck down the line with little to no explanation. 
(Logan) 

• Commenter supports comments of other speakers and submits a document for review. 
(Cairns) 

• Commenter would like to know how they get answers to data requests that have been made. 
(Kaweah Lemon Co.; Lemon Cove Ditch Co.; Wallace Ranch Water Co.) 

• Commenter would like to know if the County has been consulted and what their opinion is. 
There would be tremendous hardship by putting a 140 ft. tower next to a person’s home. 
(Merrill) 

• Consider the seemingly insensitive and surreptitious manner in which the corporation made 
its decisions. There seems to be a cultural and regional disconnect between Rosemead and 
the San Joaquin Valley. (Pensar) 

• How will the subject SCE Project affect and benefit the proposed Yokohl Ranch Project? 
(Strange) 
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• In the EIR the impacts have to be identified so that mitigations can be identified. These 
have to be substantially addressed and corrected in the EIR in order to withstand any 
CEQA challenge. Commenter states adequate time should be allotted for parties to conduct 
reasonable inquiry and reasonable discovery after the scoping memo and before the 
testimony to insure compliance. (Merryman Ranch) 

• It is Commenter’s understanding that only “effective comments” will be accepted and 
included in the EIR within the scope of CEQA, as delineated at the Educational Workshops 
held on August 11 and 12, 2008. Having attended the September 17, 2008 Scoping 
meeting, the Commenter had not heard anything said so far about the CPUC’s “rules of 
engagement” or the acceptable and effective methods of commenting on the Project’s 
potential impacts “within the scope of CEQA,” as presented in August. Commenter would 
like to know if all comments will be considered as presented without prejudice, or if only 
those comments meeting the CPUC’s “rules of engagement” will be accepted. Otherwise, it 
will be incumbent upon the CPUC to reschedule these scoping meetings to a later date and 
properly notify all Commenters beforehand of the “rules of engagement” set forth by the 
CPUC. Commenter would like to know the CPUC’s stance on this issue, as well as how 
Commenters should proceed from here. (Strange)  

• Several telephone calls were placed to Bill DeLaine at the SCE Tulare Service Center in an 
attempt to get information on the project. Commenter states that Mr. DeLaine informed 
them that he had no answers, nor did he attempt to find out from someone else the answers 
to queries. A request for written information was ignored. (Logan) 

• The EIR must evaluate all reasonably foreseeable impacts associated with the Project, 
including direct impacts, indirect impacts, and cumulative impacts. It does not appear that 
the PEA does so. The PEA improperly minimizes or ignores several potentially significant 
impacts of the Project. (Sonnenschein) 

• The PEA ignores potentially significant impacts associated with construction activities, 
including short-term or temporary impacts. (Sonnenschein) 

• The PEA ignores potentially significant socioeconomic impacts capable of affecting the 
physical environment. (Sonnenschein) 

• The prehearing conference needs to be scheduled earlier than February of 2009 as SCE has 
proposed. Due to the enormous amount of interest in this proceeding there needs to be 
Public Participation Hearings in the area. (McEwen) 

• The welfare of humans and their ability to support human life, both socially and 
economically, is every bit as important, if not more so, than that of plants and animals 
addressed as environmental issues under CEQA. (Strange) 

• There has been a lack of communication and follow up by SCE regarding prior public 
meetings, filing(s) with the CPUC, availability of the Application documents, etc., as 
formally requested in writing of SCE’s regional manager, Bill DeLaine. This entire process 
should be made completely open and public. (Strange) 

• This project is needed for the continued growth of the valley. To delay it for several more 
years is not a reasonable alternative. (Thompson) 
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Project Description 
• Commenter believes that SCE will never fully disclose all of their information on the 

proposed routes. (Logan) 

• Commenter feels that the information provided in Michael Magnus and Bill Brooke 
application no. 08-05-0308 is outdated, full of wrong assumptions and is biased. 
Commenter feels this is very revealing and offers a window into the thinking of the CPUC. 
(Quek)  

• Commenter states that map of proposed area is a bit difficult to read and there appears to be 
a discrepancy between the written comments on the route and what is on the map. The map 
lays out a stretch of two and a half miles south of the substations, but written comments 
reflect one mile. This needs to be clarified as it appears to intersect Commenter’s property. 
(Cox) 

• Commenter states under CEQA you have to evaluate all reasonably, foreseeable impacts, 
and the PEA does not cover that. (Merryman Ranch) 

• Under CEQA, a “project” is defined as “the whole of the action.” An accurate, stable and 
finite project description is “the sine qua non of an informative and legally sufficient EIR.” 
Such a description must include all reasonably foreseeable future activities associated with 
the regulatory approvals under consideration. Accordingly, the EIR for the Project must 
describe and analyze any new or expanded electrical transmission, maintenance, and/or 
generation facilities or activities which could foreseeably result form the proposed actions 
of the CPUC or any responsible agency. (Sonnenschein) 

Alternatives Analysis  
• Although it could be said that all of the proposed routes pass through scenic areas, the one 

most traveled and upon which the County is most dependent for tourism revenue is 
Edison’s preferred Route 1. Not only would the Highway 198 view be compromised, but 
the lines would also obstruct the views from State Highways 216 and 245. Regardless of 
the route chosen, the possibility of constructing the towers and poles of Corten or 
comparable bronze or green materials should be taken into consideration. The glare and 
reflection off bright galvanized material would make these unwelcome elements even more 
unsightly. Should the CPUC in its wisdom chose to ask S.C.E. to replace the aged lines in 
the Rector/Big Creek right-of-way, the more pleasing appearance would be more palatable 
to the City of Visalia, which has a great deal of existing and proposed development 
surrounding them. Monopoles such as the ones proposed by S.C.E. that were bronze in 
color were seen at the Fort Snelling National Cemetery near St. Paul, Minnesota. (Pensar) 

• An EIR must include a reasonable range of alternatives to a Proposed Project. The purpose 
of an EIR’s discussion of Alternatives and mitigation measures (and, indeed, of the EIR 
process as a whole) is to identify ways to reduce or avoid potentially significant 
environmental impacts. The PEA fails to satisfy either the letter or the spirit of these 
requirements. Although the PEA considers three alternatives to the proposed alignment for 
new transmission lines, none of the alternative alignments will reduce or avoid significant 
environmental impacts. Moreover, the PEA fails to identify or discuss any potentially 
feasible alternatives which might attain most of the basic objectives of the Project without 
requiring the construction of significant new infrastructure in a predominantly agricultural 
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area. The EIR should correct these deficiencies by identifying and evaluating potentially 
feasible alternative alignments capable of reducing or avoiding significant environmental 
impacts, and by identifying and evaluating potentially feasible alternatives which might 
attain most of the basic objectives of the Project without requiring the construction of 
significant new infrastructure. (Sonnenschein) 

• Commenter believes renewable energy should be explored more closely. (Kirkpatrick) 

• Commenter believes that SCE needs to make improvements to their existing line heading 
north through Visalia, which should be done now instead of in the next couple of years. 
(Heaton) 

• Commenter believes there are new types of wire, ones which provide 50-percent more 
transmission-ability. (Logan)  

• Commenter does not believe that energy conservation and alternative energy sources have 
been studied and implemented by SCE in the Southern San Joaquin Valley. These should 
include solar and biomass technologies as well as upgrading the Rector Station and existing 
lines. The cost of the new lines should be evaluated and compared to the cost of 
implementing a dynamic conservation program and rebates for the installation of solar 
energy in Tulare County. (Robillard) 

• Commenter feels SCE could easily reduce the clutter of power lines by using existing 
rights-of-way to reach their goals. (Kirkpatrick) 

• Commenter is concerned about the existing power lines and structures that are over 
100 years old. They will need to be renovated in the near future. Alternate 3 would upgrade 
14.6 miles of towers and lines. That project has the same environmental concerns today as 
it will when it is upgraded. Commenter urges CPUC to seriously consider the big picture 
and long term effects of both Alternatives 1 and 3. (Thompson) 

• Commenter is concerned with the potential contested use of the power line easement. 
Corridors can present opportunities if they are wisely managed to contain linear parks, 
pedestrians and bicycle trails, as well as community gardens, and urban forests. Commenter 
states that the EIR should evaluate all potential constructive uses for all four proposed 
routes within Visalia. (Caviglia) 

• Commenter requested that SCE engage in conversation with them with respect to its 
proposed alternative, if the proposed alternative or any of its alternatives are going to be 
near or through KDWCD property. Since SCE did not made any contact with Commenter 
pursuant to Commenter’s request, they have concluded that SCE has eliminated any 
alternative that crosses Commenter’s basin properties and thereby eliminated the impacts to 
these sites, specifically the parcels referenced in Commenter’s January 5, 2007 letter. 
Representatives of Southern California Edison have indicated that they were planning on 
submitting their recommendation for their choice for the Cross Valley lntertie in the April 
of 2007 time frame. Commenter requests that SCE please confirm that they are not 
considering an alignment that crosses one of Commenter’s properties at SCE’s earliest 
opportunity. (KDWCD) 

• Commenter requests a more detailed evaluation of Alternative Route 4. (Caviglia) 
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• Commenter requests consideration for intensive energy conservation. (Pensar) 

• Commenter requests that a potential project alternative over the EIRs be considered. 
(Pehrson) 

• Commenter respectfully asks that the CPUC and SCE select a route that affects the least 
amount of home sites. (Zapalac) 

• Commenter says consider undergrounding through Farmersville to preserve its entrance 
and maintain the integrity of its retail potential. (Pensar) 

• Commenter says it seems that SCE wants Route 1 in order to help power in the Visalia, 
Tulare, and Hanford areas. If this is so, why not build a power plant in this three city 
triangle? (Logan) 

• Commenter says the Southern California Edison Company already owns the easements that 
belong to Route 48. (Baker) 

• Commenter states he understands that this tower for increased power is not going to help 
the Lemon Cove/Exeter/Lindsay area, but really the increase in power is for the people in 
Visalia, Hanford, and Tulare and feels the building should be done in their direct area, 
where the need is present versus causing troubles for Farmers/Landowners who really don’t 
need it. (Logan) 

• Commenter states Route 3 allows SCE to update lines in dire need of attention, lines that 
are 80 to 100 years old. (Fisher)  

• Commenter states that by utilizing the current Southern California Edison easement along 
Road 148, the elimination of 100-year-old double towers and installation of the new 
120-foot towers on the easement solves two problems at one time. (Baker) 

• Commenter supports Route 3 ( the ‘spokes alternative’) because it uses existing right-of-
way, and would replace 100 year old lines that need replacement. (Kirkpatrick) 

• Commenter urges a “none of the routes” stance for the SJXVL. He has not been convinced 
that Visalia needs more power and that, if it does, underground isn’t an option or town 
Highway 99 wouldn’t work. (Lurz) 

• Commenter wonders if the talk of Freeum that is mentioned or considered by Southern 
California Edison is in any of the Sequoia documents or the environmental study. 
(Whitmire) 

• Commenter would like new technology to be explored that would allow power lines to be 
placed underground, to eliminate EMF concerns. (McGee) 

• Consider distributed power, solar, biomass, dairy, peaking plants, and intensive energy 
conservation as alternatives to new lines to manage needs. (Kaweah Lemon Co.; Lemon 
Cove Ditch Co.; Pensar; Wallace Ranch Water Co.) 

• Consider potential conjunctive uses for power line easement. Power line easements have 
the potential to degrade urban neighborhoods if they are left as barren, unlandscaped 
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corridors occupied by transmission poles and lines only. Conversely, these corridors can 
present opportunities if they are creatively and wisely managed to contain uses 
complementary to neighborhoods. These uses can include, but are not limited to, linear 
parks, pedestrian and bicycle trails, community gardens, urban forests, and other potential 
uses. The EIR should evaluate potential for conjunctive uses for all three proposed routes 
within the Visalia urban area. (City of Visalia) 

• Consider replacing rector lines from Big Creek. The current rector lines were built in 1912. 
They are out of date and unsafe and must be replaced within the next few years. If all 
environmental and health issues are properly considered the only acceptable alternative is 
to replace them now and forget the cross valley loop. Planning long range will be less 
expensive to all rate-payers and will not impact any property owners. (Whitendale) 

• Consider Route 3 re-conductoring/re-towering in existing right-of-way. (Gordon; Kaweah 
Lemon Co.; Lemon Cove Ditch Co.; Pensar; Wallace Ranch Water Co.) 

• Consider undergrounding HVTL at crossing of Highway 198 to preserve scenic corridor. 
(Kaweah Lemon Co.; Lemon Cove Ditch Co.; Pensar; Wallace Ranch Water Co.) 

• Current lines are over 80 years old and connectors are subject to failure. (Pendleton) 

• Has SCE given any consideration to a solar panel farm, and/or incentives for homeowners 
to install solar panels on their homes to help alleviate the extra demand for energy in the 
area? And it they have, what environmental impact would this have? There is no need to 
destroy prime farmland when other alternatives are available. Did SCE consider using the 
new 3M transmission wire, which is more efficient than old wire? (McEwen) 

• Has this project considered the effects of: a) replacing conductors with more efficient types 
of transmission cables, such as 3M ACCR, b) new conductors, c) new cable, d) how 
PG&E’s new proposed transmission lines on the East side of the SCE Big Creek Line will 
tie in, d) solar panels, e) wind power, and f) the contract by SCE for replacing 1 conductor 
from Visalia Rector to Big Creek? (Kaweah Lemon Co.; Lemon Cove Ditch Co.; Wallace 
Ranch Water Co.) 

• If SCE is granted its new line, could they be required to take down some other poles and 
lines? For example, along the stretch of Cottage Post Office Road the new poles parallel 
about 5 miles of current service lines. Could SCE hang these lines from the new poles and 
take the others down? (Kirkpatrick) 

• Please study rate structures and buy back regimens as they apply to the repurchase of 
locally produced power. (Pensar) 

• Provide detailed evaluation of Alternative Route 4. Information on Route 4 is very limited. 
It appears this route was dismissed early in the evaluation process by SCE without the 
opportunity for the public to adequately examine its potential environmental and system 
effects. SCE determined Route 4 is inadequate to achieve SCE’s power objectives for this 
project, but how is the public able to affirm this conclusion when so little information and 
analysis about Route 4 has been provided? Further, Route 4 may have significant 
environmental issues or benefits, but given the lack of information, how is this able to be 
determined? The EIR must provide a thorough description, analysis, and environmental 
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evaluation of Route 4 to determine its characteristics and environmental impacts in 
comparison to the other routes. (City of Visalia) 

• Regarding energy conservation and alternative energy sources: provide a full range of 
alternatives. Evaluate cost of new power lines compared to amount saved through a 
dynamic energy conservation program. Evaluate distributed power, solar, biomass, dairy, 
etc., as an alternative to new lines. Include rate and buy-back structures as they apply to the 
repurchase of locally produced power. Evaluate other methods, such as peaking plant(s) to 
manage needs. (Gorden) 

• Route 1 would do little to repair and upgrade the 100-year old Rector Line, where Route 3 
would improve and replace lines above homes and trees, especially those in Oak Ranch, as 
noted by P.A.C.E. (Hughart) 

• Route 3 already has substantial right-of-way, with several miles of it owned by SCE. 
Route 3 allows SCE to update lines in dire need of attention. (Fisher) 

• Route 3 would result in a significant improvement with a rector line upgrade versus 
Route 1 which would result in little or no resolution of the dangerous and deteriorating 
100-year-old lines. (Strange) 

• Route 3, as presently proposed, uses existing right-of-way with the connector line running 
through an area with little present or future use for other than what it is being used for now. 
The improved ROW going north/south would modernize the route as the area surrounding 
the right-of-way begins to rapidly develop, which it is already beginning to do. Commenter 
urges that these issues be considered. (Walton) 

• SCE has plotted other routes which have much less of an environmental, social, and 
economic impact than the preferred route. The CPUC should evaluate these other routes. 
(Cairns; Lemon Cove Ditch Co.; Rubio; Wallace Ranch Water Co.) 

• SCE needs to replace towers and wire in older systems. Why do they not do it now in 
existing right-of-ways such as Route 3? Commenter has also heard there is a now a new 
type of transmission line that is capable of carrying 50% more power, and would like to 
know why SCE does not put that line in existing line areas. (Logan) 

• SCE should be required to adopt the Waste Management Board’s mantra, Reduce, Reuse, 
Recycle. They can easily reduce the clutter and danger of overhead power lines by using 
existing right-of-ways to reach their goals. (Kirkpatrick) 

• SCE wishes to remind the public, ESA, and Commission staff that SCE has dismissed 
Alternate 4 as a viable alternate route for this project because it performs in an inferior 
manner electrically. As stated on page 2-9 of SCE’s Proponent’s Environmental 
Assessment, “ … the Alternate 4 route would result in greater transmission line length of 
the proposed Big Creek 3-Rector No. 2 220 kV transmission line, resulting in greater line 
impedance. This greater impedance decreases power flows on the transmission line and 
increased the need for reduced power generation at the Big Creek Hydroelectric Project 
during outage conditions. As a result, the Alternative 4 route is the least effective at 
meeting the project objectives of increasing transmission line capacity between the Big 
Creek Hydroelectric Project and the existing Rector Substation, and minimizing the need to 
reduce the Big Creek Hydroelectric Project generation under transmission line outage 
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conditions. Consequently, the Alternate 4 route is eliminated from further consideration in 
this PEA...” The materials presented at the Public Scoping Meetings did not contain 
information related to the non-viability of Alternate 4, and thus may have left the public 
with the impression that Alternate 4 is a viable route even though it does not meet the 
project’s objectives. (SCE) 

• Take the most northern route or bury the lines under ground. (Jones) 

• The County requests that more detailed maps are included in the DEIR. The map provided 
in the NOP is not adequate to make a detailed assessment of the possible site specific 
impacts to the alternative being considered. (RMA) 

• The PEA doesn’t discuss the potentially feasible alternative alignments that could reduce or 
potentially eliminate significant environmental impacts, and this is required by the EIR. 
(Merryman Ranch) 

• The project jogs twice over Highway 198 and requires at least an additional 2 miles of large 
power lines due to this jog. Why the jog in the first place? What is the additional cost for 
these 2 miles? Alternate Route 1 would be a much shorter line and be more cost effective. 
Using Highway 198 would also be shorter and would go through mostly commercial areas. 
(Merrill) 

• The route designated as #3 is much more efficient and direct for the purposes of SCE. 
Commenter urges SCE to utilize route #3 and the existing power line corridor already 
there. (Hemmerich) 

Cumulative  
• Caltrans Loop Alternative #1 Details (continued). State Route: SR 65 (Alternative crosses 

at approx. PM 38.57 - 39.57). Project Parameters: Along SR 65 from avenue 236 to 
SR 198. Description: Resurface asphalt concrete (AC) overlay. Time Line: Currently in 
project approval and environmental document phase, construction estimated to start 2012. 
(Caltrans) 

• Caltrans Loop Alternative #1 Details (continued--same as Alternative 1). State Route: 
SR 65 (Alternative crosses at approx. PM 38.57 - 39.57). Project Parameters: Along SR 65 
from avenue 236 to SR 198. Description: Resurface asphalt concrete (AC) overlay. Time 
Line: Currently in project approval and environmental document phase, construction 
estimated to start 2012. (Caltrans) 

• Caltrans Loop Alternative #1 Details. State Route: SR 65 (Alternative crosses at approx. 
PM 38.57 - 39.57). Project Parameters: Along SR 65 from Hermosa Ave to SR 198. 
Description: widen SR 65 from 2 lanes to a 4 lane expressway. Time Line: Currently in 
project approval and environmental document phase, construction estimated to start 2013. 
(Caltrans) 

• Caltrans Loop Alternative #2 Details. State Route: SR 245 (Alternative crosses at approx. 
PM 10.47 - 11.99 Project Parameters: Along SR 245 from SR 198 to SR 201. Description: 
Resurface asphalt concrete (AC) overlay. Time Line: Currently in project approval and 
environmental document phase, construction estimated to start 2011. (Caltrans) 
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• Caltrans Loop Alternative #4 Details (same as alternative 1). State Route: SR 65 
(Alternative crosses at approx. PM 38.57 - 39.57). Project Parameters: Along SR 65 from 
Hermosa Ave to SR 198. Description: widen SR 65 from 2 lanes to a 4 lane expressway. 
Time Line: Currently in project approval and environmental document phase, construction 
estimated to start 2013. (Caltrans)Commenter is interested in knowing what type of 
interests lie with Roswell and what benefit the Yokohl Valley Ranch project gains from 
Route 1. (Strange) 

• Commenter wants the accumulated impacts to be identified in the EIR. (Pehrson) 

• Commenter was disturbed to hear that this loop is necessary because of a proposed 40,000 
resident development in the Yokohl Valley. A project such as this would take away habitat, 
grazing land, views and prime agricultural land. The San Joaquin Valley is the ideal place 
in the U.S. for growing tree fruits, grapes and nuts. If growth and development is not 
limited, prime San Joaquin Valley farmland is doomed. (Kelm) 

• Commenter would like an assessment of the cumulative effects of all the plans now on the 
drawing board, including potential plans for PG&E to bring solar power from the Mojave 
Desert through the project area, and the possibility of using SCE’s towers on its Big Creek-
Springville line. (Kirkpatrick) 

• Consider cumulative effects of alternative 1 coupled with PG&E’s C3ETP line. (Pensar) 

• Evaluate the cumulative impacts of the preferred project when coupled with upgrading the 
Rector Station and aligning in tandem to PG&E’s C3ETP line. (Gorden) 

• Route 1 has environmental impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable. (Strange) 

• The Project has environmental impacts that are cumulatively considerable when evaluated 
in light of the effects of all previous projects, other current projects and probable future 
projects. (Strange) 

• The Yokohl Ranch project should be included in the cumulative project analysis. (CA 
Department of Fish and Game) 

Aesthetics 
• Aesthetics impacts warrant paramount attention as the Route 1 devalues the magnificent 

views of the orchards and mountain background. Over a million and a half visitors pass this 
site every year. This view with the Sierra Nevadas mantled with snow is world class. Its 
loss defies mitigation. (Pehrson) 

• Although it could be said that all of the proposed routes pass through scenic areas, the one 
most traveled and upon which the County is most dependent for tourism revenue is 
Edison’s preferred Route 1. Not only would the Highway 198 view be compromised, but 
the lines would also obstruct the views from State Highways 216 and 245. Regardless of 
the route chosen, the possibility of constructing the towers and poles of Corten or 
comparable bronze or green materials should be taken into consideration. The glare and 
reflection off bright galvanized material would make these unwelcome elements even more 
unsightly. Should the CPUC in its wisdom chose to ask S.C.E. to replace the aged lines in 
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the Rector/Big Creek right-of-way, the more pleasing appearance would be more palatable 
to the City of Visalia, which has a great deal of existing and proposed development 
surrounding them. Monopoles such as the ones proposed by S.C.E. that were bronze in 
color were seen at the Fort Snelling National Cemetery near St. Paul, Minnesota. (Pensar) 

• Badger Hill Estates is known for its views and beauty overlooking the orange fields, valley 
floor and views of the Sierra Mountains. Commenter is concerned about a proposed tower 
that will be approximately 500 feet from his community’s main guard house and entrance. 
The tower’s close proximity to the main entrance is extremely unsightly and will be a 
physical disaster to the exclusiveness of the community and to the aesthetics of the hill. 
(Calcagno) 

• Commenter and other Exeter residents have been successful in transforming a decaying 
downtown into a beautiful, charming tourist destination. Exeter has many tourists who 
come to see the town’s murals, shop in Exeter’s antique stores and quilt shops, and visit 
Exeter’s museum and gallery. The town has tourist buses coming from many places 
including the L.A. area. Exeter’s many parks, attractive schools and civic buildings add to 
that look. It has been named one of the 100 best places in the nation to live and visit. 
Sherman-Williams named it “The prettiest painted town” in the Southwest U.S. 
Alternative 3 would put the huge towers and lines with clear-cut land, not maintained, 
along the main entrance to Exeter, giving it the look of an industrial area, not a place where 
people would choose to come. The towers would be taller than Exeter’s water tower, which 
can be seen for miles. (Based on context of letter Commenter appears to be referring to 
Route 1.) (Brannan) 

• Commenter doesn’t see tourists enjoying scenery anymore upon erecting towers. (Heaton)  

• Commenter doesn’t want to see big towers getting off the bridge and thinks this will take 
up the area to build on. (Camacho) 

• Commenter fears the lines will ruin the view from her custom built home, and will ruin the 
beauty of the drive between Exeter and Visalia. (Le) 

• Commenter feels lines are ugly. (Pendleton) 

• Commenter feels SCE could easily reduce the clutter of power lines by using existing 
rights-of-way to reach their goals. (Kirkpatrick) 

• Commenter feels there will be significant impacts to aesthetics. (Scott; Stever; Wilson; 
Wong) 

• Commenter is concerned about aesthetic impacts resulting from Proposed Project, and is 
certain SCE can come up with a plan for the transmission line that affects far fewer people 
and protects the scenic highway into Sierra Nevada’s national parks. (Kirkpatrick) 

• Commenter is concerned about the impact of the route on local communities. At the very 
least the lines will be an eyesore along 13 miles of scenic highway. (Robillard) 

• Commenter is concerned about the shadow of the proposed towering transmission lines. 
(Kling)  
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• Commenter is concerned about the view of the Sierras that will be blocked. (Logan) 

• Commenter is concerned about the visual impacts of power poles and increased number of 
transmission lines on or near existing and future neighborhoods. (Caviglia) 

• Commenter is concerned that placement of towers will discourage tourists from stopping to 
take pictures, and ruin homeowners’ views. (Hittson) 

• Commenter is opposed to Route 1, because it will desecrate the viewshed. Commenter feels 
strongly about the impact of the imposition of a highly industrial form across a relatively 
natural and holy landscape, the viewshed of the Kaweah. (Wischemann) 

• Commenter owns two farms and homes that will be drastically and negatively impacted if 
the proposed route is authorized. Both homes are situated on commercial orange groves 
with beautiful views of the last natural unobstructed watershed in the Sierra Nevada and 
gateway to the national treasure that is Sequoia National Park. Commenter is concerned 
about the views of the Sierras affected by the Proposed Project. (Pescosolido) 

• Commenter provided a Farmlands to Foothills Scenic Highway Visual Assessment. The 
report provides a description of the Farmland Foothill Scenic Highway portion of State 
Route 198, which is thirteen miles long and goes from the Kaweah Scenic Highway at its 
eastern segment, past the Kaweah Oaks Preserve, past some of the most productive groves 
and orchards in the state, past the divergence toward Yokohl Valley, through the small but 
historic town of Lemon Cove and up through the foothills just below Kaweah Lake and 
Terminus Dam. (Pensar) 

• Commenter requests evaluation of the effects upon tourism if towers and lines are placed in 
the viewshed of State Highway 198. (Caviglia) 

• Commenter says Route 3 does not affect the scenic corridor. (Fisher) 

• Commenter states a large percentage of Exeter’s retail and hospitality establishments rely 
on out-of-town visitors, many brought by tour buses, many as five a week or even more. 
Tour operators have a large range of choices of where to visit to find small town charm, 
driving up to the transmission towers would provide a more industrial look to Exeter, and 
undoubtedly make it a less charming community route. (Gordon) 

• Commenter states Exeter has become a very quaint, picturesque community. It is one of the 
most desirable in the San Joaquin Valley and in the state. The 120-foot-plus high-voltage 
towers crossing the main entrance would be intrusive and generate negative impacts, 
aesthetically and economically. SCE’s preferred Route 1 creates permanent unsightly 
barriers for the communities of Farmersville, Exeter, and Lemon Cove, as well as the 
scenic highway going to Three Rivers and up to Kaweah Lake and the National Park. 
(Kling)  

• Commenter states that the Badger Hill area is the largest economic engine in the county 
because of its inherit aesthetic beauty. (Calcagno) 

• Commenter states that Tulare County, for the last three years, has been working on 
designating Highway 198 from Road 244 all the way to the National Park as a scenic 
highway. The County is probably within the next six months of being able to submit and 
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get approval for the scenic highway designation. The proposed route will affect this. 
(Ishida) 

• Commenter would like consideration for the pending application for scenic highway status 
from Road 168 to Road 244. Fifty percent of this 13-mile segment will be impacted by the 
towers that will be well within the viewshed and will constitute a visual intrusion as 
defined by the California State Guidelines. Contrary to what was at the prior scoping 
meeting, there is an application pending for that stretch. (Pensar) 

• Commenters attached photos of oak and walnut trees that would have to be removed for the 
Project. (Whitendale Revocable Trust) 

• Commenters express strong opposition to Route 1, San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop and 
support for Route 3. Commenters live in the foothills, only one-half mile from 
Highway 198. They have invested a great deal of money into their property and home. 
They have a wonderful view of the valley and the towers/poles proposed in Route 1 would 
ruin everything that stands for country living in Mehrten Valley. Highway 198 is a 22-mile 
scenic drive from Highway 99 to the entrance of the Sequoia National Park. The area has 
thousands of visitors annually, many from other countries, who travel to the park and 
Kaweah Lake. The power towers/poles do not aesthetically compliment the already 
beautiful drive. (Camara) 

• Commenter’s property, which includes a historical home and citrus grove, would lose 
aesthetic value. Also, the towers would affect the beautiful drive to Sequoia National Park. 
(Jones) 

• Consider decreased aesthetic value. Highway 198 is currently considered a “scenic 
corridor”, consisting of valley oak trees, agriculture land, and the Kaweah Oaks Preserve, 
and is the route to gain access to the Sierra Nevada parks. (Hughart) 

• Consider effects upon tourism if towers/lines are placed in the viewshed of State 
Highway 198. State Highway 198 is a major tourist entry route to the Southern Sierra 
Nevada Mountain Range, the Sequoia/Kings Canyon National Park, Mineral King, and 
several foothill and mountain communities. Transmission poles/towers and lines may be 
visible from State Highway 198 in Routes 1, 2 and 3. Highway 198 is designated as a 
Scenic Corridor in the Tulare County Scenic Highways Element. The EIR must analyze 
impacts the Project will have on the Highway 198 Scenic Corridor, including any 
degradation of the corridor panorama and disruption of view of the mountain range from 
Visalia neighborhoods. (City of Visalia) 

• Consider environmental degradation due to placement of transmission towers at the north 
entrance of town. The City of Exeter recently has been listed in a publication as one of 
America’s 100 most charming communities, by a second publication as one of California’s 
five top communities to visit (its top small city), and by a national trade journal as the 
prettiest painted town in America’s Southwest, besting Carmel and Taos. (Gordon) 

• Consider the following aesthetic issues relating to the power lines: 1) their presence along 
the gateway to the Sequoia National Park, 2) the possibility of burying the cables 
underground, 3) effects on scenic vistas, 4) degradation of the existing visual character or 
quality of the area, and 5) where landscape vegetation is located that bars views of 160 foot 
towers from along the proposed Route #1. (Kaweah Lemon Co.) 
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• Consider the impacts resulting from 120-160 ft towers, which are visually and aesthetically 
negative for surrounding property owners and passers-by. They will be seen from Highway 
198 by people traveling in either direction and are very ugly to tourists traveling and on 
vacation. (Whitendale Revocable Trust) 

• Consider undergrounding through Farmersville to preserve its entrance and maintain the 
integrity of retail potential. (Pensar) 

• Consider undergrounding HVTL at crossing of Highway 198 to preserve scenic corridor. 
(Kaweah Lemon Co.; Lemon Cove Ditch Co.; Pensar; Wallace Ranch Water Co.) 

• Consider visual impacts of taller poles and increased number of transmission lines on 
nearby existing and future neighborhoods. The proposed transmission line expansion for 
Routes 1, 2, and 3 will occur within portions of the existing SCE easement along the Road 
148 alignment. Residential neighborhoods abut the west side of the existing SCE 
transmission route. Future mixed use neighborhoods, including single and multiple family 
homes, schools, parks, shopping and other mixed land uses, will be planned along the east 
side of the transmission route in areas currently designated on the City of Visalia General 
Plan as Urban Reserve. The visual impacts of the transmission line expansion must be 
evaluated, particularly with respect to the view to the east toward the Sierra Nevada 
Mountain Range. (City of Visalia) 

• Exeter has become a very quaint, picturesque community. The 120 foot plus high voltage 
towers crossing the main entrance would be intrusive and generate negative impacts 
aesthetically and economically. Exeter would become a community on the wrong side of an 
undesirable barrier. (Kling) 

• Exeter has been named as a “Place to stop and visit” it was also voted one of “America’s 
Prettiest Painted Places” by the Paint Quality Institute of America” and also cited as “One 
of the top 100 places to live in the U.S.” Commenter attached copies of such newspaper 
articles for review. The Powers Poles are permanent and will be a significant blight to over 
1.4 million tourists that will drive by the city’s entrance on an annual basis. (Fisher) 

• Graffiti is a constant problem in rural areas. Will SCE be responsible for keeping it off 
towers and poles? (Logan) 

• Highway 198 is a scenic corridor route to the Sequoia National Park and these towers and 
lines will not blend in with these natural wonders. (Logan; Lurz) 

• In the 1960’s the Tulare County Board of Supervisors designated Highway 198 as a scenic 
highway. County codes established rules for signs and other land regulations. No billboards 
are allowed and business signs are limited. The scenic value for Highway 198 has been 
protected. The route favored by Edison for the towers and transmission lines would affect 
the scenic landscape and its enjoyment for tourists and residents. More than one million 
tourists each year travel Highway 198 to Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks and 
visit the foothill businesses. The Edison project would be a blight on the landscape. 
(Disinger) 

• People come to Exeter for the physical beauty and to see the beautiful murals. The physical 
environment and the beauty of the town and the murals are aesthetically pleasing. The 
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120 poles and towers would be unsightly and damaging to the town’s aesthetics. Towers 
along scenic Highway 198 and through Lemon Cove would destroy the beauty. (Calcagno) 

• People coming from all over the world to visit the giant redwood forests will have their 
visit ruined by SCE power lines along the highway 198 scenic corridor. (Jones) 

• Power lines and a line pull station in the proposed route will go through Commenter’s 
property. The line will take away the view of the oaks preserve and the Twin Sisters. 
(Rose) 

• Power lines will damage the beauty of Badger Hill, as well as Tulare County’s pristine 
natural resources. Any obstruction of views by power lines is an aesthetic negative. It is 
preferable to drive under a power line as in Route #3, as opposed to driving along a power 
line for many miles as in the Proposed Route. Viewing time on each route should be 
calculated and considered along with traffic on each route. (Calcagno) 

• Power lines will ruin beautiful views from commenter’s home, as well as the scenic 
corridor to the Sequoias. (McGee; Pascoe) 

• Power lines will ruin the view from Commenter’s pool patio. (Jones) 

• Preferred route is located directly in front of Commenters’ home, causing a disturbance to 
their scenic view. (Cairns; Rubio) 

• Proposed Project will be bad for tourism business in local area by running parallel to 
Highway 198, a scenic route. (Beggs) 

• Route #1 will hinder the local communities in their ability to draw business to the area. The 
Exeter community has been drawing people to the area with the quaint, small-town 
atmosphere. To come to Exeter now, traveling along the power lines from either direction, 
and then passing under the lines to get to town is a very real detriment to the community. 
(Turner) 

• Route 1 has a negative effect on Scenic Highway 198. (Dungan) 

• Route 3 does not affect a scenic corridor. (Fisher) 

• Route 3 would be a blight to the scenic corridor of Highway 198 going into Sequoia 
National Park. (Based on context of letter Commenter appears to be referring to Route 1.) 
(Bryld) 

• Route would have a negative impact on the aesthetics of Highway 198. (Wong) 

• Routes 1 and 4 are damaging to the scenic views and economic well-being of northern 
Tulare County. (Fugate Farm Co.) 

• SCE’s preferred route does not comply with the scenic corridor status along Highway 198. 
(Kaulfuss; Salierno; Seitz; Suttlemyre; Turner) 
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• State Scenic Highway 198, leading to Lake Kaweah, Three Rivers and Sequoia National 
Park, would be blemished by towering power lines. Sequoia National Park has over 
1.4 million visitors annually. (Kling) 

• Such a choice of installing towering power lines that run parallel with and cross over the 
Scenic Corridor that leads to Sequoia National Park would be a blight on the tourist 
dependent businesses that line Highway 198. (Hemmerich) 

• The beauty of the drive from Exeter along Hwy.198 to Sequoia National Park is priceless 
and irreplaceable. It is rightly a proposed scenic route. The damage the towers and lines in 
their clear-cut pathway would do to the view is obvious and horrible to contemplate. 
(Brannan) 

• The cleared area under the power lines will create a perfect path for trespassers and thieves 
on dirt bikes and all terrain vehicles. They will be able to come and go from Farmersville 
area to Lemon Cove. Commenter has already seen this when they had a railroad right-of-
way going through their property. It creates dust problems from the riding and also allows 
more dumping of trash. (Ward) 

• The EIR will need to address the impact on the scenic vistas that the community enjoys as 
you travel along Highway 198. Not only is this scenic corridor important to tourism in the 
area but also in attracting visitors to take part in agri-tourism on the east side of the county. 
(Tulare County Farm Bureau) 

• The huge power poles are a permanent fixture in the main entrance to Farmersville and will 
have a significant blight presence. (Fisher) 

• The Kaweah River delta and Highway 198 corridor through which Proposed Route 1 would 
run are very scenic. Those who live or work in the area are frequently treated to grand and 
inspiring vistas of the foothills and the peaks of the High Sierra. The multitudes who visit 
the quaint communities or travel through the area to Sequoia National Park and other 
destinations are blessed with awe-inspiring views. Proposed Route 1 would negatively and 
permanently degrade this scenic corridor, an adverse environmental impact which other 
alternatives would avoid. (Cutler) 

• The physical intrusion of the electrical towers along scenic Highway 198 which leads up to 
the National Parks can only add a negative aesthetic and negative monetary impact to an 
already poor area. The commission should have the stated goal of do no further harm to the 
area and suggest a route that is least seen and not on a main artery. (Calcagno) 

• The placement of SCE’s power line would spoil the scenic route of Highway 198. (Hittson) 

• The plan will jog around Commenter’s home and will require 3 additional Lattice Towers 
that will butt up against Commenter’s home and driveway. Commenter will be looking at a 
140 ft. lattice tower instead of neighbor’s 35 ft walnut trees. (Merrill) 

• The power lines will be four times higher than the wind machines currently located in the 
area, not ‘incrementally taller’ as SCE claims. Commenter disagrees with visual 
assessments made in the PEA and enclosed her own renditions of what locations will look 
like when the lines are installed. (Kirkpatrick) 
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• The power lines will take away Commenters’ beautiful open view of the Sierras. (Ward) 

• The preferred route does not comply with the scenic corridor status along Highway 198. 
(Brown) 

• The Project (preferred route) would cause intrusion into the scenic beauty of the region, 
views and viewsheds, severely impacting the pristine scenic vistas and the soon-to-be 
Highway 198 scenic corridor. (Strange) 

• The Project site may provide aesthetic resources that would be considered a scenic vista; 
the Tulare County Scenic Landscapes Element designates specific categories of scenic 
landscapes which contribute to beauty of Tulare County. The County would advise the 
PUC to refer to the County’s scenic resources policies set forth in the Tulare County 
General Plan. Impacts on Agricultural landscapes and Natural landscapes are resources of 
particular concern to Tulare County. It is important that the position and design of the 
transmission lines take into account the natural surroundings of the proposed sites. (RMA) 

• The Project will have a major negative affect on the aesthetics of the beautiful foothills. 
(Zapalac) 

• The Project’s Big Massive Towers and 220 Kava power lines will have a significant 
adverse impact on the viewsheds in Tulare County. Aesthetic impacts would include: 
1) Highway 198 Scenic Corridor to eastern Tulare County and the National Parks. 
2) Kaweah River viewshed. 3) City of Exeter -- entrance to the city. 4) City of Woodlake -- 
southern entrance to the city. 5) City of Farmersville -- entrance to the city; industrial and 
commercial development. 6) City of Visalia. 7) Community of Badger Hill/Merryman. 
8) Community of Lindcove. 9) Community of Merhten Valley. 10) Community of Lemon 
Cove. 11) Rural Lands. (Strange) 

• The proposed Route #1 line is 1300’ south of Highway 198, a scenic corridor that is the 
gateway to the Sequoia National Parks. Thousands of tourists visit this majestic park each 
year. There is no need to jeopardize this scenic corridor with 160’ towers. (McEwen) 

• The City of Visalia has partnered with the Kaweah Delta Water Conservation District on 
the Oaks Basin, a retention area that also functions as a habitat restoration area east of Road 
152, north of Highway 198. A major transmission line located on the north side of Mill 
Creek in this area would create significant visual and site design conflicts in the 
development of a regional open space facility at this location to serve Visalia’s community 
and the region. Alternative Route 2, located several miles to the north, avoids the creation 
of potential conflicts with planned regional recreation/open space facilities. (City of 
Visalia) 

• The proposed route would destroy the Commenter’s singular beautiful view of the Sierra 
Nevadas. Commenter feels his property has a value that cannot be determined by an 
appraiser. The view, the aesthetics, cannot be given a value. (McEwen) 

• The proposed route would hamper progress Farmersville has made to upgrade their retail 
base and would split their property in half of their proposed industrial park. The proposed 
route would create permanent unsightly barriers for the communities of Farmersville, 
Exeter, and Lemon Cove. (Kling) 
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• The Proposed Route, as shown on the Project Map provided by SCE, runs parallel to and 
crosses State Highway 198 at two locations. A major transmission line with structures 
120’-140’ high on this alignment will degrade the visual quality of East Highway 198, 
which leads to a proposed scenic highway segment near Three Rivers, and for local 
residents and tourists traveling to and from Kaweah Oaks Preserve, Lake Kaweah, Three 
Rivers, and nearby communities, in addition to the 1.2 million people who travel to the 
Sequoia National Park annually. Alternative Route 2 is located several miles north of State 
Highway 198 and outside the view seen from this scenic route, and will not visually impact 
a major travel way. (City of Visalia) 

• The review of the Project must consider the impacts of the imposition of a highly industrial 
form across a relatively natural and holy landscape--the viewshed of the Kaweah. Proposed 
Route 1 will desecrate a sacred viewshed. The Kaweah is the only river in the San Joaquin 
Valley where you can see right up to its headwaters as you drive toward the Sierra. Project 
must take into account the beauty of the land and the source of its productivity, both its 
water and its soil. 

• The tall towers are ugly. There is a blight effect on the cleared land under the lines that 
attracts trash dumping and results in weed growth, blowing dust and provides a pathway for 
thieves. (Disinger) 

• Those issues whose negative impacts are so great that a value cannot be placed on them, 
such as Aesthetics or Visual Impacts and Mental Stress, must be taken into careful 
consideration in evaluating and determining the “Environmentally Superior Alternative.” 
(Strange) 

• Tulare County RMS is currently participating in an initiative to designate portions of 
Highway 198 as an official state scenic highway. In recent years, a citizen initiative for 
formal state scenic highway designation of a 16 mile stretch of Highway 198 from 
Road 248 to the National Park border has neared completion, and official designation is 
imminent. In the mean time, a second initiative to extend the official state highway 
designation from Road 168 through Lemon Cove to Avenue 248 is also underway. When 
the designation process is complete, Highway 98 will be Tulare County’s first designated 
state scenic highway. RMA is particularly concerned by Alternative 1, which shows the 
transmission lines crossing Highway 198 in multiple points, and paralleling it for some 
distance. If visible from the scenic highway, the transmission towers would provide 
significant visual intrusions that could jeopardize scenic highway designation. RMA 
recommends that the impacts of the transmission route to the Scenic Highway 198 be 
evaluated in the EIR. (Tulare County RMA) 

• Under the Aesthetics analysis, the Project would be found to: a) have a substantial adverse 
impact on a scenic vista; b) substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not 
limited to, a scenic highway or road; c) substantially degrade the existing visual character 
or quality of the [area], which are open to public view; and d) create a new source of 
substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. 
(Strange) 

• Under the pending application for Scenic Highway status from Road 168 to Road 244, the 
towers will impact fifty percent of the thirteen mile segment because they are in the 
viewshed, which constitutes a visual intrusion as defined by California state guidelines. 
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Commenter requests an evaluation of the historic and prehistoric resources along each route 
in a comprehensive manner, using scientific methods. (Gorden) 

• Will Highway 198 remain a scenic corridor leading to Sequoia National Park? The 
placement of huge, 120-160 foot high power line towers along Highway 198 would affect 
the panoramic view of the area’s majestic mountains, and would be a distraction to the 
signs that have been placed along the freeway fence to identify the different types of fruit 
trees that border the freeway. (Hittson) 

• With respect to Woodlake airport: do the 160 foot towers located on Cottage PO Road 
require flashing red lights from dusk to dawn? (Kaweah Lemon Co.) 

Agricultural Resources 
• The towers and easements are highly disruptive to cultural operations. Each of the several 

hundred rows of citrus trees will be physically severed along with the irritation distribution 
system. Commenter has recently upgraded the irrigation system costing hundreds of 
thousands of dollars on just one ranch. Other redevelopment activities are under way. New 
trees are being planted, irrigation lines extended, and freeze protection equipment is being 
installed. All of the above are in the proposed right-of-way. A taking of this right of way 
will create permanent severance damage which cannot be mitigated. (Fugate Farm Co.) 

• According to PEA--P. 3-15, Edison will have to clear cut for 20 ft access roads “16 ft 
drivable surface” with “2 ft” berms on either side. The Edison access road will effectively 
block direct access to the south half of Commenters’ ranch. Because of this road, the only 
remaining option to access the south half of Commenters’ property for cultivation/pest 
control/harvesting, will be the public road (Road 152). Commenters use farm equipment, 
tractors, and large sprayers with chemicals that, at this point, do not traverse the public 
road. (Whitendale Revocable Trust) 

• Alternate Route #4 will severely impact farm families and particularly walnut farms along 
the route. It would take away valuable land for the right-of-way, and would result in loss of 
production from the severe pruning of trees that is required near power lines. If walnut trees 
are not allowed to reach their potential 30 foot plus heights, they are not worth growing. 
The land along Route #4 is some of the best walnut ground in CA due to its deep profile 
and sandy loam texture. This area produces almost 20% of the state’s 325,000 ton walnut 
crop. (Kelm) 

• Alternative # 1 will result in losses to over 300 farms versus 8 with Alternative Route #3. 
the Project will result in the loss of “Prime of the Prime Citrus Farmland” in California and 
the United States. (Strange) 

• Alternative Route #3 is a preferable route because it would utilize 19 miles of existing SCE 
right-of-way, require construction on grazing land, not prime farmland, and would have 
few, if any, mitigating factors to be resolved. (Kaulfuss) 

• Alternative route 3 would utilize 19 miles of existing SCE ROW, require construction on 
grazing land not prime farmland, and would have few if any mitigating factors to be 
resolved. (Salierno; Seitz) 
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• Alternative Route number 3 would pass through 2500 acres of range land that 
Commenter’s family owns and operates. Though some grazing ground would be lost to 
roads and towers, the financial impact of Route 3 on Commenter’s farm would be 
significantly less in comparison to the financial devastation that Route 1 would cause. 
Commenter’s cattle would graze and be “happy cows” despite the buzzing hum of the lines. 
It is for this reason that Commenter prefers Route 3 over the proposed Route 1. Route 3 
does not effectively destroy prime productive agricultural lands like Route 1 would do. In 
fact, Commenter would hardly notice the difference to his farming operations if Route 3 
were to succeed as the chosen Route. Route 1 would cause very real and immediate 
financial loss to Commenter’s family and to local labor, and though Commenter understand 
loss in land value is not considered significant in the eyes of some, he considers it a huge 
loss to future generations that would benefit from the full farmable use of his walnut 
orchard as it now stands. (Paregien) 

• Citrus is king in this area. The area is uniquely suited for growing citrus and there are no 
more valleys over the hill to be developed to citrus. (Kirkpatrick) 

• Commenter and family operate commercial citrus orchards on Class 1, prime irrigated 
farmland in the path of the proposed route. Three of commenter’s orchards will be crossed 
by the power lines in a manner that completely severs the intensely farmed groves. All of 
Commenter’s irrigated farms are enrolled in the Tulare County/Williamson Act program to 
protect farm land from urbanization and industrialization. Will Commenter’s status in this 
program be changed or endangered? (Fugate Farm Co.) 

• Commenter believes that Edison should consider whether or not growers’ current cultural 
practices, including but not limited to harvest, land preparation, chemical treatment, or 
other practices, would be adversely impacted or limited in someway. Commenter believes 
that once these factors have been identified and considered, Tulare should recommend the 
route which least impacts agriculture in Tulare County. Doing so would have the least 
adverse impact on Agribusiness upon which Tulare’s entire economy is based. (Kunkel) 

• Commenter believes that for all routes, whether preferred or alternative, consideration 
should be given to the degree to which crops or other agricultural commodities currently 
being produced in the proposed rights-of-way would be eliminated, altered, or negatively 
impacted. (Kunkel)  

• Commenter feels that Route 3 is the most logical route as it offers the least negative 
physical environmental impact and loss of prime farmland. (Ferrara; Fisher) 

• Commenter has concerns about loss of agriculture. (Wilson) 

• Commenter has several properties that would be affected by the Proposed Project, and two 
of Commenter’s citrus farms are directly in the path of Route 1. The Lemon 
Cove/Lindcove area which the Proposed Project would traverse is intensively farmed prime 
farmland. Proposed Route 1 would eliminate and/or limit the “farmability” of ultra-prime 
farmland. Commenter believes this would be a tragic and permanent adverse environmental 
impact. Other alternatives would avoid this impact. (Cutler) 

• Commenter is an owner and farmer of a 45-acre walnut orchard that will be cut in half by 
the proposed route 1 alternative for this cross valley loop. Commenter states the route being 
considered will have a substantial impact on the environment where it passes through 
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existing orchards between Lemon Cove and Visalia. This will require the clear cutting of 
all tree crops now growing under the proposed easement and will prevent the planting of 
any new trees. (Blain) 

• Commenter is concerned about impacts to growing practices, including pruning and 
trimming, orchard trimming machines, spraying and dusting, cultivating, irrigating via 
sprinklers, spraying, misting, planting practices and the equipment used and methods 
applied. Commenter is also concerned about harvesting, sorting and packing practices, 
including equipment and methods used for each type of crop potentially able to be grown 
on the affected lands). (Strange) 

• Commenter is concerned about permanent loss of agricultural production, resulting in a 
decline in the agricultural economy and all supporting businesses and industry. (Strange) 

• Commenter is concerned about the loss of agricultural land. Commenter states that limiting 
development of farmlands enables locals to preserve agriculture in their area. Commenter 
states that farming is one of their main commodities, and most of the farmlands have been 
passed down from generation to generation. (Fisher) 

• Commenter is concerned that fruit trees will be clear-cut to make way for the power line. 
(Hittson) 

• Commenter is for Route 3, because he feels strongly about the farmlands and farmers who 
own them. (Camacho) 

• Commenter opposes Alternative 1. Alternative 3 would not take precious prime agricultural 
land which impacts the world. (Brannan) 

• Commenter opposes Route #1 because it would result in loss of citrus trees in orchards 
along the proposed site. This would cause loss of income to growers, packers, harvesters, 
etc. As an owner of an orange orchard, Commenter stands with growers who would be 
impacted by removal of many of their trees, resulting in lower production and income. 
(Hall) 

• Commenter owns a walnut farm that is presently bisected diagonally for a distance of 
5,700 ft by the 100 year old Rector-Vestal 1 and 2, 220 KV lines on short towers. [The 
Route 4] ROW imposes damages to daily cultural operations on Commenter’s remaining 
property that could not have been dreamed of 100 years ago. Edison’s growing 
maintenance schedules and increasingly large equipment require more space which 
interferes with farming operations. (Fugate Farm Co.) 

• Commenter proposed Route #3 as being the best and least damaging to the community at 
large and to farming operations. (Fugate Farm Co.) 

• Commenter recognizes that this project will probably take miles of production and 
permanent orchard crops and require vegetative management that will negatively impact 
orchard crops along the proposed route. Commenter questions whether the proposed route 
will be compatible with contracted lands and the Williamson Act, and if those easements 
are prescribed and contracts canceled. (Stever) 
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• Commenter recommends considering various proposals that take into account the amount 
of natural-irrigated prime citrus land and other permanent crop acreage that would be 
impacted. Commenter requests that SCE consider placement of the Project in an area where 
it does not impact prime irrigated farmland. (Blakely) 

• Commenter recommends usage of existing right-of-ways. Commenter believes creating 
new right-of-ways would compound the problem and spread out the amount of area that is 
taken out of farming production. (Blakely) 

• Commenter says that with dust on the leaves of the citrus trees comes interference with the 
activity and the ability to integrate pest control, which then may add to the cost of pest 
control. (Pehrson) 

• Commenter says the lines will limit what can be produced, which will put Edison into 
mitigating profits for over 30 years, based on 300+ farms. This seems to be excessive. 
(Fisher) 

• Commenter says the power lines in the 100-foot right-of-way effectively influence not just 
the 100 feet of cropland under the lines but rather an additional 100 feet on either side of 
those lines. That means 300 feet of agricultural property will be affected by the actual 
impact of pump, irrigation, and electrical facilities. These facilities within the 300 feet of 
influence will most certainly have to be abandoned and relocated. (Gargan) 

• Commenter states Citrus Mutual is a voluntary non-profit association of citrus growers with 
approximately 2,100 member growers. Commenter states that California’s citrus industry is 
about 190,000 acres, half of that being in Tulare County. Most of the membership is based 
in the Central Valley, and many of the members are represented at the scoping meeting [on 
September 17]. The citrus industry represents about a $1.3 billion industry to the State of 
California. (Blakely) 

• Commenter states the clearing of orchards will create more roads under the new lines 
which will only invite urban road warrior neighbors to race quads and motorcycles on the 
dirt surfaces creating dust that damages crops. (Kirkpatrick) 

• Commenter stresses the micro-climate and quality of soil are two variables that enable 
Tulare to produce some of the finest vegetation in California that cannot be matched. 
(Ishida) 

• Commenter suggests Route 2 as it has much less impact on developed agriculture land. It 
has open pasture with very little water and far less wildlife. (Ward) 

• Commenter suggests Route 3, which has a much less impact on agriculture land. (Ward) 

• Commenters are concerned about their family’s property, 40 acres of prime agricultural 
property planted in navel oranges. Commenters feel it is not right to encroach on prime, 
irrigated family farms of high value. (Ward) 

• Commenters are opposed to Alternative 4. It looks like this route will go through two or 
three sections of Commenters’ mother’s navel orange groves. Some of the sections are 
younger trees with good production of large desirable fruit. On the handout, it looks like 
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Alternative 4 would destroy the largest amount of agriculture production land, 15 miles. 
(Bastady) 

• Commenters feel that using Route 1 is short term fix. Once right-of-way is established 
Edison will need more land/lines within the few years, which will result in more 
agricultural land taken and more trees lost. (Whitendale Revocable Trust) 

• Commenters’ land will be directly affected by this proposed route. The land has been in the 
Whitendale family since the 1860’s. It is a portion of the Richard Chatten/Mineral King 
Ranch property. This land is in the Williamson Act. (Whitendale Revocable Trust) 

• Commenters support Alternative 3 because they believe this route would not wipe out as 
much agriculture land. (Bastady) 

• Compare the taking of prime land on new rights-of-way for Routes 1, 2, 3 and 4. Consider 
land taken for wire pull areas, which adds substantial acreage to the total acres taken. How 
many acres will be taken for wire that is in prime agricultural areas, for Routes 1, 2, 3 and 
4? (Kaweah Lemon Co.) 

• Concerned about numerous impacts to agriculture resources that the route proposed for the 
line in the Application will have on the number one industry in the county. Hundreds of 
private properties, farms, and several communities will be negatively impacted by this 
route. Tulare County Farm Bureau recommends that an alternative be studied that 
minimizes impacts to prime farmland. (Tulare County Farm Bureau) 

• Consider impacts to “Prime Farmland”, “Farmland of Statewide importance”, and 
Farmland of Local Importance”. (Whitendale Revocable Trust) 

• Consider the destruction and loss of highly productive farmland including more than 5,000 
acres of citrus, field and row crops, nuts, fruit, olive, and avocado trees between Visalia and 
Lemon Cove. (Hughart) 

• Consider the effects of clear cutting under power lines through the City of Farmersville as 
per Home Land Security rules. Consider how pasture land compares to prime agriculture 
land within the city limits of Farmersville. (Kaweah Lemon Co.) 

• Evaluate the community impacts of each route cased by both temporary and permanent loss 
of cropland and the related job loss. (Gorden; Kaweah Lemon Co.) 

• Farming in general is being impacted by the increased population, pollution from the 
automobiles affecting trees, rural agricultural theft, trash dumping on Commenters’ groves, 
and the big issues of water rights being taken away and labor problems. (Ward)  

• For all routes, consideration should be given to the degree to which crops or other 
agricultural commodities currently being produced in the proposed rights of way would be 
eliminated, altered, or negatively impacted. (Tulare County Agricultural Commissioner) 

• For Routes #1 and #2: The easement area will be abandoned as farmland for the following 
reasons: 1) A large portion of this route is over unlevel citrus orchards that grow in a 
microclimate where other crops will not grow. 2) In orchards where other crops will grow, 
farmers are now prevented by law from using farm chemicals not registered for different 
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crops where drift can occur. A 100 foot easement through the middle of an orchard is an 
impossible area for containment. 3) Commenter has also been informed that it will be 
necessary to construct a road providing access to the entire easement area. This roadway 
will further complicate the ability to grow alternate crops in the easement area, especially 
when the need for irrigation conflicts with needed access to the easement area by utility. 
Route 3, conversely, would not have these negative effects. (Blain) 

• Given the unique climate, soil and water conditions, the Exeter to Lemon Cove corridor is 
an “agricultural treasure” for the entire state. This area, highly regarded for the quality of 
citrus produced, can never be duplicated. (Ferrara) 

• How will the proposed power lines affect land for wire pull areas of prime farm land? This 
adds substantial acreage to the total acres taken and will also affect Lemon Cove Ditch’s 
tributary system. (Lemon Cove Ditch Co.) 

• How will the proposed power lines on Route 3 affect agriculture, as compared to Routes 1, 
2, and 4? (Lemon Cove Ditch Co.) 

• It has been Commenter’s experience more than once to find a utility crew (unannounced) in 
one of his blocks doing routine maintenance repairs during times when he was irrigating. 
Crews were moving their equipment down into the field without any regard to the damage 
in the form of soil compaction and ruts. There have also been instances of pesticide 
applications that were in progress when a utility crew would arrive unannounced, which 
brings into play many regulatory issues and liability concerns. Since harvest plans can 
change on short notice due to market conditions, any installation obstacles or maintenance 
after installation, be they short-term, long-term, planned or unannounced, could create 
hardships on farming operations. (Ferrara) 

• It may be the case that any route will accelerate the urbanization of Tulare County’s 
remaining prime farmland just by making power available for that project. Commenter is 
concerned about the negative impact on farms and farmland of Routes 1 and 4 from the 
construction. A no-project alternative should be considered due to the negative effects on 
the agriculture and loss of small farms from growth inducing impacts. (Wischemann) 

• Kaweah Lemon Company will be directly affected by the preferred route through the 
creation of new easements imposed on the Company which will result in the loss of 50 or 
more productive citrus acres including prime farmland. While SCE expressed interest in a 
100 foot right-of-way, the realistic property affected by Alternate 1 would be around the 
area of 300 feet. It would be impossible to run Commenters’ business by their current 
practices if Alternate 1 was adopted. (Kaweah Lemon Co.) 

• Kaweah Lemon Company will lose close to 63.6 acres in rights-of-way and 6 additional 
acres of area to pull lines of prime citrus land for the proposed power line. (Kaweah Lemon 
Co.) 

• Lemon Cove Ditch Company will be directly affected by the preferred route through a 
dramatic impact on current business operations by the removal and replacement of main 
[irrigation] pipelines. Lemon Cove Ditch Company operates on a very limited budget and 
the effects of this replacement will be dramatic to all 33 users which depend on this water 
for their livelihood. (Lemon Cove Ditch Co.) 
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• Of the three proposed routes, Route 1 causes the most loss to agricultural property and 
property values. (Dungan) 

• Once agricultural factors have been identified and considered, the route which least impacts 
agriculture in Tulare County should be selected. Doing so would have the least adverse 
impact to the agribusiness upon which the Tulare County economy is based. (Tulare 
County Agricultural Commissioner) 

• Project would destroy miles of orange and lemon groves, resulting in a loss of trees that 
locals have spent years cultivating. Construction activities would damage orchards as SCE 
hauls in concrete, steel, wire, insulators, etc. (Baker) 

• Proposed power lines would cut through two 20-acre parcels of Commenter’s prime 
producing navel orange orchards. The six acres have a property value of about $120,000. 
The average yearly loss of the Commenter’s navel orange crop would be estimated at 
$21,000 per year for the next 30 years. This amounts to approximately $630,000 in lost 
income over the next 30 years. (Ward) 

• Regarding PEA-Vol I—P .4.210: there will be an increase in foreign traffic (trespassing 
motorcycles, off-road, drag strip type driving) which will create more dust which promotes 
mites and other pests that can damage the walnut crop. This will require more chemical 
applications and ‘greenhouse’ gas emissions in an attempt to control these pests. 
(Whitendale Revocable Trust) 

• Regarding the citrus orchards in the path of Route 1 near Lemon Cove, Lindcove, and 
Exeter: the area comprises many family farms of small to medium size. It is of prime 
agricultural land with a unique microclimate. Navel oranges of high quality are grown and 
shipped over the world. If a cleared ROW is required for the transmission line there is a 
loss of this prime agricultural land. In a 10 acre orchard a row of trees is 3% of the land. 
Loss of this prime agricultural land is an important impact to be addressed. (Pehrson) 

• Regardless of route, define cultural practices to be allowed within the right-of-way, 
including spraying. (Kaweah Lemon Co.; Lemon Cove Ditch Co.; Pensar; Wallace Ranch 
Water Co.) 

• Route #1 destroys prime agricultural land and creates a loss of jobs that are associated with 
farming, packing, storage and transportation of agricultural commodities. (McEwen) 

• Route 1 cuts through prime agricultural land, the vast majority of which is permanent tree 
crops. This will impact approximately 5,000 acres. This is the only area in the world that 
grows premium citrus; it cannot be replaced elsewhere. There is a concern about the 
removal of this land from the Williamson Act that has not been addressed by SCE. (Burns) 

• Route 1 will create a path of destruction through farmland, eradicating thousands of acres 
of adult tress that include not only those in farm production, but also ancient Valley Oak 
trees. Commenter would lose five rows of adult walnut trees in full production. (Hash) 

• Route 1 would cause physical damage and harm by removing the orange trees that are a 
part of Exeter’s charm and identity. (Calcagno) 
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• Route 1 would destroy permanently rich agricultural land, in particular citrus and walnuts. 
This state’s economy and the country cannot afford to destroy agricultural land. Route 3 
would be highly detrimental economically to established productive agriculture as well as 
to business development plans of the struggling Mexican American community in 
Farmersville. (Based on context of letter Commenter appears to be referring to Route 1.) 
(Bryld) 

• Route 3 covers, as designated by the Edison map, “non-prime” (grazing) land until the 
proposed route meets the existing right-of-way. Grazing land over Route 3 is unlikely to be 
in the direct view of passers-by, and may need access roads which could be used by 
Emergency equipment such as fire engines, etc. Route 3 covers 14 miles of agricultural 
land. It appears that this agricultural land is along the already existing right-of-way/power 
lines currently in use. (Whitendale Revocable Trust) 

• Route 3 would have no new negative impacts to high-value intensive agricultural crops. 
(Strange) 

• Route 4 trails through Commenter’s sinea orchards, which is where new trees are produced. 
This orchard is buyer-certified by the State of California and was a 20 year process, which 
gives it a high value. Commenter states that a field north of Route 4 is being fumigated to 
prepare for planting a certified crop of trees that are used in orchards and in the commercial 
landscape trade, as well as the fruit and fiber industry. If lines from the proposed route 
intersect this nursery, it will cut lines off every single row in that field, and the irrigation 
system will need to be moved in a very short amount of time to avoid crop death. (Cox)  

• SCE should consider whether or not growers’ current cultural practices including, but not 
limited to, harvest, land preparation, chemical treatments, or other practices would be 
adversely impacted or limited. (Tulare County Agricultural Commissioner) 

• SCE’s preferred route causes the loss of prime farmland and agricultural resources. 
(Kaulfuss; Salierno; Seitz; Stever) 

• Some properties (including possibly Commenters’ orchards) may become too small in area 
to successfully farm. This may cause further environmental changes with the probable 
removal of said orchards. (Whitendale Revocable Trust) 

• Taking of this beautiful prime citrus land will leave a permanent void and change the 
farming landscape forever. (Ward) 

• The alignment for the Proposed Route has smaller agricultural parcels with homes, and is 
known for its unique intensive agricultural character with walnuts grown near Visalia 
transitioning to citrus near the foothills. A major transmission line system in this area will 
potentially disrupt this agricultural area and impact the quality of life for the residents of 
the area. In contrast, Alternative Route 2 goes through an area of generally larger parcels 
with less intensive agriculture and fewer residences. The potential for conflict with 
agriculture and residential uses appears to be substantially less if Alternative Route 2 is 
used. (City of Visalia) 

• The area’s citrus belt is the most valuable farmland in the state. Commenter’s ranch 
operations would be irrevocably infringed upon. (Pescosolido) 
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• The citrus industry was pushed out of Southern California due to development and 
urbanization. It relocated to the Central Valley, and particularly to the east side of Tulare 
County where it exists today, and is the last remaining area where citrus can be grown in 
the United States that is not being grown. The region is known for producing a high quality, 
fresh product at a high dollar value. Fruit cannot be grown in any other regions of the 
United States at this time, and many other regions of the world cannot produce the quality 
of citrus that the region grown in this unique climate and soil type. Commenter is very 
concerned that this project threatens a good heart of production. (Blakely) 

• The citrus parcels that exist from the west edge of Exeter up through the Highway 198 
corridor to Lemon Cove are unique not only for their ability to grow world renowned 
citrus, but also because they are for the most part small family farmed parcels (ten, 20, and 
40 acres in size). The clear cutting of one row of oranges on a ten acre parcel would 
consume approximately three percent of the farm ground. (Ferrara) 

• The effects of the proposed Route 1 on Commenters’ property include: a) The proposed 
Route 1 will take the entire southern border of one parcel, containing 40 year old walnuts 
and 20 year old walnuts. b) A second parcel owned by the Commenters is immediately 
adjacent and south of the prior mentioned. c) The proposed right-of-way cuts the family 
ranch into 2 sections, effectively denying access from one side of the ranch to the other. 
Mature orchards border the entire length of the proposed right-of-way. Vegetation under 
transmission lines are to be kept “trimmed to not exceed 15 feet”. It is not a viable option to 
cut mature walnuts to a height of 10 feet. This takes into account the fact that the trees will 
have to be trimmed below the 15 foot requirement to prevent growth beyond the acceptable 
level. (Whitendale Revocable Trust) 

• The entrance to Commenters’ driveway will have to be redone with some of their walnut 
trees being torn out. (Merrill) 

• The farm land along the 198 corridor is controlled by the Williamson Act. (Kaweah Lemon 
Co.) 

• The horticultural needs of Navel and Valencia oranges require attention 365 days a year. 
Commenter is concerned about the impact a large scale transmission line would have on 
daily farming practices. Clear cutting of citrus blocks, bringing in large trucks and 
equipment into the fields, and the presence of utility employees for an extended period of 
time could all contribute to a major disruption of farming and harvest operations. (Ferrara) 

• The information obtained from the November 15, 2006, meeting in Farmersville has led 
Commenter’s company to support the implementation of the Alternate 2 route. Prior 
meetings with SCE revealed no mention of Alternate 2. Kaweah Lemon Company has 
previously expressed its numerous issues with Alternate 1 and mentioned that placing the 
lines through cattle land would be less intrusive than through citrus fields. (Kaweah Lemon 
Company) 

• The land along the proposed route is prime agriculture land which has a huge impact on the 
local economies, fostering growth and stability to communities of Farmersville, Exeter, and 
Lemon Cove. How can this rich productive agriculture land be replaced? How much 
productive agriculture land would be taken with the selection of Alternate Route #3? Once 
this agriculture land is gone, it cannot be replaced. (Kling; K.) 
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• The loss of prime agricultural land and its effect on the economy and environment must be 
well researched and Route 1 should be compared to Route 3 by an unbiased third party. 
(Whitendale) 

• The microclimate of the citrus orchards would be impacted by the open space created by 
cleared right-of-way. Where wind machines provide frost protection a loss of a row of trees 
results in 3% of the fuel as wasted, an accumulated impact. The open lane results in 
“outside” rows which often support a different insect pest regime because of microclimate 
changes. A small “oasis effect” on evapotranspiration water use may be present. 
(Pehrson)The majority of the proposed route appears to go through Williamson Act land. 
How can this land be taken out of the Williamson Act? (Logan) 

• The PEA ignores potentially significant site-specific impacts on agricultural operations. 
(Sonnenschein) 

• The power line path would be laid on prime agricultural land and it would further cut into 
the economic stability of that part of Tulare County. (Hemmerich) 

• The power lines in the 100 foot ROW effectively influences not just the 100 feet of crop 
land under those lines, but rather, an additional 100 feet on either side of those lines. That 
means 300 feet of agricultural property will be affected when you consider the actual 
impact to pump irrigation and electrical facilities. These facilities, within the 300 feet of 
influence, will most certainly have to be abandoned and re-located. (Kaweah Pump, Inc.) 

• The preferred Route #1 is running through prime agricultural land that provides food, jobs 
and taxes for local communities. The land value along this route is extremely high 
compared to Route #3. Route #3 is much more suitable for the power lines. The agricultural 
products coming from this area are negligible when compared to Route #1 and there is no 
industrial area to be concerned with. Alternative route 3 would utilize 19 miles of existing 
SCE ROW, require construction on grazing land not prime farmland, and would have few 
if any mitigating factors to be resolved. (Turner) 

• The preferred route causes the loss of prime farmland. However, Alternative route three 
would utilize 19 miles of existing ROW, require construction on grazing land not prime 
farmland, and would have few if any mitigating factors to be resolved. (Brown) 

• The preferred route would cause major [irrigation] pipelines to be removed. (Brown) 

• The Project may impact Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 
importance through the acquisition of land. If the Proposed Project does have significant 
impacts to agriculture, the County recommends it establish precise solutions to mitigating 
for this impact. (RMA) 

• The Proposed Project would conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use and 
Williamson Act contracts, and involve other changes in the existing environment which, 
due to their location and nature, would adversely affect agricultural resources or operations. 
(Strange) 

• The proposed route dissects Commenter’s property north to south a length of 1320’. 
Commenter has a total of 60 acres, 59 planted to citrus and 1 acre of residence. A clear cut 
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of 100’ would eliminate 0.03 acres of young producing citrus which equates to a 5% loss of 
productive agricultural land. (McEwen) 

• The proposed route goes through prime agricultural land, the vast majority of which are 
permanent tree crops. This will impact approximately 5,000 plus agricultural acres. This is 
the only area in the world that grows premium citrus. (Logan) 

• The proposed route goes through some of the best land in the valley. They have water and 
good soil there, and Commenter is concerned farmers will not be able to fly in pesticides or 
fertilizer and seeds with the power lines. (Rose) 

• The proposed transmission towers cut across prime agriculture. The hundreds of acres that 
will be impacted are among the United States’ last such viable farmland; its soil is known 
for its ability to produce some of the best citrus in the world. Farmland is being lost to 
developers throughout California. Exeter has intentionally limited such development on 
farmland in order to preserve agriculture. Farming is one of Exeter’s main commodities. 
Some of the land on Route 1 has been passed from generation to generation. Many 
resources and ways of life will be greatly disrupted. Farming is an important market for 
thousands of people on Route 1. It has a rich agricultural heritage built on more than 
100 years of tradition. If the towers/lines are allowed to be constructed on Route 1, 
farmers’ ability to continue their way of life (farming) will be greatly diminished as much 
of the agriculture grows tall and the lines would limit what farmers can produce. (Fisher) 

• The San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Line Project (Route 1) as proposed will 
transect Commenter’s family’s most productive walnut orchard. Approximately 248 trees 
will have to be removed from Commenter’s orchard in order to facilitate Route 1. This 
number of trees accounts for nearly half of his family’s current walnut orchard. The future 
loss of production they would sustain from Route 1 is significant if not catastrophic. The 
50 acre stretch of walnuts is in its prime production phase, and Route 1 of the Line Project 
would wipe out 20 years worth of future production from this orchard. In addition to the 
walnut orchard, another 20 acres of open ground will be transected in such a way as to 
render it not farmable. The loss of future production would jeopardize the viability of the 
family farm as a whole and may prevent future generations from carrying on the farming 
operations. (Paregien) 

• There are likely a number of Williamson Act parcels that are contracted along the proposed 
Route 1; these lands are under a state contract between the Department of Conservation and 
the landowner. Will the proposed route be compatible with the contracted lands in the 
Williamson Act or will the easements prescribe that the contracts be cancelled? Farm 
Bureau does not support the premature cancellation of contracts, and believes the only 
reasonable alternative to exiting a contract is at the end of the nine year non-renewal 
process. (Tulare County Farm Bureau) 

• This project will seek to disrupt miles of productive permanent orchard crops and require 
vegetative management (topping, hedging, and clear cutting) that will negatively impact 
orchard crops along the entire proposed route. The report should include a comprehensive 
study of all the impacted agricultural crops and how management of the easements will 
potentially disrupt agricultural practices on those lands. Furthermore, with the disruption of 
the farm land, there is also an economic impact that could eliminate or reduce the harvest 
activities of that land and reduce jobs in the community which should be examined. (Tulare 
County Farm Bureau) 
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• Tulare County is the second largest agriculture county in the state. This must be taken very 
seriously and irrigated prime citrus farm land must be protected forever. (Lurz) 

• Tulare County is the second leading agriculture producer in California with gross 
agriculture revenues of 4.87 billion, in 2007. Tulare County’s economy is always described 
as among the most exclusively agriculturally based of any county in the state. Tulare 
County exists thanks to the production of its farms and the efforts of its many farmers. 
(Kunkel) 

• Tulare County requires a Special Use Permit for the location and operation of public utility 
structures on land zoned for agricultural use. However, according to the CPUC G.O. 131-
D, Section IX.B, Edison is not required to obtain such a permit. So “any affects would be 
less than significant”. This statement bypasses the implied question about impact on the 
land. (Whitendale Revocable Trust) 

• Wallace Ranch Water Company will be directly affected by the preferred route through a 
dramatic impact on current business operations by the removal and replacement of main 
[irrigation] pipelines. Wallace Ranch Water Company operates on a very limited budget 
and the effects of this replacement will be dramatic to all 15 users which depend on this 
water for their livelihood. (Wallace Ranch Water Co.) 

• What are the different climates on Route 1 versus Routes 2, 3, and 4? How do these 
climates affect the types of crops you can grow on the various routes? (Kaweah Lemon 
Co.) 

• What crops will be affected by the four routes? (Lemon Cove Ditch Co.) 

• What crops will be affected by the four routes? Evaluate the community impacts of each 
route cased by both temporary and permanent loss of cropland and the related job loss. 
(Wallace Ranch Water Co.) 

• What crops will be effected by the proposed power line? Does the Williamson Land Act 
allow the taking of prime agricultural land for large power lines as per latest judicial 
findings? Does SCE need to have final approval in regards to the Williamson Act from 
Tulare County? (Kaweah Lemon Co.) 

• When placing bins into the field for picking with forklifts, what are the height requirements 
in and around the proposed power line? (Kaweah Lemon Co.) 

• Who will apply pesticides and other farming practices to prevent the incubation of 
untreated pests and disease from spreading to the commenter’s remainder parcels? (Fugate 
Farm Co.) 

Air Quality 
• Blowing dust from clear cutting will reduce air quality and create liability issues for land 

owners. (Burns) 

• Commenter brings up the liability of lawsuits by injured ATV and dirt bike riders that ride 
through open fields and wonders whether Edison plans to indemnify and defend land 
owners through that process. (Logan) 
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• Commenter believes that the growing of crops has a positive impact on the air quality. 
(Ishida) 

• Commenter feels that the added cost for pest control, due to dust issues, will mean different 
or more applications of pesticides which contributes to air quality issues. (Pehrson) 

• Commenter has concerns about dust from open plains adding to the air quality problem that 
already exists. (Kirkpatrick)  

• Commenter is concerned about the removal of trees, which would negatively impact the 
quality of air in the proposed area. Commenter would like to know who would be 
responsible for that. (Miller)  

• Commenter is concerned about traffic creating dust, which has impacts on air quality. 
(Pehrson) 

• Commenter says the open space/land will cause change in the micro-climate. (Pehrson) 

• Commenter states that with open land comes waste of fuel/energy in connection to wind 
machines running on a cold night. This in turn impacts the atmosphere/air quality and, 
dependent on the actual number of rows lost, could result in up to nine or ten percent of the 
fuel being wasted. (Pehrson) 

• Commenter wonders how much potentially clear-cut trees and the orchards contribute 
towards taking in carbon dioxide and releasing oxygen every year. (McEwen) 

• Consider Commenters’ possible inability to completely spray their orchards due to drift 
containment. Danger to the operator while spraying around the high tension lines could 
result in more cycles of chemical applications to offset the increased pest problems for the 
rest of the orchard. (Whitendale Revocable Trust) 

• Consider impacts of weeds and uncontrolled vegetation under right-of-way seeding 
orchards, which would require more greenhouse gas emissions and chemical applications to 
control. (Whitendale Revocable Trust) 

• Consider negative environmental impact by removing mature trees, both oaks and walnuts 
which filter CO2 from the air. (Whitendale Revocable Trust) 

• Construction and implementation of the Project will create significant levels of air 
pollutants within the County of Tulare. The Project is located in the San Joaquin Valley Air 
Basin. The basin is currently in non-attainment of Ozone and PM2.5. The applicant should 
ensure that mitigation measures are implemented to protect the health and economic well 
being of all impacted areas and do not hinder the efforts of Tulare County to help achieve 
good air quality. (RMA) 

• District Rule 9510 is intended to mitigate a project’s impact on air quality through project 
design elements or by payment of applicable off-site mitigation fees. Any applicant subject 
to District Rule 9510 is required to submit an Air Impact Assessment (AIA) application to 
the District no later than seeking final discretionary approval, and to pay any applicable 
off-site mitigation fees before issuance of the first building permit. If approval of the 
subject project constitutes the last discretionary approval by CPUC, the District 
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recommends that demonstration of compliance with District Rule 9510, including payment 
of all applicable fees, be made a condition of the Project’s approval. (SJVAPCD) 

• Please check the microclimate on Route 1, Lemon Cove area. Commenter is concerned 
about effects on lemon trees. (Kaweah Lemon Co.) 

• Regarding PEA-Vol I—P .4.210: there will be an increase in foreign traffic (trespassing 
motorcycles, off-road, drag strip type driving) which will create more dust which promotes 
mites and other pests that can damage the walnut crop. This will require more chemical 
applications and ‘greenhouse’ gas emissions in an attempt to control these pests. 
(Whitendale Revocable Trust) 

• Route 1 would create more roads under the new lines which will invite urban road warrior 
neighbors to race quads and motorcycles on the dirt surfaces, creating dust that damages 
crops and adds to the PM10 the area already has a problem with. (Burns, Kirkpatrick) 

• The CEQA referral submitted to the District will need to provide sufficient information to 
allow the District to assess the Project’s potential impact on air quality. Referral documents 
should include a project summary detailing, at minimum, the land use designation, project 
size, and proximity to sensitive receptors and existing emission sources. (SJVAPCD) 

• The clear cutting of tree crops and other agricultural vegetation removal for the Proposed 
Project’s right-of-way would reduce over all air quality in Tulare County, since such 
vegetation removes hydrocarbons and carbon dioxide from the air while in turn producing 
oxygen for animals and human beings to breathe. (Strange) 

• The clear cutting of trees on Route #1 and #2 will create a permanent negative impact to air 
quality. The removal of these trees will reduce the contribution that trees make in removing 
carbon and particulates from the air in this part of the state that has a significant problem 
meeting state and federal guidelines for air quality. In some cases, it has been possible to 
replace trees in easement areas with pasture or row crops that will not interfere with the 
wires. This is no longer possible for several reasons: 1) A large portion of this route is over 
unlevel citrus orchards that grow in a microclimate where other crops will not grow. 2) In 
orchards where other crops will grow, farmers are now prevented by law from using farm 
chemicals not registered for different crops where drift can occur. A 100 foot easement 
through the middle of an orchard is an impossible area for containment. 3) Commenter has 
also been informed that it will be necessary to construct a road providing access to the 
entire easement area. This roadway will further complicate the ability to grow alternate 
crops in the easement area, especially when the need for irrigation conflicts with needed 
access to the easement area by utility. Route #3, conversely, would not have these negative 
effects. (Blain) 

• The cleared area under the power lines will create a perfect path for trespassers and thieves 
on dirt bikes and all terrain vehicles. They will be able to come and go from Farmersville 
area to Lemon Cove. Commenter has already seen this when they had a railroad right-of-
way going through their property. It creates dust problems from the riding and also allows 
more dumping of trash. (Ward) 

• The current Rector lines are over the west side of Commenter’s property and dust from the 
dry soil of the right-of-way is a definite problem. During the hot summer months, the right-
of-way is used by motorcycle riders and 4 wheel drive vehicles for recreational purposes. 
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The amount of use probably qualifies the area for inclusion in the San Joaquin Valley Air 
Pollution Control District regulations, and requires dust control programs to be 
implemented. (Regulation VIII - Fugitive PM10 Prohibitions). Using Route 1 provides 
another 18 miles for open ground where dust control should be done throughout the 
summer season and this should be investigated and documented in the EIR. Route 3 adds 
6 miles of mountain right-of-way which is not accessible by dust creating recreational 
vehicles. (Whitendale) 

• The PEA ignores potentially significant impacts associated with blasting, including, 
without limitation, noise, dust, and hazardous material. (Sonnenschein) 

• The Proposed Project may be subject to the following District rules: Regulation VIII, 
(Fugitive PM10 Prohibitions), Rule 4102 (Nuisance), Rule 4601 (Architectural Coatings), 
and Rule 4641 (Cutback, Slow Cure, and Emulsified Asphalt, Paving and Maintenance 
Operations). In the event an existing building will be renovated, partially demolished or 
removed, the Project may be subject to District Rule 4002 (National Emission Standards 
for Hazardous Air Pollutants). This list of rules is neither exhaustive nor exclusive. To 
identify other District rules or regulations that apply to this project or to obtain information 
about District permit requirements, the applicant is strongly encouraged to contact the 
District’s Small Business Assistance Office. Current District rules can be found online at: 
www.valleyair.org/rules/1ruleslist.htm. (SJVAPCD) 

• The Proposed Project would be subject to District Rule 9510 (Indirect Source Review) if, 
upon full build-out, the Project would include any one of the following: 2,000 square feet 
of commercial space; 25,000 square feet of light industrial space; 100,000 square feet of 
heavy industrial space; 20,000 square feet of medical office space; 39,000 square feet of 
general office space; 9,000 square feet of educational space; 10,000 square feet of 
government space; or 20,000 square feet of recreational space. Information about how to 
comply with District Rule 9510 can be found online at: 
www.valleyair.org/ISR/ISRHome.htm (SJVAPCD) 

Biological Resources 
• A 300 year old Valley Oak in the right-of-way on Commenters’ property will have to be 

removed. Four to five Valley Oaks of varying ages directly in the right-of-way will have to 
be removed on the proposed right of way just East of Commenters’ Property. (Whitendale 
Revocable Trust) 

• Alternative #1 crosses several of the Water Conservation District’s properties that are part 
of a Habitat Conservation Plan and Natural Community Conservation Plan that Kaweah 
Delta Water Conservation District is developing. The Water Conservation District is very 
concerned about the prospect of the transmission lines across these planned habitat sites 
and wants the CPUC to properly address this in the EIR. (KDWCD) 

• As part of the District’s 20-year capital and operation and maintenance plans, the District 
has engaged in a process to put into place both a Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) and a 
Natural Communities Conservation Plan (NCCP). In support of these plans, the District has 
purchased land with varied habitat value which is key to both the impact areas associated 
with District construction and maintenance activities, as well as addressing desired species 
habitat and recovery issues as defined by the State Department of Fish and Game and the 
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service. The District has very specific concerns with respect to the 
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impacts of the preferred project alignment on District owned lands which are to be included 
into the District HCP/NCCP. The District encourages the CPUC and its consultants to take 
into account the impacts of the Project on properties of the District and the full benefits to 
be gained by the environment as a result of the implementation of the proposed HCP/NCCP 
efforts. (KDWCD) 

• Avian issues should be addressed. All structures should be designed in accordance with 
Avian Power Line Interaction Committee guidelines. (CA Department of Fish and Game) 

• Clear cutting under the power lines and the lines themselves will affect wildlife including 
birds, coyotes, kit fox, raccoons, and numerous reptiles. (Burns) 

• Clear-cutting under the power lines and the lines themselves will affect wild-life in the 
project area, such as several types of snakes, hawks, owls, and numerous other species of 
birds. Coyotes, kit foxes, raccoons, skunks, possums, bats and various species of lizards are 
among other animals that will be displaced. These animals plus all the native flora that will 
be eliminated are currently on Commenter’s and neighbor’s property. (Logan) 

• Commenter believes the loss of condors is related to high-power transmission lines 
catching them on fire. (Ishida) 

• Commenter feels there will be significant impacts on wildlife of new species. (Stever) 

• Commenter has not been promised no clear-cutting. The project area has lots of oak trees 
located directly under the proposed lines. (Rose) 

• Commenter has seen a family of kit foxes, coyotes, raccoons, squirrels, skunks, opossums, 
rats, field mice, snakes, lizards, doves, quail, and roadrunners in the grove that will be cut 
down. Commenter says the animals are in that area for the irrigation, trees, and vegetation. 
Commenter feels Route 3 has little impact on areas of water and far less wildlife. (Ward) 

• Commenter is a citrus grower who is concerned for the wildlife. (Ishida) 

• Commenter is concerned that the proposed route (#1) would create a hazard for migratory 
birds, with significant death caused by contact with towers and lines during these 
migrations, particularly at night. Studies should be conducted, with emphasis on complying 
with National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the Endangered Species Act (ESA), 
to assess the full the extent of this hazard and possible remedies. (Walter) 

• Commenter says project area is home to more wildlife per square mile than the foothills of 
the area. They have squirrels, gophers, jack rabbits, moles, coyotes, cottontails, possums, 
and raccoons. In the orchards next to the foothills they have deer, bobcats, and occasional 
mountain lion and bear. They also have birds and reptiles. What impact will the new towers 
have on the wildlife? (McEwen) 

• Commenter states Alternative 1, the Proposed Project that SCE has submitted to the CPUC, 
crosses several of the Water Conservation Districts properties that are part of a habitat 
conservation plan and natural community conservation plan that the district is in the 
process of developing. The Water Conservation District is very concerned about the 
prospect of the transmission lines across these planned habitat sites and wants the CPUC to 
properly address this in their EIR. (Larsen) 
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• Commenter wants to know if a noticeable degradation in population of fairy shrimp is 
because of the existing lines. With newer technology and the fact that the wires won’t be 
too close to the ground, Commenter thinks fairy shrimp living conditions would improve. 
(Whitmire) 

• Commenter’s son was the biologist for the vernal pool project on the rector line, and son 
says that work can be done on the Route 3 during off season when pools are dry so as not to 
disrupt the fairy shrimp. (Kirkpatrick) 

• Consider Stokes Mountain variations to mitigate threatened/endangered species problems. 
(Lemon Cove Ditch Co.; Pensar; Wallace Ranch Water Co.) 

• Consider the effect on Kaweah Oaks Preserve and animals in the surrounding area. Kaweah 
Oaks Preserve is within ¼ of a mile of the proposed Route 1 power lines. (Hughart) 

• Focused plant surveys should be conducted during the appropriate times of the year. In 
addition to the transmission line route, all new access roads need to be surveyed and 
impacts to sensitive species should be avoided. (CA Department of Fish and Game) 

• Impacts to the Golden Eagle should be addressed in the EIR. There are no known 
populations along the proposed route; however, there is a chance that populations could be 
present. (CA Department of Fish and Game) 

• Impacts to the Keck’s checker mallow should be addressed in the EIR. These plants are 
federally listed and will not require State permits; however populations may have been 
found near Yokohl Ranch. (CA Department of Fish and Game) 

• Impacts to the San Joaquin adobe sunburst should be addressed in the EIR and any take of 
the species will require a permit from the Department of Fish and Game. The adobe 
sunburst is a rare plant and is generally found in the valley and lower foothill grasslands. 
This plant is very soil specific, only occurring in clay soils. There are only 12 or 13 known 
populations, with a number of these populations located near Millerton Lake and around 
the Fresno area. (CA Department of Fish and Game) 

• Impacts to the Swainson’s Hawk should be addressed in the EIR. These birds are typically 
found in areas that are more open; any area with a dense canopy would not generally 
provide a suitable habitat for the Swainson’s Hawk. (CA Department of Fish and Game) 

• In the EIR, the examination of the Kaweah River corridor should undertake a delineation of 
the habitat features, species which inhabit the Kaweah River corridor and the environs of 
the alternative alignments and specifics as to listed Threatened and Endangered Species. 
The document should contain a complete delineation of existing threats to the identified 
habitat area and specific species, as well as existing trend information related to those 
habitat areas and defined species. The District is specifically concerned with respect to the 
cumulative impacts of the Project on both habitat areas and species. (KDWCD) 

• Orchards can serve as habitat for the kit fox. Kit fox have been found in orchards south of 
the proposed route. Transmission lines should not interfere with the kit fox unless active 
dens are found along the proposed route. Impacts to kit fox should be addressed in the EIR. 
(CA Department of Fish and Game) 
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• Regarding Route #3: The existing right-of-way already traverses vernal pools. Any work 
needing to be done could be arranged for the season when said work would have minimal 
impact. (Whitendale Revocable Trust) 

• Route 1 has the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the environment and/or 
reduce the number of endangered, rare or threatened animal species. The Proposed Project 
crosses several significant wildlife habitat sites. The Kaweah River Drainage Basin is 
abundant in bird life, and the project has the potential to impact American bald eagles, 
condors, and all other wildlife and their habitats. (Strange) 

• SCE discs the right-of-way once each year in the spring to control weeds. The remainder of 
the year the area is basically abandoned and becomes a home for rodents, such as squirrels 
and gophers which then go the adjacent irrigated farmland for food. The gophers also 
burrow into the ground resulting in water waste and tree death. Weeds also grow which 
then produce seeds which are wind blown into adjacent farm land. All of these are 
environmental contaminates not being controlled by SCE on the existing Rector right-of-
way. Route 1 adds another 18 miles of these neglected pests while Route 3 adds none. 
(Whitendale) 

• Some of these power lines seem to have a natural attraction for certain insects which then 
migrate onto Commenter’s fruit trees. Dust from bare ground under the lines will attract 
more mites, which love dusty conditions and are costly to control. (Logan) 

• The area north of Highway 198 from the Kaweah Oaks Preserve on Road 180 through the 
lands of the Kaweah River drainage and subsequently Mill Creek and Packwood Creek in 
Visalia, are all part of the Kaweah River flood plains. This is an area with interesting 
species, especially the birds that visit this area. Power Lines over this area are not in the 
best interests of the avian birds and other river flora and fauna. (Merrill) 

• The District pledges its resources to challenge the impacts on endangered species recovery 
within the Kaweah River Basin and specifically on efforts of the District to assist in these 
recovery efforts. The District encourages the CPUC to take advantage of the willingness of 
the District to engage in this process and to address the specific concerns of the District 
with respect to the potential impacts on the efforts and plans of the District which may be 
impacted by the Project. (KDWCD) 

• The EIR should incorporate a thorough discussion of the published recovery plans of both 
state and federal agencies with respect to Threatened and Endangered Species. As the 
District has ongoing efforts to improve habitat conditions and improve survivability of 
defined Threatened and Endangered Species, the District feels that the EIR must adequately 
address these issues relative to the Project. Any impacts which would cause deviations 
from the recovery plan efforts must be adequately defined and explained. (KDWCD) 

• The EIR should research, examine and define the nature of characteristics of the Kaweah 
River corridor from the base of Terminus Dam to the westerly termination of the Project. 
The efforts to define the Project area should include the specifics of the Kaweah River 
riparian corridor itself, as well as those related to alternate alignments. (KDWCD) 

• The Highway 198 proposed path would damage the fragile biological health of this foothill 
land and her people. (Hemmerich) 
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• The PEA dismisses impacts to wetlands stating that pre-construction surveys will be 
conducted to determine if any wetlands will be impacted. There is concern that impacts to 
wetlands will not be properly addressed by the applicant. The EIR should include a more 
through discussion of impacts to wetlands and mitigation measures to ensure that no 
impacts occur. (CA Department of Fish and Game) 

• The PEA ignores potentially significant impacts on special-status species, including, 
without limitation, the Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle. (Sonnenschein) 

• The PEA proposes a 15 foot buffer around Elderberry bushes. This buffer should be 
extended to 50 or 100 feet to meet federal standards. (CA Department of Fish and Game) 

• The project may conflict with and adopted HCP. The District believes that the impact 
might be more than “No Impact” as the District has an approved work plan for HCP/NCCP 
documents for the above mentioned properties. Several other parcels have been purchased 
for inclusion into the proposed plans. (KDWCD) 

• The project may have an adverse effect on candidate, sensitive or special status species. 
The District believes that the impact might be significantly greater than “Less Than 
Significant” especially as related to the native riparian habitat established on APNs 111-
230-010, and 111-230-011 referred to by the District as the Paregien Basin Site, and 
proposed for incorporation into the HCP/NCCP. (KDWCD) 

• The project may have an adverse effect on riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
communities. The District believes that the impact might be more than “Less Than 
Significant” as the District has an approved a work plan for the HCP/NCCP which includes 
APNs 111-230-010, and 111-230-011 referred to by the District as the Paregien Basin Site, 
and APNs 113-010-017, 113-280-008, and 113-280-009 referred to by the District as the 
Hannah Ranch South Basin Site. This work plan has identified significant habitat issues 
related to these parcels. (KDWCD) 

• The project may interfere substantially with the movement of wildlife species on migratory 
wildlife corridors. The District believes that the impact might be more than “No Impact” as 
the above mentioned parcels are part of a wildlife corridor starting at Lake Kaweah and 
moving in a southwesterly direction. (KDWCD) 

• The project will cross the middle of the Oaks Basin (between Road 15 8 and 152) of the 
Kaweah Delta Water Conservation District and this basin is in the process of being a 
HCP/NCCP project (Habitat Conservation Plan/National Community Conservation Plan). 
Commenter believes power lines are inconsistent with this designation. The Kaweah Water 
Conservation District was not aware of the alignment of the power line across this preserve 
until the Nov. 15th 2006 meeting and Commenter understands they may not agree with the 
alignment. (Merrill) 

• The Proposed Route will conflict with and adversely impact environmentally sensitive 
areas and planned open space facilities. The City of Visalia has partnered with the Kaweah 
Delta Water Conservation District on the Oaks Basin, a retention area that also functions as 
a habitat restoration area east of Road 152, north of Highway 198. The establishment of 
power lines in this area would be in conflict with the restoration efforts and could have a 
detrimental impact on this environmentally sensitive area. (City of Visalia) 
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• The proposed route appears to run along riparian corridors. Commenter is concerned about 
the impact of the lines on wildlife and flora especially oak species. Commenter feels that 
these issues have not been addressed in a satisfactory manner. (Robillard) 

• The proposed route east and west of Highway 198 will affect the wildlife habitat in the 
area. Citrus orchards and oak trees afford cover for raccoon, rabbits, frogs and many birds 
particularly during the rainy season. Other areas within the transmission line route will also 
be negatively affected. Wildlife in the area is dwindling and should be protected. (Disinger) 

• There could potentially be impacts to critical habitat and species-status wildlife and plant 
species. Biological surveys should be conducted during the appropriate seasons to disclose 
current conditions and potential impacts on biological resources. Special attention should 
be placed on mitigating impacts to nesting birds, raptors, Oaks, and native plant species. 
Alternative 3 could possibly affect Oak Woodlands, critical habitat, vernal pools, and 
observed species in the northeast portion of the proposed site. (RMA) 

• There is a bald eagle that has been nesting on J-21-Dry Creek Road in Lemon Cove for the 
past 20 years. Also, many white egrets are always down in the water canals and wetlands at 
the base of the Badger Hill area. Commenter fears they will suffer hitting the wires. 
(Calcagno) 

• Vernal pools could be an issue for Alternative 3. This should be addressed in the EIR. 
(CA Department of Fish and Game) 

• When Lemon Cove gets enough rain, pools form on Commenter’s back 2.5 acres and 
resulting in all sorts of amphibians, wildlife and wildflowers that you she doesn’t see 
elsewhere. Commenter has seen mountain lions on her property, as well as bobcats. She 
occasionally sees bears going through the orange grove behind her property, and has seen a 
Lynx crossing the Sierra Drive (Highway 198) early in the morning. (Dias) 

• Wildlife and critical habitat along the proposed route could be negatively impacted. 
Agricultural lands play a vital role in providing habitat for numerous species; this type of 
project could adversely impact wildlife that live and feed off rural lands along Route 1. 
Furthermore, local habitat conservation plans exist along the proposed route which could 
be disrupted by this project. (Tulare County Farm Bureau) 

Climate Change 
• Commenter is concerned about climate change impacts resulting from SCE clear cutting 

trees to make room for the power lines. (Kelm) 

• Commenter would like to know how much heat is emitted from the 220 Kv high-tension 
power lines. Electrical current passing through a wire conductor generates heat. At 220 kV, 
how much heat is added to the already hot environment in the hot summer months? 
(Strange) 

• Commenter would like to know how SCE plans to comply with AB 32, and what SCE will 
do about the project’s carbon footprint. (Kirkpatrick) 

• Consider heat retention in soil. The bare soil under the power lines will collect heat all day 
and radiate it back into the environment at night. A thorough study must be conducted to 



Scoping Report 
 

San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Project  46 ESA / 207584.01 
Scoping Report October 2008 

document this affect on global warming and local microclimates. This is a small issue but 
each small step which can reduce disasters such as global warming will help give us a 
future. Route 1 adds 18 miles X 100 plus feet to global warming while route 3 adds 
nothing. (Whitendale) 

• Consider impact of more greenhouse gas emissions due to increased distance traveled to 
access the south half of the property, and more greenhouse emissions and chemical 
applications due to right-of-way. (Whitendale Revocable Trust) 

• Evaluate this project’s contribution to greenhouse gas emissions, as well as the effect of its 
contribution along with other projects such as upgrading the Rector Station. (Gorden) 

• The PEA ignores potentially significant impacts of the project on climate change. 
(Sonnenschein) 

• The project could impact the County’s responsibility to reduce GHG emissions directly 
through construction emissions and indirectly through decreased energy use. The County 
emphasizes the importance of implementing the mitigation measures proposed to reduce 
any impacts the project will have on the County. (RMA) 

Cultural Resources 
• At one time there was a population of 2,000 Yokohl Indians living in the area behind 

Commenter’s home. There are several pieces of evidence of where they sat on the big 
rocks, beside the creek, grinding acorns for food. This is a beautiful historical spot. (Jones) 

• Commenter is concerned about the historic areas affected by the Proposed Project. 
(Pescosolido) 

• Commenter says the proposed route will traverse the south side of two of her parcels. She 
has one or more Native American Habitat sites with-in 100 feet of her property line (photo 
attached). She has preserved this area to the best of her ability. Commenter would like to 
know if this area would be destroyed by the Proposed Project, or how it would preserved. 
Commenter requests that the EIR address what will happen to the Native American remains 
not yet discovered. (Gargan) 

• Consider the disruption of historic and archeological Native American habitations and 
burial sites. According to Mary Gorden, resident and historian, there are at least 12 
historically sensitive sites that would be directly and severely impacted by the insertion of 
power lines along Route 1. (Hughart) 

• In the 1850’s Indians had camps all through the foothills. One such camp or village called 
Taw-pangah (meaning Buckeye) was located along Lipsey Creek. The tie-in of the 
proposed transmission line is in this vicinity. This site is part of the history of Lemon Cove. 
(McEwen) 

• Orchards with 100-year old trees that are still producing and Native American sites should 
be preserved as historical treasures. (Kirkpatrick) 

• SCE’s preferred route would devastate the region in many ways including, cultural 
resources. Route 3 would result in potentially insignificant negative impacts on 
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archaeological (Native American) sites versus Route 1 which would result in significant 
negative impacts. (Strange) 

• The DEIR should include site specific identification of historical, archaeological, and 
paleontological resources through studies and research. The DEIR should include 
mitigation measures to ensure the preservation of cultural resources. The County suggests 
that the appropriate agencies be contacted such as the Native American Heritage 
Commission and the Office of Historic Preservation. (RMA) 

• The Native American Indian community M.L.D local tribes will be affected by the four 
proposed power lines. All four will have impact on burials, bedrock mortars, ceremonial 
gathering areas, and village sites petrography and pictograph. On Wednesday August 6th, 
Commenters drove the Proposed Project and Alternatives 2-4. They are concerned with the 
foothills and the valley floor prehistoric archaeological resources. (Eshom Valley Band of 
Michahai and Wuksachi Indian) 

• The negative impact of the lines on cultural resources, both historic and prehistoric, has not 
been taken into consideration. There was much use of this area by the local American 
Indians who had several living sites in the area. Also the agricultural land is some of the 
oldest farmed property in Tulare County. (Robillard) 

• What are the effects of proposed power lines on the Native American history and culture, 
and on historical sites? (Kaweah Lemon Co.) 

• When Commenter moved into home she found all sorts of horseshoes, very old coins, and 
some arrowheads. She found out her house was a stagecoach stop and housed a blacksmith 
shop. Commenter knows that there are Indian burial grounds all around the area and other 
historical sites that no one seems to take notice of or seems to care about. (Dias) 

Geology/Soils 
• At Stokes Mountain, look for variations to mitigate geology problems associated with line 

placement, such as the south side of Stokes, and tie into existing proposed line or maybe go 
east shortly after turning north to shorten Route 3 in length. (Kaweah Lemon Co.) 

• Consider Stokes Mountain variations to mitigate geology problems. (Lemon Cove Ditch 
Co.; Pensar; Wallace Ranch Water Co.) 

• SCE’s preferred route would devastate the region in many ways, including, but not limited 
to such issues as geology and soils. (Strange) 

Growth 
• Commenter is concerned about population growth and stability for communities of 

Farmersville, Exeter, and Lemon Cove. (Kling) 

• Evaluate the routes for their growth inducing impacts. (Gorden) 

• Route 1’s presence would severely limit any future growth and depress property values 
within the community. (Lemon Cove Sanitary District)  
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• The PEA ignores potentially significant growth-inducing impacts. (Sonnenschein) 

• The project review must take into consideration the growth-inducing impacts of the various 
routes and the negative effects on the agriculture of the region, including the impacts on the 
rural economy and loss of small farms. Routes 1 and 4 will have a negative impact on 
farms and farmland, not only from the construction of the power line but also from growth 
triggered by the location of the line and the greater availability of electric power. 
Commenter suspects that Route 1 is the preferred route in part because it somehow enables 
or provides an advantage to the proposed Yokohl Ranch project, a proposed 40,000 person 
new city. Commenter does not want a 40,000 person city in the valley, and is opposed to 
the growth-inducing effects on the valley floor which would cover everything between the 
mouth of Yokohl Valley and Visalia running east to west, and from Woodlake to Lindsay 
on the north and south. (Wischemann) 

Hazards & Hazardous Materials 
• Commenter brings up the liability of lawsuits by injured ATV and dirt bike riders that ride 

through open fields and wonders whether Edison plans to indemnify and defend land 
owners through that process. (Logan) 

• Commenter has concerns about health issues. (Wilson) 

• Commenter has concerns about the Fire Department’s response to each of the Routes, 1, 2, 
3, and 4. How many grass fires have been contributed to the Big Creek Lines East of 
Stokes Mountain? How many grass fires have occurred in the proposed power line on and 
above Stokes Mountain? As far as fire hazard, which is greater: a grass fire or a home fire 
within 200 feet of the proposed line? Commenter is concerned about fire hazard for 
multiple homes that will be located between a 66k line and the new proposed line, given 
that the lines will be approximately 200 feet apart or less. (Kaweah Lemon Co.) 

• Commenter has the following safety concerns. 1) There are employees and residents living 
and working in this area who have pacemakers and other medical issues that have been told 
they may now be at risk. 2) There are reports indicating that living or working near these 
high voltage lines may cause some types of cancer. 3) Some farming activities carried out 
in and under these high voltage lines could result in injury or even death. (Burns) 

• Commenter is concerned about 220,000 volts of electricity from new lines, as Commenter’s 
son has a heart pacemaker and farms the property that will be in the direct path. Also 
another real concern is the farm work safety issues, aluminum is an excellent conductor of 
electrical current, and there are ladders, forklifts, and other equipment that could be in the 
field which could pose a hazard. (Ward) 

• Commenter is concerned about farm worker safety. As per an attached article from the 
Farm Bureau, there are many warnings about working around power lines. The article 
states that in the U.S. there are about 62 people killed each year on farms by electrocution. 
(Ward) 

• Commenter is concerned about how the line will affect the health of his wife, who has an 
immune disorder. (Heaton) 
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• Commenter is concerned about increased fire potential in the Badger Hill Estates area, 
because a four-legged tower is presently proposed at the base of the hill. He states that a 
fire in this area would be fast moving and a disaster. (Calcagno) 

• Commenter is concerned about the “induction effect” of the 220 kV electrical currents. 
(Baker) 

• Commenter is concerned about the possibility of range land fires. Twice in the last couple 
years range land fires have been started by eagles or condors landing on the high tension 
line behind Commenter’s home, then falling to the ground on fire. (Jones) 

• Commenter is concerned about wells, pumps, electrical panels and irrigation systems that 
are within 100 feet of the conductor lines. Commenter runs a company that uses cranes, 
hoists, pump pulling rigs and electricians, and will be unable to do any work within 
100 feet either directing of the power lines because of the amount of voltage these lines will 
carry. For example, a typical well drilling rig has a height approaching 50 feet or more, 
most pump pulling rigs are 35 feet or more in height, and flex-lifts and hoists have an 
extension capability of 60 feet to 90 feet. All are subject to static electricity charges. Being 
closer than 100 feet to electrical conductors of this capacity increases the risk of static 
electricity, creating a charge that can cause injury or death to those working on or near this 
equipment. (Gargan; Kaweah Pump, Inc.) 

• Commenter is concerned with health issues linked to high voltage power lines, as 
Commenter’s home is almost directly under proposed towers and she is a survivor of 
cancer. (McGee)  

• Commenter questions whether this project will bring with it the propensity for more fire 
risks, and wants to know how that risk will be managed in the association to rural 
residences and farm properties that are in close proximity to the route. (Stever) 

• Commenter states that during summer months, lines stretch out to near 30 feet above the 
ground and pose a fire threat. (Pendleton) 

• Commenter states that they chose to build their house in the proposed area because of the 
lack power lines with cancer causing possibilities. (McGee) 

• Commenter was diagnosed with Sick Sinus Syndrome in 2000 and he has a pacemaker. 
There is great concern for Commenter to be working around 220 kV power lines. A vehicle 
ignition system is capable of shutting off his pacemaker. (Ward) 

• Commenters are very concerned about the health side affects. (Merrill) 

• Commenters’ biggest issue with Alternate 1 is farm safety. The proposed lines were run 
directly through Commenters’ current operation, endangering several dozen employees. 
Spraying and topping of the trees would cease to be possible near surrounding poles. 
(Kaweah Lemon Company) 

• Commenters’ niece and nephew live within 540 feet of proposed power lines. The effects 
the line would have on children have not been proven at this time. (Ward) 
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• Commenters’ property is planted with Navel oranges and is farmed by their son. 
Commenters’ son was diagnosed with Sick Sinus Syndrome and had a Pacemaker 
implanted in 2000. He is the father of three children. Commenters have tremendous 
concern about him working near the proposed power lines, as they do not know the effect 
of the high voltage on his condition. Commenters have two young grandchildren within 
800 feet of the proposed lines, and are concerned about their safety. (Ward) 

• Consider failure and/or collapse of power lines, resulting in loss of human life by impact, 
electrocution and/or fire. Consider impacts from fires resulting from large bird contact, 
involving residential, commercial, industrial, agricultural and/or rural properties. (Strange) 

• Consider the replacement or maintenance of pump wells, or drilling of new wells along 
Route 1, underneath or close proximity to proposed power line and the dangers with boom 
trucks, Crane trucks and backhoe’s, etc. This will be a far greater problem than first 
thought, as to the legal footage clearance of 100 feet from any power lines. (Kaweah 
Lemon Co.) 

• Consider wildfires and other negative impacts resulting from any of the project’s 
components and/or conditions created, and their impacts on wildlife, wildlife habitat and 
human beings. (Strange) 

• Currently, SCE has a right-of-way with a 66 KVA line that is four feet from Commenters’ 
home on the north and east side which bisects their entire five acres. The proposed 
220 KVA line right-of-way would run parallel to this existing line and would be twenty 
feet from Commenters’ home. This creates a major health concern. (Kaulfuss) 

• During spraying operations of citrus, especially for red scale treatment, sprayers will shoot 
water 80 to 90 plus feet in the air. Commenter would like to know how their company 
would safely spray in and around these poles and wires. (Kaweah Lemon Co.) 

• Kaweah Pump Company, who services Commenter’s agricultural irrigation and domestic 
water wells and pumps, has told him they cannot set up their boom repair equipment within 
100 feet of the proposed power lines. This is an OSHA regulation. There are probably 
25 plus water wells within 100 feet of proposed route 1 which will have to be abandoned 
and moved. Cost of each well relocation could be as much as $100,000.00 dollars. This will 
have an affect on water quality and possible underground water contamination from the 
abandonment process. There are no water wells affected if route 3 is selected. (Whitendale) 

• Liability for hired crews sent in to the orchard to perform the required work, which is the 
normal labor required to maintain and farm the orchard, becomes a large concern due to the 
added hazard of construction equipment and personnel entering and exiting the property. 
Because Route 1 cuts Commenter’s orchard in half, it opens his land up to trespassers as 
fences would be removed to accommodate the new lines. This increases Commenter’s 
exposure to liability. (Paregien) 

• Mist from spraying operations could reach the high voltage lines resulting in death or 
serious injury to the operator. (Logan) 

• Preferred route is located directly in front of Commenters’ home, causing health problems. 
(Cairns; Rubio) 
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• Some orchards will have wells located under these power lines. If a pump goes down (is no 
longer working) and the grower calls the pump company to pull his pump (remove the 
pump from the well) with his boom truck, but the pump company refuses to put the boom 
truck under the electrical lines that are overhead, what provision has SCE made to remedy 
this problem? (McEwen) 

• The DEIR should include a comprehensive analysis of potential environmental health and 
safety impacts including but not limited to the following: EMFs, contamination and 
hazardous materials, interference with electrical devices, and wind, fire, and earthquake 
hazards. (RMA) 

• The health of the area’s citizens, particularly children and seniors, must be a huge piece of 
the decision. (Lurz) 

• The PEA ignores potentially significant impacts associated with blasting, including, 
without limitation, noise, dust, and hazardous material. (Sonnenschein) 

• This line is running by schools in the Sequoia Union District, and 3/4 of a mile from 
Commenters’ home. Commenters’ youngest daughter has Down Syndrome which puts her 
at 35 percent higher risk for leukemia. Commenters are very concerned about increased risk 
of cancer from the power line. (Ward) 

• Towers may cause medical issues and affect the health and well-being of nearby residents. 
(Wong) 

• Trucks and trailers park under current power lines on road 148. From the top of the truck to 
the lines is approximately 18 feet. SCE says this is not safe. (Pendleton) 

• Weeds grow under the current power lines at vacant properties. The fires in San Diego last 
year were started by power lines being blown by winds. (Pendleton) 

• Will this project bring with it a propensity for more fire risks, and if so, how will that risk 
be managed in association to rural residences and farm properties that will be in close 
proximity to the route? (Tulare County Farm Bureau) 

• Will water flowing onto public streets, lands and flowing streams be contaminated with 
incomparable chemicals that are detrimental to a variety of crops? (Fugate Farm Co.) 

Hydrology/Water Quality 
• Will water flowing onto public streets, lands and flowing streams be contaminated with 

incomparable chemicals that are detrimental to a variety of crops? (Fugate Farm Co.) 

• A ½ mile of pipeline will need to be installed on Commenter’s land in order to irrigate the 
remaining trees as the Route 1 lines would sever the current irrigation pipeline from the 
remaining walnut orchard. Route 1 would pass over Commenter’s current pump and well. 
This would force him to drill a new well and move the pump. Current waiting lists for well 
drillers to drill wells and place pumps are six months to a year. Route 1 removes the only 
working pump and well for this walnut orchard and places the orchard in jeopardy of going 
without water for an entire season. Because Route 1 splits Commenter’s orchard in two, he 
would need to drill TWO new wells and place pumps in both of them. (Paregien) 
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• Alta Irrigation District owns and operates easements for open canals and pipelines in the 
project area. If the Board of Directors of Alta Irrigation District approve the placement of 
transmission facilities on its easement, an Encroachment Agreement would be required. 
(Alta Irrigation District) 

• Commenter cannot find Lipsey Creek or Squaw Creek near Lemon Cove listed anywhere 
in SCE’s PEA. Lipsey creek will be in the 100’ right-of-way, and the tower will be 
constructed on Kaweah Lemon Company Property. (Kaweah Lemon Co.) 

• Commenter cannot find Lipsey Creek or Squaw Creek near Lemon Cove listed anywhere 
in SCE’s PEA. Lipsey creek will be in the 100’ right-of-way. (Lemon Cove Ditch Co.) 

• Commenter has concerns about open space that will have an impact on water usage, since 
in the summertime the open area is subject to water evaporation losses (the waste effect). 
With several rows missing in an orchard, that represents an oasis that can be analyzed and 
evaluated and maybe mitigated. (Pehrson) 

• Commenter has questions about groundwater resources, and how the proposed routes will 
impact adjudicated water rights, ground and surface water that is delivered to the 
communities and to the agricultural users. (Stever; Tulare County Farm Bureau) 

• Commenter is concerned about the costs of replacing wells, whether drilling new wells 
would be successful, and whether a new well would be able to deliver as much or more 
water than existing wells. In addition, all new wells would have to be completed and 
operational prior to completion of the project. The growers and homeowners could not be 
put in jeopardy of having pump or well problems with a situation of not being able to work 
on their pumps and wells after the installation of the power lines is completed. (Ferrara) 

• Commenter says that the proposed Route 1 falls right along the border of a neighboring 
orchard and at some point falls on a neighbor’s well. Getting wells drilled is difficult at this 
point with decision still up in the air and if a well needs to be drilled, who is responsible for 
that cost? (Ferrara) 

• Commenter states most of the customers from the proposed path of these lines all have very 
sophisticated and highly engineered pump irrigation systems designed to conserve water 
and energy. To replace these existing wells and pumps in an era of falling water tables, 
higher production costs, the cost of fuel, steel, labor and world commodity cost is 
extremely expensive. (Gargan) 

• Commenter will be affected by issues involving the close proximity of the proposed line 
and existing water pumps and pumping equipment. Commenter has located 8 locations 
within 3/4 mile of his location that might be impacted, and has several questions. What are 
the physical environmental impacts of abandoning wells? What are the physical 
environmental impacts of the drilling of new wells? How many wells and pumping stations 
will have to be moved? What will be the costs associated with the moving and abandoning 
of these wells? (Ferrara) 

• Commenter will lose one pump and well. All his pipelines go through this route. (Rose) 

• Consider federal mandates on crossing sinking ponds. (Kaweah Lemon Co.) 
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• Consider potential affects on irrigation lines and existing wells. (Hughart) 

• Consider the replacement or maintenance of pump wells, or drilling of new wells along 
Route 1, underneath or close proximity to proposed power line and the dangers with boom 
trucks, Crane trucks and backhoe’s, etc. This will be a far greater problem than first 
thought, as to the legal footage clearance of 100 feet from any power lines. (Kaweah 
Lemon Co.) 

• How does access to irrigation water differ from Route 1 to Routes 2, 3 and 4 with respect 
to: a) adjudicated water rights, well water and canal water, b) location and amount of water 
availability for future growth, c) replacement or maintenance of pump wells or drilling of 
new wells, and d) replacement or maintenance of water lines within the right-of-way. How 
will the proposed power lines affect delivery systems, pump and underground lines that are 
in the proposed right of way? (Lemon Cove Ditch Co.; Wallace Ranch Water Co.) 

• How does access to irrigation water differ from Route 1 to Routes 2, 3 and 4 with respect 
to: a) adjudicated water rights, well water and canal water, b) location and amount of water 
availability for future growth, c) replacement or maintenance of pump wells or drilling of 
new wells, d) replacement or maintenance of water lines within the right-of-way, and e) 
Kaweah Lemon Company’s need to replace water lines within properties in the right-of-
way? Kaweah Lemon Company does have a lateral well (wagon wheel well) that is 
affected in the proposed route 1. (Kaweah Lemon Co.) 

• Land preparation for the access road will require compaction. The compaction and the 
heavy equipment used will very probably damage and/or break the existing underground 
[irrigation] pipeline on Commenters’ property. Commenters use 2 pumps (one on the north 
side of the ranch, the other on the south side. The pipelines are connected.) They require 
both pumps for efficient/economic water use. If Commenters cannot keep the existing 
system connected and are only able to use one pump for irrigation, they will need to drill 
two new wells, one on North side and one on South side to supplement the existing system. 
(Whitendale Revocable Trust) 

• Landowners do not have to rely on federal water through the Friant-Kern Canal. They are 
blessed with well-defined riparian water rights to the Kaweah River. Commenter is 
concerned about water impacts to the Lemon Cove/Lindcove area resulting from the 
project. (Kirkpatrick) 

• Ponding and erosion are probable in Commenters’ orchards when excess rain drains to 
areas around the compacted tower sites. Also, holes from rodents living on the right-of-way 
may cause flooding of areas not intended. (Whitendale Revocable Trust) 

• Project will have adverse impacts on groundwater resources. SCE’s preferred route would 
devastate the region in many ways, including, but not limited to such issues as hydrology 
and flood plan intrusion. (Strange) 

• SCE’s preferred route would cause major [irrigation] pipelines to be removed. (Kaulfuss: 
Salierno; Seitz; Turner) 

• The area north of Highway 198 from the Kaweah Oaks Preserve on Road 180 through the 
lands of the Kaweah River drainage and subsequently Mill Creek and Packwood Creek in 
Visalia, are all part of the Kaweah River flood plains. This is an area with interesting 
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species, especially the birds that visit this area. Power Lines over this area are not in the 
best interests of the avian birds and other river flora and fauna. (Merrill) 

• Will the waters from several sources flow off the right-of-way and onto Commenter’s 
remaining orchards in violation of the Regional Water Quality Control Program? Who will 
monitor, direct and control these water flows onto public streets, lands and flowing 
streams? (Fugate Farm Co.) 

Land Use/Planning 
• Alternative #1 crosses several of the Water Conservation District’s properties that are part 

of a Habitat Conservation Plan and Natural Community Conservation Plan that Kaweah 
Delta Water Conservation District is developing. The Water Conservation District is very 
concerned about the prospect of the transmission lines across these planned habitat sites 
and wants the CPUC to properly address this in the EIR. (KDWCD) 

• Commenter enclosed a map of Lemon Cove’s Urban Area Boundary and an attached 
transparency of a reduced copy of SCE’s proposed San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop 
Transmission Line Project as it crosses Highway 198 in Lemon Cove. Commenter hopes 
the graphic illustrates how SCE’s Proposed Project cuts through the middle of Lemon 
Cove’s Urban Area Boundary. The Urban Area Boundary is somewhat the equivalent, in a 
rural area, of a city limit. It has been established by the County, LAFCO and the 
Community. These lines also denote the orderly growth of a community. Since they are not 
marked on the ground by signage, they could have easily been overlooked by SCE’s 
engineers when they were siting the future transmission towers. This project has the 
potential to frustrate the orderly development of the Lemon Cove community and make 
futile years of effort on the part of community and County planners. (Pensar) 

• Commenter is concerned about impacts from power lines on future development along SCE 
easements, including planned future mixed-use neighborhoods and project cost estimates. 
(Caviglia) 

• Commenter is concerned about land uses. (Caviglia) 

• Commenter is concerned about the loss of the area in Farmersville proposed for an 
industrial site. Such a project would be a huge benefit to an impoverished community and 
could lead to reduced crime in the area. (Hall) 

• Commenter states plan for industrial park [in Farmersville] will generate sales tax, property 
taxes, and jobs, but with power poles and transmission lines, it’s not likely anyone will 
want to build there. Many grants have been procured for the industrial park and will have to 
be abandoned if those towers go in. (Fisher) 

• Commenter states that the project downgrades Commenter’s land and property values. 
(Pascoe) 

• Commenters are in the City’s Urban Area Zone and the property has potential future 
development and/or subdivision land. Commenters presently have 26+ acres of walnuts and 
a personal home. These power lines will negate any potential of future, development and 
reduce the value of the property. Commenter would like to know what their alternatives 
are. (Merrill) 
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• Consider impacts of power lines on future development along the SCE easement (i.e., 
planned future mixed use neighborhoods.) The EIR must address design techniques for 
compatibility, EMF buffering, safety, visual amelioration, and other design impacts for 
future development on both sides of the power line easement. This analysis must also 
include conjunctive use of the SCE easement, such as future developed parks, trails, tree-
scape, storm water facilities, and other uses that will blend in and complement an urban 
environment. (City of Visalia) 

• Consider the disruption caused to and potential halting of the proposed Farmersville 
business park. (Hughart) 

• Consider the permanent damage to the Farmersville General Plan. (Kaweah Lemon Co.; 
Lemon Cove Ditch Co.; Wallace Ranch Water Co.) 

• Evaluate the impact on Farmersville’s General Plan and the long term viability of the 
community. (Gorden) 

• PEA--P 4-175 states: ‘the project has no impact on land use and planning so no mitigation 
required.’ The Application refers to data gathered in 2002/2003. Commenter submits that in 
2008, the data noted is not accurate. For such a large project, more recent data should be 
obtained. (Whitendale Revocable Trust) 

• Route 1 cuts a divisive line across a proposed Industrial Park in the City of Farmersville 
rendering it useless for its intended purpose. Much time, money and planning has been 
placed in the studies of the Industrial Park, grants have been secured and will have to be 
abandoned. SCE initially told Farmersville’s local government that it would choose 
Route 3 and not Route 1. In an “about face” they applied for Route 1 to the PUC. This 
decision will severally impact this small community comprised of minorities and restrict its 
ability to bring in large commerce offering jobs, sales tax and property tax etc. The town of 
Farmersville is counting on the Industrial Park to help stabilize its economy and provide 
jobs to its low income citizens. This is in the process and far more than in the foreseeable 
stage. (Fisher) 

• Route 1 interferes with the City of Farmersville’s badly needed economic redevelopment 
plan. (Dungan) 

• Route 1 would cross several hundred feet south of Commenter’s District boundary, cutting 
squarely through the District’s Sphere of Influence and Urban Area Boundary. (Lemon 
Cove Sanitary District) 

• SCE’s preferred route would devastate the region in many ways, including, but not limited 
to such issues as land use and planning. (Strange) 

• The community of Farmersville has been drawing businesses to their industrial park on 
their northern boundary. The lines will go right down the middle of this area and make 
many acres totally unusable for business. (Turner) 

• The PEA ignores inconsistency with existing and planned land uses in Farmersville. 
(Sonnenschein) 

• The preferred route interferes with Farmersville’s Economic Redevelopment plan. (Brown) 
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• The project will border the north side of the future City of Visalia’s East Sport Park near 
Road 152. Commenter understands that Edison keeps its power lines from schools and 
parks where children are present. This project would be inconsistent with that use. The City 
of Visalia hopefully will not be giving their approval for this project. (Merrill) 

• The Proposed Route will conflict with and adversely impact environmentally sensitive 
areas and planned open space facilities. The City of Visalia has partnered with the Kaweah 
Delta Water Conservation District on the Oaks Basin, a retention area that also functions as 
a habitat restoration area east of Road 152, north of Highway 198. The establishment of 
power lines in this area would be in conflict with the restoration efforts and could have a 
detrimental impact on this environmentally sensitive area. For many years, a park has been 
planned on more than 100 acres located on the south side of Mill Creek, north of 
Highway 198, between Road 148 and Road 152, immediately east of Visalia. This property 
is unique due to the location of several waterways in the area. The site has been planned for 
development of a future regional recreation/open space facility with pedestrian trails along 
Mill Creek. A major transmission line located on the north side of Mill Creek in this area 
would create significant visual and site design conflicts in the development of a regional 
open space facility at this location to serve Visalia’s community and the region. Alternative 
Route 2, located several miles to the north, avoids the creation of potential conflicts with 
planned regional recreation/open space facilities. (City of Visalia) 

• Within one-half mile of Preferred Route 1 there are approximately 34 acres of undeveloped 
Rural Residential, 173 acres of undeveloped Low Density Residential land, and 8 acres of 
undeveloped Medium Density Residential land. Using anticipated growth trends, these 
lands will accommodate approximately 762 dwelling units upon full build-out. There are 
also approximately 260 acres of undeveloped Urban Reserve land. Estimating that this land 
would include 86% low density, 5% medium density, and 3% high density, these lands 
would accommodate 1,089 dwelling units upon full build-out using anticipated growth 
trends. (City of Visalia) 

• Within one-half mile of Preferred Route 1 there are currently 773 constructed dwelling 
units. In addition, there are 184 residential lots on which residences have not yet been 
constructed (infill development) and there are 381 additional residential lots which have 
been approved through tentative subdivision maps. (City of Visalia) 

• Within one-half mile of proposed Routes 2 and 3, within the Visalia Urban Growth 
Boundary, there are approximately 34 acres of undeveloped Rural Residential, 308 acres of 
undeveloped Low Density Residential land, and 28 acres of undeveloped Medium Density 
Residential land. Using anticipated growth trends, these lands will accommodate 
approximately 1,456 dwelling units upon full build-out. There are also approximately 
1,209 acres of undeveloped Urban Reserve land. Estimating that this land would include 
86% low density, 5% medium density, and 3% high density, these lands would 
accommodate 5,064 dwelling units upon full build-out using anticipated growth trends. 
(City of Visalia) 

• Within one-half mile of proposed Routes 2 and 3, within the Visalia Urban Growth 
Boundary, there are currently 1,870 constructed dwelling units. In addition, there are 302 
residential lots on which residences have not yet been constructed (infill development) and 
there are 556 additional residential lots which have been approved through tentative 
subdivision maps. (City of Visalia) 
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• Commenter states that Route 1 reduces Farmersville’s options for development and an 
overall effort to have a tax base and basic community services. (Boyer) 

Noise 
• 220 kV high-tension electric power lines are known to generate a significant noise or hum, 

especially in the fog. Tulare County has historically had months on end of Tule Fog in the 
late fall, winter and early spring. (Strange) 

• Commenter brings up the liability of lawsuits by injured ATV and dirt bike riders that ride 
through open fields and wonders whether Edison plans to indemnify and defend land 
owners through that process. (Logan) 

• Commenter believes the power lines are noisy and have a loud humming. (Jones; Wong) 

• Commenter has concerns for neighbors regarding the buzzing of the lines. (Gordon) 

• Commenter is concerned about the noise impacts from power lines. (Baker; Caviglia; 
Merrill; Pendleton) 

• Commenter lived in Southern California where the Boulder Dam power lines were located 
and the poles were over 300-foot towers with six lines each. On foggy nights, the lines 
buzzed very loudly, and Commenter could hear them in the house. (Pehrson) 

• Commenters could hear constant buzzing of the lines from their patio and bedroom. 
(Turner) 

• Consider noise impacts from power line “hum” on adjacent properties/land uses. Existing 
high voltage power lines within the SCE easement generate a substantial “hum.” This noise 
may increase as a result of the increased number of transmission lines in the Proposed 
Project. Current and future residents along Routes 1, 2, and 3 may be disturbed by power 
line hum and the quality of life degraded. The impact of this noise effect upon 
neighborhood livability, desirability, and property values must be evaluated in the EIR. 
(City of Visalia) 

• Noise from the power lines will be a nuisance. (Jones; Kling,) 

• The PEA ignores potentially significant impacts associated with blasting, including, 
without limitation, noise, dust, and hazardous material. (Sonnenschein) 

• The PEA ignores potentially significant noise impacts on sensitive receptors. 
(Sonnenschein) 

• The Proposed Project will result in increased noise levels in the area due to the construction 
phase of the project. Every effort should be made to ensure the project is in compliance 
with the goals and policies set forth in the Tulare County General Plan. A description of the 
operational noise should be included and evaluated in the DEIR. (RMA) 
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Population/Housing 
• Approximately 300 property owners would be affected and several homes may have to be 

demolished. (Logan) 

• Based on CA Department of Finance figures, it is estimated that approximately 29,500 
people in Visalia will live within a one-half mile radius of Route or Route 3 transmission 
lines, upon build-out. (City of Visalia) 

• Commenter and wife moved to Visalia from Orange County to buy a home which will be 
demolished if the proposed route is approved. Commenter states that SCE never disclosed 
that the proposed would demolish Commenter’s soon to be purchased home until 4 days 
before escrow closed and SCE never notified realtors for the property either in the four 
years of talk preceding the proposed routes. When asked for a letter to allow homeowners 
the chance of backing out of the sale, SCE promised one but never delivered. (Gordon) 

• Commenter is concerned about the welfare of individuals who would lose their homes and 
land in order to make room for power lines. (Kelm) 

• Commenter lives next to the existing 66 KVA line, which is within 20 feet of his house and 
shop building. With the new 220 KVA lines being only 80 feet from the existing 66 KVA 
line, commenter will no longer be able to reside on his property. (Tow) 

• Commenter recently purchased home on the outskirts of Exeter that will be demolished if 
Route 1 is approved. Route 3 does not directly affect any home/land owners. (Fisher) 

• Commenter writes on behalf of property-owner of home that may be demolished under 
Route 1. Property-owner had been attempting to sell home, and was in escrow with 
potential buyer. SCE contacted realtors and provided information that had the effect of 
stopping escrow from closing. Commenter provides a summary of the events that took 
place relating to this matter during the week of February 4-8. (Gilman) 

• Route #1 removes a $400,000 home. (McEwen) 

• Route 1 would include the destruction of private homes. (Hughart) 

• SCE’s preferred route would cause houses to be removed. (Kaulfuss; Seitz; Turner) 

• SCE’s preferred route would devastate the region in many ways, including, but not limited 
to population and housing. (Strange) 

• The CA Department of Finance indicates that Visalia has an average of 2.975 people per 
household. Based on these figures, it is estimated that approximately 12,733 people in Visalia 
will live within a one-half mile radius of Preferred Route 1 upon build-out. (City of Visalia) 

• The preferred route would cause houses to be removed. (Brown) 
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Public Services 
• Commenter has concerns about effects on satellite and cellular disruption. (Wilson) 

• Commenter is concerned that towers will create static on his car radio. (Hittson) 

• Commenter is disappointed they were not contacted earlier in the planning phase and 
would gladly offer any assistance in finding an alternative that would be mutually 
beneficial. (Lemon Cove Sanitary District) 

• Commenter opposes route that runs along Sequoia National Park access corridor. Kaweah 
High School is located at 21215 Avenue 300, Exeter, CA, very near the path of the tower 
route. This is especially problematic in the event the school district decides to expand or 
enlarge the school at that location. In consideration of the safety of the children, districts 
are prevented by code from building within 300 feet of railroads and electrical facilities. 
The education and safety of its students is paramount to Commenter as it most certainly 
should be to those making such a proposal. (EUHSD) 

• Commenter states Route 3 does not go within 300 feet of a licensed daycare center. (Fisher) 

• Commenter stresses Route 3 does not go by a public school; Route 1 does. (Fisher)  

• Commenters are very concerned about how the routes affect radio and satellite reception. 
(Merrill) 

• Consider a nearby daycare center. (Kaweah Lemon Co.; Lemon Cove Ditch Co; Pensar; 
Wallace Ranch Water Co.) 

• Power line may interfere with television reception. (Heaton) 

• Schools and some city owned properties and proposed commercial development on city 
property will be affected. Some property will not be useable due to the placement of the 
high tension lines. (Logan) 

• The project could result in increased need for police, fire, and emergency services in the 
County of Tulare, especially during the construction phase of the project. Proposed 
mitigation for the impacts from this project should provide adequate emergency services. 
(RMA) 

• Who is going to enforce the no trespass of motorcycles, bikes, hunters and cars that will 
now have unencumbered access over the right-of-way and onto the interior of Commenter’s 
citrus groves? Who will actively enforce anti-theft and anti-vandalism measures? (Fugate 
Farm Co.) 

Recreation 
• The featured aspect of the official Tulare County web-site on the home page states that it is 

home to the most Pristine Natural Reserves. Route #1 towers would be diametrically 
opposed to this statement as they are not natural or having to do with nature. The towers 
would also be a contraction to the #2 and #3 stated assets of the County, Sequoia and Kings 
Canyon National Parks. (Calcagno) 
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• The project could have the potential to impact the recreational importance of the areas 
proposed as possible project sites. The DEIR should fully assess the impacts to recreational 
resources. (RMA) 

• The project will border the north side of the future City of Visalia’s East Sport Park near 
Road 152. Commenter understands that Edison keeps its power lines from schools and 
parks where children are present. This project would be inconsistent with that use. The City 
of Visalia hopefully will not be giving their approval for this project. (Merrill) 

Transportation/Traffic 
• According to the PEA, Edison will have to clear cut 20 foot wide access roads. The Edison 

access road will effectively block direct access to the south half of Commenters’ ranch. 
Because of this road, the only remaining option to access the south half of Commenters’ 
property for cultivation/pest control/harvesting, will be the public road. (Road 152). 
Commenters use farm equipment, tractors, large sprayers with chemicals which, at this 
point, do not traverse the public road. Consider impacts from traffic on the public road by 
farm equipment, and more emissions from farm equipment due to travel distance versus 
just cutting across the ranch. (Whitendale Revocable Trust) 

• Additional traffic caused by construction of the line would disrupt normal tractor and 
harvest crew traffic making Commenter’s orchard difficult to farm. (Paregien) 

• Caltrans has several projects within the approximate vicinity (assumptions were made 
based on the scale of map submitted with the routing packet and the map referenced on the 
SCE website) of where the four proposed transmission line alternatives intersect and cross 
certain State Routes (SR). However, until a more detailed map or description is provided 
(for example: Alternative 1 crosses State Route X at X feet north or south of Road/ 
Avenue X) delineating the specific location of where the transmission line crosses the SR, 
Caltrans cannot determine if the following highway projects will be affected by this 
project: Loop Alternative #1, Loop Alternative #2, Loop Alternative #3 (none), Loop 
Alternative #4. (Caltrans) 

• Caltrans Loop Alternative #1 Details (continued). State Route: SR 65 (Alternative crosses 
at approx. PM 38.57 - 39.57). Project Parameters: Along SR 65 from avenue 236 to 
SR 198. Description: Resurface asphalt concrete (AC) overlay. Time Line: Currently in 
project approval and environmental document phase, construction estimated to start 2012. 
(Caltrans) 

• Caltrans Loop Alternative #1 Details (continued--same as Alternative 1). State Route: 
SR 65 (Alternative crosses at approx. PM 38.57 - 39.57). Project Parameters: Along SR 65 
from avenue 236 to SR 198. Description: Resurface asphalt concrete (AC) overlay. Time 
Line: Currently in project approval and environmental document phase, construction 
estimated to start 2012. (Caltrans) 

• Caltrans Loop Alternative #1 Details. State Route: SR 65 (Alternative crosses at approx. 
PM 38.57 - 39.57). Project Parameters: Along SR 65 from Hermosa Ave to SR 198. 
Description: widen SR 65 from 2 lanes to a 4 lane expressway. Time Line: Currently in 
project approval and environmental document phase, construction estimated to start 2013. 
(Caltrans) 
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• Caltrans Loop Alternative #2 Details. State Route: SR 245 (Alternative crosses at approx. 
PM 10.47 - 11.99 Project Parameters: Along SR 245 from SR 198 to SR 201. Description: 
Resurface asphalt concrete (AC) overlay. Time Line: Currently in project approval and 
environmental document phase, construction estimated to start 2011. (Caltrans) 

• Caltrans Loop Alternative #4 Details (same as alternative 1). State Route: SR 65 
(Alternative crosses at approx. PM 38.57 - 39.57). Project Parameters: Along SR 65 from 
Hermosa Ave to SR 198. Description: widen SR 65 from 2 lanes to a 4 lane expressway. 
Time Line: Currently in project approval and environmental document phase, construction 
estimated to start 2013. (Caltrans) 

• Commenter would like to see compatibility with future interchange of State Highway 198 
and Road 148, as the City of Visalia is planning a future highway interchange. 
Transmission loop Routes 1 and 2 would be affected by the future development. On 
Routes 2 or 3 the design of the transmission facility must be compatible with the future 
planned highway interchange and street improvements. (Caviglia) 

• Consider compatibility with future interchange at State Highway 198 and Road 148. The 
City of Visalia is planning a future highway interchange at the juncture of Road 148 
alignment and State Highway 198. This interchange will serve existing and future urban 
land uses and City residents in neighborhoods located east and west of Road 148, north and 
south of State Highway 198. The existing SCE power line easement is located along the 
Road 148 alignment. Transmission Loop Routes 1 & 2 will be affected by the future 
development of Road 148 to arterial status street (84’-110’ right-of-way width, 4 lands, 
some portions with raised medians and turn lanes) and the planned future interchange at 
State Highway 198. If Route 2 or 3 is selected for the SCE project, the design of the 
transmission facility must be compatible with the planned future highway interchange and 
street improvements. (City of Visalia) 

• During construction the Proposed Project may add strain to the current transportation 
system. Measures should be included to prevent significant impacts upon the County’s road 
system. (RMA) 

• Kaweah Lemon Company operates a heliport behind its office. This heliport is used for 
frost control of their crops, search and rescue missions for the Tulare County Sheriffs 
Department, specialty missions for the Tulare County Sheriffs Department and other 
community service requests. The Alternate 1 route would permanently disable the use of 
this heliport. (Kaweah Lemon Company) 

• Please be advised that any future development adjacent to a State Route, whether the 
entitlement is deemed by the lead agency to be discretionary or ministerial, should be sent 
to Caltrans for review. Please send a response to Commenter’s comments prior to staff’s 
recommendations to the Planning Commission and the City Council. (Caltrans) 

• Whether or not a project alternative affects the indicated Caltrans construction projects, an 
encroachment permit must be obtained for all proposed activities for placement of 
encroachments within, under or over the State highway rights-of-way. Activity and work 
planned in the State right-of-way shall be performed to State standards and specifications, 
at no cost to the State. Engineering plans, calculations, specifications, and reports 
(documents) shall be stamped and signed by a licensed Engineer or Architect. Engineering 
documents for encroachment permit activity and work in the State right-of-way may be 



Scoping Report 
 

San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Project  62 ESA / 207584.01 
Scoping Report October 2008 

submitted using English Units. The Permit Department and the Environmental Planning 
Branch will review and approve the activity and work in the State right-of-way before an 
encroachment permit is issued. Encroachment permits will be issued in accordance with 
Streets and Highways Codes, Section 671.5, “Time Limitations.” (Caltrans) 

Utilities/Service Systems 
• A public utility is not bound by local regulations, but should consult local areas. 

(Whitendale Revocable Trust) 

• Commenter would like to know where new towers would be placed. (Wise) 

• Crown Castle USA (“Crown”) is one of the nation’s largest providers of wireless 
communications infrastructure. Crown owns and operates over 1,400 sites in the state of 
California that provide critically needed infrastructure and services to all of the major 
wireless communications carriers in the state. Crown has reviewed Figure 1 attached to the 
NOP. Although it is difficult to determine, due to the scale of the exhibit, it does appear 
that the subject Proposed Project is being proposed in the vicinity of several of Crown’s 
existing towers. Consequently, Crown requests that the EIR closely study the potential 
effects of all new construction on Crown’s existing cell towers. Crown attached locations 
of the thirteen potentially affected towers. (Crown Castle USA) 

• The EIR has to describe and analyze any new or expanded electrical facilities, which could 
reasonably result from a Proposed Project. (Merryman Ranch) 

• The PEA ignores potentially significant indirect impacts associated with the construction or 
expansion of electricity generating facilities which will be served by the Project. 
(Sonnenschein) 

• Commenter has questions about groundwater resources, and how the proposed routes will 
impact adjudicated water rights, ground and surface water that is delivered to the 
communities and to the agricultural users. (Stever; Tulare County Farm Bureau) 

Issues Not Analyzed under CEQA 
The EIR will be used to guide decision-making by the CPUC by providing an assessment of the 
potential environmental impacts that may result from the Proposed Project. The weighing of 
project benefits (environmental, economic, or otherwise) against adverse environmental effects is 
outside the scope of the EIR. When the CPUC meets to decide on Southern California Edison’s 
application for the Proposed Project, the CPUC will consider the EIR (which will disclose 
potential environmental effects of the Proposed Project) along with other considerations. Then, it 
will decide whether or not to approve or deny the Proposed Project based on the information 
provided in the EIR along with other relevant economic considerations. Although potential 
economic benefits or adverse impacts associated with the project will not be analyzed in the EIR, 
through the CPUCs Certificate of Public Convenience and necessity process, the Administrative 
Law Judge will consider economic factors in her proposed decision submitted to the Commission.  
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The EIR also will not consider electric and magnetic fields (EMF) in the context of the CEQA 
analysis of potential environmental impacts because [1] there is no agreement among scientists 
that EMF creates a potential health risk, and [2] there are no defined or adopted CEQA standards 
for defining health risk from EMF. However, recognizing that there is a great deal of public 
interest and concern regarding potential health effects from human exposure to EMF from 
transmission lines, the EIR document will provide information regarding EMF associated with 
electric utility facilities and human health and safety.  

Economics-Related Comments Received 
• Commenter agrees that the area needs a power source, but is concerned about social and 

economic impacts resulting from all four routes. Commenter would like the CPUC to really 
look into the economic degradation of the infrastructure and the social economics of the 
people it is crossing. (Merrill) 

• Commenter has concerns about the permanent job loss for agricultural workers as 
agricultural land is taken out of production. (Gordon) 

• Commenter says to evaluate the community impact of each route caused by temporary and 
permanent and related job losses. (Pensar) 

• Commenter states the planned industrial park in northern Farmersville is the only area 
available for commercial development where minorities with no education or little training 
can be trained to take on other jobs besides menial job/low income jobs, which in turn 
could elevate the low economic level of the area. (Miller) 

• Commenter stresses to consider the permanent damage to the Farmersville general plan, the 
long-term viability to the community, and the hardships of the residents due to the lack of a 
large, full-service supermarket. (Pensar) 

• Commenter was asked in 1999 by Susan Kennedy, (now the Governor’s Chief of Staff) and 
an in-between CPUC Board Member to identify the number of workforce job loss due to 
the devastating citrus freeze. Commenter gathered information using administrative data, 
and government published data. Subsequently, this data has been updated in 2006, so it is 
still pertinent and available. (Gordon) 

• Commenter’s farming company employs 12 field personnel full-time. Approximately 200 
additional field personnel are utilized seasonally throughout the year. Additionally, third 
party service providers supply approximately 100 other people for processing crops, 
packing, and marketing. All of these employees are aware of the negative impact SCE is 
making on their lives and employment sources through selecting Route 3. (Fugate Farm 
Co.) 

• Consider loss of jobs and income in Exeter due to environmental degradation due to 
placement of transmission towers at the north entrance of town. (Gordon) 

• Consider loss of planned jobs in a light industrial area that is proposed by the City of 
Farmersville. (Kaweah Lemon Co.) 
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• Consider the impacts of permanent job loss for agricultural workers. The amount of citrus 
and tree fruit acreage permanently removed from production impacts the number of jobs in 
the fields, for transporting product, and packing and shipping product. While a facile reply 
may be that acreage permanently removed can be re-planted elsewhere it is factual that 
local farm acreage is in a rapid decline due to water and trade issues. Published farming 
plans are that a 250,000 acre reduction is anticipated for 2009. Agricultural workers have 
limited skills that are transferable to other jobs and virtually no formal education – the 
median is 6 years. They have extremely limited resources to fall back on. In similar 
situations they have been retrained for demand jobs in the regional labor market. (Gordon) 

• Evaluate the community impacts of each route cased by both temporary and permanent loss 
of cropland and the related job loss. (Lemon Cove Ditch Co.; Pensar) 

• In the final analysis, it is extremely important that a thorough analysis of all of the issues 
raised be of both an objective and subjective nature, and include not only environmental 
issues, but social and economic issues as well. The social and economic issues cannot be 
separated from the environmental issues in the final analysis, as their interactions are 
inseparable. (Strange) 

• Information for the number of field jobs required per acre can readily be calculated from 
information published by the Cooperative Extension Service. It has recently been updated. 
The ratio of field jobs to post harvest jobs can be calculated from information of the Labor 
Market Information Division of the California Employment Development Department, and 
also estimated by EDD staff and California Citrus Mutual staff. The job loss from the 
permanent removal of farm acreage could quite readily be calculated with a high degree of 
accuracy. (Gordon) 

• Kaweah Lemon Company is anticipating the loss of employment for at least 1 1/2 full time 
positions and 7 part time positions. Commenter has recalculated loss of employment which 
increased part time loss to 20, up from 7. (Kaweah Lemon Co.) 

• Loss of farm property is going to mean loss of income and a reduction in the workforce for 
some growers. Jobs are hard to find in this area. This will create a trickle-down effect on 
the economy of the county. (Logan) 

• SCE’s preferred route causes the loss of agricultural jobs. (Kaulfuss; Salierno; Seitz; 
Turner; Brown ) 

• The number of low income agricultural workers who will lose their jobs if Route 1 is 
selected, and the cost of retraining them, should be documented and financing for this 
process provided by SCE. No jobs will be lost if Route 3 is used. (Whitendale) 

• The preferred route will result in a job loss of two full-time employees and 52 part-time 
employees. (Kaweah Lemon Co.) 

• What are the demographics of workers (field workers, pickers and irrigators) in the 
proposed line route 1? Kaweah Lemon Company employment makeup consists of 98% 
Hispanic and 2% other. (Kaweah Lemon Co.) 
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• Did SCE consider how removing so many acres of productive agricultural land would 
negatively impact the agricultural workers that reside in the cities of Farmersville and 
Woodlake? (Calcagno) 

• Alternative 3 would put huge towers and lines with clear-cut land, not maintained, along 
the main entrance to Exeter, giving it the look of an industrial area, not a place where 
people would choose to come. The negative financial impact to the businesses is 
immeasurable, but would certainly be significant. (Based on context of letter Commenter 
appears to be referring to Route 1.) (Brannan)  

• Commenter believes City of Farmersville has desperately been trying to improve its 
economic position, and has made great strides. Alternate Route 1 would hamper the 
progress they have made to upgrade their resale base and split the property for the 
industrial development. Commenter believes that is very dangerous to Farmersville, and 
thinks it would hurt a lot of people. (Kling) 

• Commenter believes the economic impact on the quaint shops and all the towns 
independent owned businesses would be devastating. (Kling) 

• Commenter believes the land along State Highway preferred route is prime agricultural 
land, which has a huge impact on the local economy. (Kling)  

• Commenter figures the cost to replace an old well and pump with a new well and pump in 
the area that SCE has proposed to put alternate Route 1 is approximately $50 to $80,000. 
Also, the cost to replace permanent irrigation systems that will be damaged or displaced is 
$800 to $1200 per acre or higher if the crop is nursery or specialty plants. Trees displaced 
by towers or lost fields in groves that have been dissected by the power lines can amount to 
several thousand dollars. (Gargan) 

• Commenter has concerns about declining property values. (Wilson; Wong: Zapalac) 

• Commenter hopes that cost calculations include actual costs as well as the hidden costs 
such as lost production and increased labor burden as well as replanting costs due to tower 
construction, turn areas and job stacking sites that the land owners and farmers will incur as 
a result of the proposed lines being put through a portion of the Californian’s most prime 
and productive farming area. (Kaweah Pump, Inc.) 

• Commenter is a real estate broker in Exeter, has been a resident for 47 years and is 
concerned about the significant effects this proposed group will have on property values in, 
near, or within sight of these particular towers and lines. Commenter estimates a minimum 
of 10 percent to 20 percent decrease in property values for any of those properties that 
might be in, near, or within view of these particular lines. (Heaton)  

• Commenter is an owner and operator of over 31 Southern California Edison metered units 
such as irrigation pumps and wind machines, and is not opposed to an additional two or 
three cents per kilowatt hour to finance the Route 3 option. (Baker) 

• Commenter is concerned about damage to property values and how that would affect his 
and others’ ability to retire. (Heaton) 
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• Commenter is concerned about loss of value of her property, which is divided into 5 acre 
parcels for possible future home sites. The proposed lines and possibly a tower would be 
with 75 feet of Commenter’s property on the north side and would (according to realtors) 
reduce the value of Commenter’s property considerably. (Hall) 

• Commenter is concerned about selling a house at a huge loss, due to power lines. (McGee) 

• Commenter is concerned about the costs of tree shredding and loss of property value. 
(Kelm) 

• Commenter owns an RV Park/Campground within 500 feet of the proposed route of 
Alternative 1, and would be adversely affected economically. Also the value of 
Commenter’s house and property would be reduced by replacing a view of the foothills and 
mountains with a view of unsightly towers and transmission lines. (Disinger) 

• Commenter says a million dollar home requires truckloads of building materials from the 
local community. Contractors, architects, landscapers, painters, electricians, carpenters, and 
roofers are hired in this economy, and people in Exeter rely on it. Commenter feels this is a 
tremendous value. If the tower 500 feet away from main entry gate is erected, every single 
owner on Badger Hill will lose approximately $100,000. Then add the value of the lots that 
are not being sold, which makes it $10 million. Eighty-four houses times a 100,000 equals 
lots of money. (Calcagno) 

• Commenter says there are 84 homes on Badger Hill, with average price of $750,000. That’s 
a total of $63 million. Some of the homes are valued at $2.5 million. There are also 40 lots 
not built on, worth another $6 million. Because of the aesthetics and the exclusivity, when 
homes are built on Badger Hill they’re million dollar homes. (Calcagno) 

• Commenter states that a friend’s home decreased $80,000 in value the second the new 
buyers found out about the huge towers. (Fisher) 

• Commenter states that if Route 1 is approved a small home addition to an old shop building 
on Commenter’s property will not be approved as it will fall between three right-of-ways. 
A 65,000 sq ft strip would be isolated from the Commenter’s property as well. (Kaulfuss) 

• Commenter states that Route 1 may initially be more cost effective to implement, but after 
mitigating and monies paid out to farmers for loss of future earnings or to acquire land or 
for legal settlements, it may be more expensive in the long run. (Fisher) 

• Commenter states that Route 1 will lead to negative social and economical consequences. 
(Fisher) 

• Commenter states that the area closest to 198 is a very important part of the economic 
growth of the City of Farmersville. (Miller) 

• Commenter states that the project downgrades Commenter’s land and property values. 
(Pascoe) 

• Commenter states that tourism will be negatively impacted from the proposed towers that 
will go through the main entrance into Exeter. (Fisher) 
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• Commenter states the cost of retraining agricultural workers is a cost that will be borne by 
taxpayers, and will be borne through federal, state, local, community college, and adult 
schools for the retraining of the workforce for jobs in demand in the local economy. 
(Gordon) 

• Commenter understands that the utility is beholden to its investors to choose a plan that 
appears to have the least up front cost, but the total economic cost to the area will be far 
larger than the original construction costs. (Walton) 

• Commenter wants to know if the replacement costs have been included in SCE’s projected 
costs, not only for the proposed 100-foot right-of-way but also the 100 feet or so area on 
either side of the proposed lines. Those costs are not part of the proposal by SCE. Who will 
bear those costs to remove, replace, and retrofit those facilities? (Gargan) 

• Commenter would like to know if the Franchise Fee is a criterion for not continuing in a 
straight line and going through the City of Farmersville. (Merrill) 

• Commenter’s concern centers on whether Southern California Edison has factored into 
their projected costs for alternate route 1 the pulling and replacement of agricultural 
irrigation pumps, the abandonment and replacement of agricultural wells, and the 
replacement of irrigation filters and booster pumps and underground pipelines that will 
certainly be affected because they are under the proposed power lines and towers. (Gargan) 

• Commenter’s family purchased land and built homes in real Visalia. After they were 
completed, not only did Commenter’s family not get a whole lot for those homes, but it 
took a considerable amount of time to market them. Commenter is concerned the Proposed 
Project will cause the same effect for other properties on the market in the project area. 
(Heaton)  

• Commenters feel that Route #3 will not affect as many individual property owners, seems 
to be the logical route. Even with the added cost of the route, SCE would have to consider 
the litigation costs from the route #1 objectors. (Ward) 

• Commenters feel that the choice of Route 1 over Route 3 is a short sighted goal. 
Commenters feel that Edison is bargaining with the immediacy of route cost versus the 
promise of economic growth in the area/tax base/industry expansion/population planning. 
(Whitendale Revocable Trust) 

• Commenter’s property value would decrease substantially. (Jones) 

• Commenter’s property value would drop drastically. (Tow) 

• Commenter’s property value would perish. (Pescosolido) 

• Commenters understand that Proposed Route 1 would cross the lands of several hundred 
property owners and be within the immediate viewsheds of many more. The placement of 
towering transmission lines will detrimentally and cumulatively affect the use, enjoyment 
and value of each and every one of those properties. These adverse environmental impacts 
would be avoided with other alternatives. (Cutler) 

• Consider decreased property value. (Hughart) 
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• Consider impacts of power lines on nearby property values. Expanding power line facilities 
within the existing SCE easement will cause future prospective home and property buyers 
concerns when considering purchases along the transmission corridor. Concerns will 
include, but not be limited to, visual impacts of the power line expansion upon property and 
home values along the easement, which must be quantified in the EIR and analyzed with 
respect to future effects upon these neighborhoods. (City of Visalia) 

• Consider long-term economic costs to the affected communities of Visalia, Farmersville, 
Exeter, Oak Ranch, Lindcove, and Lemon Cove. (Hughart) 

• Consider project cost estimates. Information on land acquisition and construction cost 
estimates for the various routes provided to date has been limited and details are lacking. It 
is difficult to evaluate the economic impact on ratepayers from implementation of the 
various routes. The EIR should include detailed costs estimates for each route to determine 
economic impacts to ratepayers. (City of Visalia) 

• Consider the impact of power lines on property values, including possible blight occurring 
from potential reduced property values. If property values are reduced due to the power line 
expansion project, neighborhoods will be impacted by reduced homeownership and 
increased rentals, lower quality development and other effects caused by lower property 
values. Over time, these impacts may result in poor management, reduced property 
maintenance, and neighborhood blight. Blight is a serious physical, social, and economic 
impact. The potential for blight as property values are reduced due to the power line 
expansion project must be evaluated in the EIR. (Caviglia) 

• Exeter businesses and arts organizations collaborate in a nonprofit organization called 
Exeter-By-Design. This is an organization of organizations formed to create and maintain 
the small town charm of Exeter. To examine the potential (or perceived potential impact) of 
the transmission towers affected the entrance to town, it commissioned the Exeter Chamber 
of Commerce to survey its members and have them report back on the percentage of sales 
to out-of-town visitors, and their estimates of the extent by percentage of sales decline the 
towers were likely to have. While the numbers generated are speculative, the information is 
coming from those businesses owners who are responsible for deciding on how much to 
invest and whether they will add or subtract employees. Survey results could be contrasted 
with actual impacts caused by 160 foot transmission towers on similarly impacted 
communities (if any exist). Survey results are planned for tabulation late in October 2008 
and can be made available to the EIR consultants and to the CPUC. (Gordon) 

• Farmers in the project area have very sophisticated and highly engineered pump and 
irrigation systems designed to conserve water and energy. To replace these existing wells 
and pumps in an era of falling water tables, higher production costs, the cost of fuel, steel, 
labor and world market commodity costs, is extremely expensive. Have these costs been 
factored into SCE’s projected costs? Not only for the proposed 100 feet of ROW, but also 
the 100 feet or so area on either side of the proposed lines? If those costs are not part of the 
proposal by SCE, who will bear the costs to remove, replace and retrofit those facilities 
affected? (Kaweah Pump, Inc.) 

• Having towers in plain sight would be detrimental to tourism expansion and income. 
(Calcagno) 
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• Homes have already begun their devaluation at the mere mention that SCE will be putting 
up lines in the path of Route 1. Sellers of homes have seen their asking prices plummet by 
several thousand dollars as a result of proposed Route 1. The devaluation of property 
severally impacts many homeowners. A widowed woman who had been counting on the 
sale of her home to assist her in her final years was recently forced to sell way below 
market value ($100,000) because interested parties had heard of the “potential transmission 
lines going through.” (Fisher) 

• How will placing tower lines along highway 198 affect tourism? How would a loss of 
tourist dollars affect cities? (Logan) 

• One of the key points noted by Southern California Edison representatives in favor of 
Route 1 has been that it is the most cost effective to install; however, this may not be the 
case. The overall long term effects and costs on the surrounding area and communities may 
be far greater than those saved by one company, Southern California Edison. (Hughart) 

• Power lines will lower home prices on Badger Hill and decrease tourism to National Parks. 
(Calcagno) 

• Power lines will reduce property value significantly, creating a large economic burden for 
Commenter’s family. (McGee) 

• Route #1 destroys a good part of the future business district of Farmersville and would 
create a loss of new jobs associated with the development of this business district. 
(McEwen) 

• Route #1 will create a loss of tourism to the city of Exeter, and creates a loss of property 
value and potential development value. (McEwen) 

• Route 1 will cause Commenter’s property value to decline. (Kling) 

• Route 1 would destroy the plans of the town of Farmersville (a low-income Hispanic 
community) for planned economic growth along this corridor. This route has an 
inordinately negative impact on the minority population. (Bryld) 

• Route 1 would have a negative impact on the value of land and homes of many people who 
depend on this land for their livelihood. (Bryld) 

• Route 1 would severely and negatively impact the progress the town of Exeter has made to 
be self-supportive. (Bryld) 

• Route 3 does not devaluate as much property. Route 3 does not affect tourism or take away 
tourism dollars. (Fisher)  

• Route 3 would create great loss of existing property value as well as potential development 
value. (Based on context of letter Commenter appears to be referring to Route 1.) (Bryld) 

• Route 3 would result in no loss of jobs or strength in local economy versus Route 1 which 
would have a potential loss of many jobs and millions of dollars. Route 3 would result little 
or no loss of property values versus loss of millions of dollars. (Strange) 
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• SCE has indicated that Alternative Route 2 may cost substantially more to develop than the 
proposed route. However, given the environmental issues and substantial number of 
property owners that must be considered if the Proposed Route is pursued, the effort to 
acquire easements and construct the transmission line project along Alternative Route 2 
may be less problematic and time-consuming, thereby reducing overall project costs. (City 
of Visalia) 

• SCE’s preferred route interferes with Farmersville’s economic redevelopment plan. 
(Salierno; Seitz; Kaulfuss; Turner) 

• The over all project costs, both short-term and especially long-range, must be carefully 
evaluated and considered when looking at the overall environmental, social and economic 
impact costs on both human beings and wildlife, and their habitat(s) and survival as distinct 
species. (Strange) 

• The preferred route will pass through or very near the towns of Exeter and Farmersville 
with the potential of having long term negative effects. Local property values will be 
decreased and Farmersville’s General Plan is in jeopardy. (Robillard) 

• The project would create loss of jobs/employment, loss of business, and loss of Tourism for 
the following communities: City of Exeter, City of Woodlake, City of Farmersville, City of 
Visalia, Community of Merryman, Community of Merhten Valley, Community of Lemon 
Cove, Community of Three Rivers, Rural Lands, and Tulare County as a whole. This 
would lead to a significant reduction in the economic base of Tulare County into 
perpetuity. (Strange) 

• The proposed Route 1 is about a thousand feet from Commenter’s home, which 
Commenter has lived in for 30 years. Commenter is concerned about the issues of property 
loss. (Kling) 

• The proposed route will cause property values to decrease by 10 to 20%. (Logan) 

• The proposed route would incorporate 1/2 of Commenters’ drive, unofficially condemning 
their house. The value of Commenters’ property would be reduced by at least 60%. The 
decrease in their quality of life would be immeasurable. Commenters feel that Alternate 
Route #3 is a much more intelligent way to go, and wonder if Route #1 might actually cost 
more than Route #3, but SCE doesn’t know for sure. (Turner) 

• Time and money would be lost due to the increased traffic and congestion caused by 
construction crews working on the Route 1 line. (Paregien) 

• Commenter closed escrow on a piece of property that was in or near the proposed right-of-
way, and when information was disclosed that this was possible, there was over a 
10 percent reduction in the sales price in order for the sale to be completed. (Heaton)  

• Commenter feels economy is already bad and if the Proposed Project happens, the loss of 
potential tourism will sink Tulare. (Calcagno) 

• Commenter has concerns about the effects of the proposed power lines on economic 
development in Farmersville, an economically disadvantaged community. (Boyer) 
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• Commenter states if forced to sell property under these economic conditions, the property 
value would be decreased and a lot of money would be lost. This is money which 
Commenter plans on using to retire. (Jones) 

• Commenter states that many people and communities will suffer economic damages, and 
many of them are already struggling economically. This will devastate the area. (McGee) 

EMF-Related Comments Received 
• Commenter expresses concerns about impacts of electro-magnetic fields upon persons and 

animals in the vicinity of the proposed power lines. (Caviglia) 

• Commenter feels that EMF is very harmful to his family’s health and that of their workers. 
(Pescosolido) 

• Commenter has a part-time employee who has a pacemaker and has been told that he may 
be at risk working under and around these power lines. Commenter may need a pacemaker 
in the future and is worried if the proposed route is put through, he won’t be able to work in 
his grove anymore with the EMF interference. Also, there are some reports that indicate 
that living or working near these high voltage lines can cause some types of cancer. 
(Logan) 

• Commenter has concerns about health effects and risks caused by the 220 kilovolt 120-
160 foot tall power lines in a residential area. For example, those with pace makers, 
cardiovascular conditions, or other pre-existing health problems may be affected. Studies 
correlate that electric and magnetic fields, such as those caused by the proposed power 
lines of Route 1, can cause direct interference with implanted pacemakers. Commenter is 
concerned about effects of high voltage power lines on children: Route 1 is in closer 
proximity to schools including Sequoia Union Elementary in Lemon Cove, Kaweah High 
School, Exeter and Farmersville High Schools. (Hughart) 

• Commenter has two grandchildren that live within 800 feet of the proposed power lines and 
is worried about the hazards with the EMFs and young children. (Ward) 

• Commenter is a cancer survivor, and is concerned about cancer causing effects of high 
voltage power lines. Studies have shown that high voltage power lines are linked to causing 
cancer and other health problems. A growing body of scientific evidence suggests that 
invisible electromagnetic fields (EMFs) emitted by high power lines are linked to a 
frightening array of cancers and other serious health problems in children and adults who 
live near high voltage power lines. Commenter is concerned for the health of her family 
members, her neighbors, and the children at the day care center across the street on Filbert 
Road. Scientific studies have shown that children are especially susceptible to the EMFs, 
indicating a high risk of childhood leukemia and brain cancer for children living or 
attending school or day care near high voltage power lines. (McGee) 

• Commenter is concerned about EMF emissions. (Kling) 

• Commenter is concerned about health issues associated with living in a triangle in between 
3 power lines, including EMFs. (Kaulfuss) 
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• Commenter is concerned that the EMFs will disrupt her husband’s medication pump and 
that her husband will consequently be in pain because of missed medication. (Cook) 

• Commenter states the current public house of standard exposure is based on a presumption 
that induce electric current in the body of thorough heating tissues are the only concern, 
however it has been established beyond any reasonable doubt in the last few decades that 
some adverse health effects do occur at the non-dome level. Commenter gives several 
references related to this issue. (Quek) 

• Commenter will have to work directly under lines daily while tending to his orange groves. 
He is a candidate for a pacemaker and doesn’t believe he could live near these power lines 
and survive. Commenter and wife have had health related issues that are affected by EMFs 
that proposed power lines will emit above their home. (Jones) 

• Commenter would like new technology to be explored that would allow power lines to be 
placed underground, to eliminate EMF concerns. (McGee) 

• Commenter would like new towers because they will reduce the electromagnetic field, 
compared to current power lines. Commenter has lost her husband to a brain tumor and two 
dogs to cancer, and worries for the health of her children and herself. (Wise) 

• Commenter would like SCE to re-check the electromagnetic field during the peak time of 
summer months. SCE last checked the lines during February, not when the lines are most 
active. (Wise) 

• Consider impacts of electro-magnetic fields (EMFs) upon persons and animals in the 
vicinity of the proposed power lines. EMFs are an ongoing concern to persons living near 
major power lines. The impacts of EMFs to humans and animals resulting from the project 
for all three routes must be fully disclosed in the EIR. Secondary effects upon 
neighborhood desirability and property values must also be fully evaluated. (City of 
Visalia) 

• Consider the benefits of EMF reduction on Route #3 due to re-towering. (Kaweah Lemon 
Co.; Lemon Cove Ditch Co.; Pensar; Wallace Ranch Water Co.) 

• Consider the following hazard issues relating to the power lines: 1) minimum distance that 
these power lines can be located from a school, 2) whether or not local schools, Sequoia 
Union Elementary, Exeter School District, and Farmersville School District have been 
contacted in regards to the proposed power lines, and 3) minimum distance that these lines 
can be located from communities and houses to provide protection from EMF. (Kaweah 
Lemon Co.) 

• Electromagnetic fields near the power lines will be unhealthy. (Tow) 

• EMF data quoted in PEA is all 6-9 yrs old, except for the 2007 W.H.O. study. One would 
expect a more up-to-date and thorough investigation of possible hazards for such an 
important project. Exposure to EMF for all farm workers, hired and family, will be 
unavoidable with the high voltage transmission lines in the center of the farmable area. 
(Whitendale Revocable Trust) 

• EMFs are 50 times greater on the existing power lines that the new lines. (Pendleton) 
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• EMFs cause alteration of the human brain, body organs and systems, and the normal 
function of each, as well as interference with the proper function of medical electronic 
devices such as pacemakers, pumps, etc. They are also linked to the development of cancer 
and/or recurrence of cancer in survivors. Impacts from EMFs and noise can cause 
unnecessary mental anguish and consequently undue physical stress. In turn, such stress 
can initiate such human diseases as cancer and leukemia. (Strange) 

• If Route 3 is selected EMF levels will be reduced to all residents near the existing Rector 
right of way while Route 1 exposes a minimum of an additional 250 people. CPUC/SCE 
must provide undisputed scientific proof that EMFs have no effect on humans before they 
can approve another 250 plus people being exposed. (Whitendale) 

• References cited in SCE’s PEA are selective (ignoring or omitting excellent study results 
on adverse effects on ‘non-thermal’ effects), outdated, based on wrong assumptions, and 
biased in their conclusions. References cited by SCE in the PEA include International 
Commission on non-Ionizing Radiation Protection, 2001. This professional body supports 
“thermal-only” guidelines. They ignore or omit study results reporting bio-effects and 
adverse impacts on health and wellbeing from well respected, peer-reviewed scientific 
journals. They define proof of “adverse effects” at an impossibly high standard to as to 
freeze action, and they conduct scientific reviews which are lopsided, more with industry 
experts and under-represented by public health experts and independent scientists with 
relevant low-intensity research experience. Dr. Magda Havas, a pioneer in EMR research, 
has a landmark paper entitled Biological effects of non-ioninzing electromagnetic energy: 
A critical review of the reports by the US National Research Council and the National 
Institute of Environmental Health Sciences as they relate to the broad realm of EMF 
bioeffects, published by Environmental Review in 1999. This paper documents numerous 
bias conclusions from the ICNIRP report cited by SCE in their PEA. (Quek) 

• Route 1 has created a great fear factor of potential cancer-causing electro-magnetic fields. 
Route 3 does not meet with any fear of EMFs. (Fisher) 

• Route 3 would result in little or no new negative impacts on humans versus Route 1 which 
would have potentially significant long term negative impacts of EMF on public health, 
safety, and welfare. (Strange) 

• SCE cites a report by the California Department of Health Services, 2002. This report was 
released on the internet in July 2001, under pressure from a California First Amendment 
Coalition lawsuit. Three expert reviewers reviewed the scientific evidences and concluded 
that they were inclined to believe that EMF is a cause of childhood leukemia, adult brain 
cancer, miscarriages, and amyotrophic lateral sclerosis. SCE cites a report by World Health 
Organization ELF Environmental Health Criteria Monograph, June 2007. The Monograph 
finds no reason to change the designation of EMF as a 2B (Possible) Human Carcinogen as 
defined by the International Agency of Cancer Research. Note that ELF-EMF is 
classifiable as a possible carcinogen; it is inconsistent to conclude that no change in 
exposure limits is warranted. It is prudent that the precautionary principle be applied, to 
protect public health where there are plausible, serious, and irreversible hazards from 
current and future exposures and where ignorance and uncertainties are still present. 
Waiting for ‘direct proof’ or ‘direct link’ as quoted in reference 21 page B-7 in the case of 
CPUC or high levels of scientific proof of causality, or for knowledge about mechanisms of 
action can be very expensive in terms of compensation, healthcare, job losses, and 
reductions in public trust for CPUC and scientists. (Quek) 
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• The current public exposure limits to extremely low frequency (ELF) is based on a 
presumption that induced electric currents in the body or thermal (heating) of tissue are the 
only concern when living organisms are exposed. However, it has been established beyond 
any reasonable doubt in the last few decades that some adverse health effects occur at non-
thermal or low-intensity levels far below the levels that federal agencies say should keep 
the public safe. (Quek) 

• The World Health Organization has declared EMF radiation a type 2 carcinogen. EMF 
pollution is being called the new illness among experts, is an immune depleter, and is 
responsible for everything from chronic fatigue to autoimmune illness to autism. Some 
common symptoms of exposure are headaches, dizziness, fatigue, skin rash, dry skin, 
flushing, racing heartbeat, irregular heartbeat, nausea, digestive disturbances, insomnia, 
irritability, eyestrain floaters, dry eyes, spaciness and low grade chronic infections. (Jones) 

• There is concern over public health and safety, specifically electromagnetic emissions. 
World Health Organization scientific studies have linked EMFs to childhood leukemia and 
there is growing concern scientifically that even small amounts of EMFs with prolonged 
exposure, such as cell phones, might lead to increased risk of cancer. (Bryld) 

• Will the electric and magnetic field exposures be adequately identified and mitigated for, 
and how will residents, businesses and animals located in close proximity to the lines be 
affected? (Tulare County Farm Bureau) 

General Opposition to the Project 
• SCE should be required to adopt the Waste Management Board’s mantra: Reduce, Reuse, 

Recycle. They can easily reduce the clutter and danger of overhead power lines by using 
existing right-of-ways to reach their goals. (Kirkpatrick) 

• Commenter can imagine the devastation (economic, physical, environmental, emotional, 
and aesthetic) that SCE’s preferred route will cause to all those along and adjacent to this 
route. (Clark) 

• Commenter states that SCE’s preferred project (Route 1) is woefully inadequate and fatally 
flawed. In addition, it fails miserably CEQA’s “Mandatory Findings of Significance” test. 
(Strange) 

• Route 1 effects more people and has more negative impacts both present and for the future 
of the area than any other proposals currently on the table. (Walton) 

• Route 1 has caused tremendous controversy throughout the region. Commenter would like 
to emphasize his strongest disapproval for the CPUC making a ruling on this Project 
without holding public hearings in the Project area. (Strange) 

• Route 1 has environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on human 
beings, both directly and indirectly. (Strange) 

• The proposed route would run right over Commenter’s church in Lemon Cove. SCE must 
think twice about how Route #1 would impact the Lemon Cove community. (Hemmerich) 
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• Commenter believes that SCE wants Route 1 in order to help power needs in the Visalia, 
Tulare and Hanford areas, while the Lemon Cove area with no power benefit suffers 
property value decreases of 10% to 20% in an already depressed real estate market. (Burns) 

• Commenter expresses concern for people affected by Route 1, because SCE will be blazing 
a whole new destructive path across productive farmlands, homes, schools, and businesses. 
(Kirkpatrick) 

• Commenter expresses her support of PACE and their fight against SCE’s Route 1 proposal. 
(Anez) 

• Commenter feels the complete number 1 proposal is especially bad for those who live on 
the south side, Highway 198, and on the Farmersville access road, because the complete 
route area is just too highly developed to even be considered. (Baker) 

• Commenter has had no communications from SCE regarding the proposed power lines that 
would dissect her property, and the associated impacts on her family’s living standard and 
property value. (Kaulfuss) 

• Commenter lives and works next to the existing 66 KVA line, which is within 20 feet of his 
house and shop building. With the new 220 KVA lines being only 80 feet from the existing 
66 KVA line, commenter will no longer be able to work on his property, performing his 
electronic business that utilizes sensitive test equipment. The electromagnetic field will 
make his work impossible. (Tow) 

• Commenter states that discussions between the city and SCE about protecting the industrial 
park and commercial site in Farmersville have gone nowhere, and that SCE was going to 
follow Route 3 which would have avoided the economic development base and allowed 
development to occur. Now in the two years SCE and the city have been going back and 
forth, SCE is adamant about not having anything under these power lines. (Miller) 

• Commenter states that Route 1 is the most disruptive option ethically and environmentally. 
(Fisher) 

• Environmentally, Commenter does not see Alternative 1 as having more or less 
environmental impact as Alternate Route 3. Both have wildlife but the loss of trees in 
Alternate 1 should be considered to the loss of trees in Alternate 3. Most of Alternate 3 is 
rangeland. (Thompson) 

• Route #1 is controversial with the Kaweah Delta Water Conservation District property that 
is already being put to public use. (McEwen) 

• SCE’s preferred route would devastate the region in many ways, including, but not limited 
to such issues such as community. (Strange) 

• Seven cities and areas will be directly affected by this ill-advised route, and some schools, 
city owned properties and proposed commercial development of city property will be 
affected. Other properties will not be useable at all due to placement of high tension lines. 
(Burns) 
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• The brand equity of Exeter and Tulare County would be damaged by 120 foot high towers. 
(Calcagno) 

• While it is recognized that there is a need for power, the establishment of these high power 
lines across the most populated, most heavily farmed and most widely traveled route is 
truly not well thought out. (Bryld) 

General Support for the Project 
• Commenter thanks SCE for the meeting held on November 15, 2007 at Freedom 

Elementary School. As a result of this meeting, the Wallace Ranch Water Company board 
has decided to support the Alternate 2 route versus Alternate 1. The decision to support 
Alternate 2 was based on several factors. It is Commenter’s belief from the map provided 
to them that the proposed power lines will run parallel with Commenter’s main water lines. 
This will adversely affect their current operating business. The board has concluded the 
Alternate 1 route would seriously impact Commenter’s right-of-way for main water lines 
and drains. (Wallace Ranch Water Co.) 

• Commenter would like to express strong support for Alternative 2 of the proposed routes 
for the Cross Valley Loop Transmission Project. As a result of the meeting on 
November 15, 2006, at Freedom Elementary School, the Lemon Cove Ditch Company 
board has decided to support the Alternate 2 route versus the Alternate 1 route. The board’s 
decision to support Alternative 2 was made based upon several factors. The proposed 
power lines in the Alternative 1 cut through the Lemon Cove Ditch Company’s main water 
lines and drains. The board feels the Alternate 1 route would seriously impact the ditch 
company’s right’s-of-way for main water and drain lines. The Alternative 1 route seriously 
hinders the current business practices of the Lemon Cove Ditch Company. (Lemon Cove 
Ditch Co.) 

• Commenters’ suggested preferred alternative would be Alternative Route 2 which would 
not go through the Kaweah River watershed, the City of Visalia’s future Sports Park land, 
or the Habitat Conservation Project of the Kaweah Delta Water Conservation District. 
Alternative Route 2 shows that this route is shorter in distance and north of Visalia, which 
means it will affect less people. (Merrill) 

• Petition signed by 6 individuals which states: The reasons for objecting to the proposed 
routes for the San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Line are many. They vary from 
a loss of productivity or usability of farm land and concerns for farm worker safety to 
proximity to local houses of worship, schools and local landmarks and degradation of the 
Scenic Corridor to Sequoia National Park, to considerations for reasonable and healthy 
community development. We, the undersigned, strongly urge the Southern California 
Edison Company to utilize a route which avoids further crossing of Highway 198 and in 
which new lines cross land that is far less populated, with consideration to a rangeland 
route north of proposed alternative route 2. (Alternative Route #2 Supporters-B) 

• Petition signed by 871 individuals which states: The reasons for favoring ‘Alternative 
Route 2’ over ‘Alternative Route 1’ for the proposed San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop 
Transmission line are many. They vary from a loss of productivity or usability of farm land 
and concerns for farm worker safety to proximity to houses of worship and local landmarks 
and considerations for reasonable community development. We, the undersigned, strongly 
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urge the adoption of Alternative Route 2, as presented in information disseminated at the 
November 15, 2006 Open House hosted by SCE, as the Primary Route for the proposed 
San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Line Project. (Alternative Route #2 
Supporters-A) 

• A project’s total and cumulative environmental, social and economic impacts must be 
considered, as well as those impacts for which a value cannot be placed due to its intrinsic 
and deeply-seated social nature. Therefore, in the final analysis, Alternative Route 3 is the 
“Environmentally, Socially and Economically Superior Alternative.” It is the route with the 
least overall negative impacts short-term and long-range, and the route that is most 
acceptable environmentally, socially and economically. (Strange) 

• Alternative #3 is a more attractive route. It has less intensive agriculture, fewer residences, 
and no future proposed city development. SCE already owns the easement along Road 148, 
and by using this easement SCE will be able to eliminate the one-hundred year old double 
towers and install new 120+ foot towers. (Baker) 

• Alternative 3 is the best in that SCE has most of the existing ROW and only needs to 
acquire 8 new rights of way, versus 250 new ones on Route 1, and is the shortest distance. 
Second best would be Route 4, for similar reasons. (Bryld) 

• Commenter believes Route 3 affects few residents. (Baker) 

• Commenter believes the least destructive route for business, agriculture, and environment 
is using the existing right-of-way that Southern California Edison already has. (McEwen) 

• Commenter feels Route 3 is the environmentally superior alternative, as defined under 
CEQA. Route 3 would provide the following benefits versus Route 1, SCE’s preferred 
route: only eight affected property owners would be directly affected; no communities 
would be affected; no school would be affected; no homes would be lost. (Strange) 

• Commenter feels Route 3 to be the most logical choice because it: already has a substantial 
right of way acquired by SCE, has little if any environmental issues, has little if any 
opposition by land owners, does not meet with any controversy, requires no mitigation, and 
allows SCE to be seen as the “good neighbor” it strives to project. (Fisher) 

• Commenter feels that Route 3 would have less impact on many families. (Pascoe) 

• Commenter is supporting Route 3 because the lines are 80+ years old, which have 
connecters that are subject to failure. (Pendleton) 

• Commenter supports Alternative 3. (Clark; Coffey; Disinger; Dungan; Fisher; Hall; 
Hughart; Jones; Kaulfuss; Kling; Logan; McGee; Pascoe; Rose; Strange; Ward) 

• Commenter supports the northern route because it won’t disrupt and ruin businesses and 
property values all along its course. (Pescosolido) 

• Farmersville City Council supports Route 3 and opposes Route 1. (Boyer) 

• Please consider Alternative 3, the route impacting the fewest people and the fewest farms. 
(Bryld) 
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• Route #3 is a win-win for everyone. SCE already has the existing right-of-way on Route 3 
and only needs to acquire eight new right-of-ways heading east across Stokes Mountain, 
versus the 250 new right of ways going east on Route #1. The existing transmission line is 
nearly 100 years old and will some day have to be replaced; SCE should do it now since it 
will be less expensive today than 10 or 20 years from now. The City of Visalia residents 
that are next to the existing line will have less EMFs with the higher towers than they 
currently do, and the single pole towers will be farther apart and aesthetically better than 
the current lattice towers. The residents of Oak Ranch will no longer have sagging lines 
their backyard. The cost for condemnation in Route #1 will be very expensive compared to 
Alternate Route #3. (McEwen) 

• Route 1 will directly affect over 200 property owners whereas Route 3 only directly affects 
approximately 8 property owners, as noted by the Protect Agriculture, Communities, and 
the Environment Coalition (P.A.C.E.). (Hughart) 

• SCE already has power lines and the right-of-ways on Rector Line north to the Stokes 
Mountain Intertie--Route #3. There are approximately eight property owners who would be 
impacted on their ranch lands. Some of these are already willing to have the lines go 
through their land. (Logan) 

• SCE already has power lines and the right-of-ways on Rector Line north to the Stokes 
Mountain Intertie--Route #3. There are approximately eight property owners who would be 
impacted on their ranch lands. Some of these are already willing to have the lines go 
through their lands. Why impact approximately 300 property owners and demolish some 
homes to pursue Route 1? (Burns) 

• The lines on the existing right-of-way along Route #3 are in need of replacement. 
(Whitendale Revocable Trust) 

• The Proposed Project, specifically Proposed Route 1, would significantly and adversely 
impact the environment. Other alternatives, in particular Proposed Route 3, would avoid 
most of those impacts.  

• Commenter lives under the existing power line and prefers Alternative 4 if it would remove 
current lines. (Wise) 

5. Consideration of Issues Raised in Scoping Process 
A primary purpose of this Scoping Report is to document the process of soliciting and identifying 
comments from interested agencies and the public. The Scoping Process provides the means by 
which the City can determine those issues that interested participants consider to be the principal 
areas for study and analysis. Every issue that has been raised that falls within the scope of CEQA 
during scoping will be addressed in the EIR. 
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APPENDIX A 
Notice of Preparation 



STATE OF CALIFORNIA  ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor 

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3298 

  

To: State Clearinghouse, Responsible and Trustee Agencies, Property Owners  
& Interested Parties 

From: Jensen Uchida, Environmental Project Manager 

Subject: NOTICE OF PREPARATION (NOP) OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
(EIR) AND SCOPING MEETING: 
San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Line Project (A.08-05-039) 

Date: August 22, 2008 

Description of Proposed Project. Southern California Edison (SCE), in its California Public Utilities 
Commission (CPUC) application (A.08-05-039), filed on May 30, 2008, seeks a Certificate of Public 
Convenience and Necessity (CPCN) for the San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Line Project 
(Proposed Project), which includes the following major elements:  
 
• Replacement of approximately 1.1 miles of two sets of single circuit 220 kV transmission line with a 

single double circuit transmission line to be constructed on the western side of SCE’s existing right of way 
(ROW) immediately north of the Rector substation;   

• Construction of an approximately 18.5 mile-long, double circuit transmission line that would loop the 
existing Big Creek 3-Springville 220 kV transmission line into the Rector Substation. The first 1.1 miles 
of the new transmission line would be constructed on the eastern side of SCE’s existing ROW adjacent to 
the new 1.1 miles of double circuit line described above; 

• Installation of electrical equipment and substation supporting structures for the transmission lines, 
protective relays, and a mechanical and electrical equipment room (MEER) at the Rector Substation to 
accommodate the transmission lines; and  

• Removal of wave traps and line tuners and installation of additional protective relays at Rector Substation, 
Springville Substation, Vestal Substation, and Big Creek 3 Substation. 

 
The objective of the Proposed Project is to build electrical facilities necessary to maintain safe and reliable 
electric service to customers, and serve the forecasted electrical demand in the southeastern portion of the San 
Joaquin Valley.  
 
Location of the Proposed Project. 
The Proposed Project is located in Tulare County including portions of the cities of Visalia and Farmersville 
and unincorporated areas of Tulare County. Approximately 1.1 miles of the route would be constructed within 
existing SCE transmission line ROW, while the remaining 17.4 miles of the Proposed Project route would 
require acquisition of new ROW. 
 
Issues To Be Addressed In The EIR. 
The EIR will address impacts of the construction, operation, and maintenance of the Proposed Project. The EIR 
will also discuss and analyze alternatives to the Proposed Project.  
 
Alternatives to be considered include alignment variations that would loop the existing Big Creek 3-Springville 
220 kV transmission line into the Rector Substation. Variations of the alignment may include (a) installation of 
approximately 23 miles of new transmission line, 10.8 miles of which would utilize existing SCE ROW; (b) 
installation of approximately 24.3 miles of new transmission line, 14.6 miles of which would be constructed in 
existing ROW; and (c) construction of approximately 18.8 miles of new transmission line, all of which would 
require the acquisition of new ROW. Other alternatives may be added based on input received during this NOP 
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review period or by the EIR team in response to potentially significant environmental impacts identified during 
the EIR process.  
 
Specific areas of analysis to be addressed in the EIR include: aesthetics, agriculture resources, air quality, 
biological resources, cultural resources, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, land use 
and planning, mineral resources, noise, population and housing, public services, recreation, transportation and 
traffic, and utilities and service systems. Where feasible, mitigation measures will be recommended to avoid or 
reduce potentially significant impacts. Additionally, potential cumulative impacts of the Proposed Project, when 
considered in context with other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future projects in the area, will be 
addressed in the EIR. 
 
Information to be included in the EIR will also be based on input and comments received during the NOP 
review period. Decision-makers, responsible and trustee agencies under CEQA, property owners, and interested 
persons and parties will also have an opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR after it is published and 
circulated for public review. For additional information about the CEQA review of the Proposed Project, go to: 
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/esa/sjxvl/index.html.  
 
Public Scoping Period for this Notice of Preparation. 
Due to the time limits mandated by State law, your response must be sent at the earliest possible date, but no 
later than 30 days after the date of this notice. The public scoping period will close at 5:00 p.m. on September 
22, 2008. Please include a name, address, and telephone number of a contact person for all future 
correspondence on this subject. 
 
Please send your comments to: 

Mr. Jensen Uchida 
San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Project 
c/o Environmental Science Associates 

225 Bush Street, Suite 1700 
San Francisco, CA 94104 

Phone: (415) 962-8409  
Fax: (415) 896-0332 
sjxvl@esassoc.com 

Scoping Meetings. 
In order for the public and regulatory agencies to have an opportunity to ask questions and submit comments on 
the scope of the EIR, two meetings will be held during the NOP scoping period. The scoping meetings will start 
with a brief presentation providing an overview of the Proposed Project and alternatives identified to date. 
Subsequent to the presentation, interested parties will be provided an opportunity to ask questions and provide 
comments about the project. Written comment forms will be supplied for those who wish to submit written 
comments at the scoping meetings; written comments may also be submitted anytime during the NOP scoping 
period to the address, fax, or e-mail listed above. The scoping meetings will be held: 
 

Wednesday September 17, 2008 
6:30 pm – 8:30 pm 

Freedom Elementary School Cafeteria 
575 East Citrus 

Farmersville, CA  93223 
 

Thursday September 18, 2008 
6:30 pm – 8:30 pm 

Woodlake Veterans Memorial Building 
355 N. Acacia Street 

Woodlake, CA  93286 

 
REMINDER: Scoping comments will be accepted by fax, e-mail, or postmark through September 22, 2008. Please 
be sure to include your name, address, and telephone number. 

 
 

 
 



ESTADO DE CALIFORNIA  ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Gobernador

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3298 

  

A: Clearinghouse del Estado, Agencias del Consejo de Administración, Agencias Responsables, 
Propietarios & Partes Interesadas 

De: Jensen Uchida, El Administrador del Proyecto de CPUC 

Tema: Notificación de Preparación (NDP) de la Evaluación de los Impactos Medioambientales 
(EIM) y Reunión de Investigación Pública:  San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission 
Line Project (A.08-05-039) 

Fecha: El 22 de Agosto, 2008 

Southern California Edison (SCE), en su solicitud al CPUC (A.08-05-039), presentado el 30 de Mayo, 2008, pide para un 
Certificado de Conveniencia Pública y Proceso de Necesidad para el proyecto San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop 
Transmission Line Project (Proyecto Propuesto), el cual incluye los siguientes temas principales:  
 
• Reemplazo de aproximadamente 1.1 millas de dos líneas de transmisión de circuito singular de 220 kV a una sola 

línea de transmisión de doble circuito, será construida en el lado oeste de la Servidumbre de Paso (SDP) existente 
de SCE directamente al norte de la subestación de Rector; y 

• Construcción de una sola línea de transmisión de doble circuito de aproximadamente 18.5 millas. Esta conectará a la 
línea de transmisión existente de Big Creek 3-Springville de 220 kV a la Subestación Rector. Las primeras 1.1 
millas de la nueva línea de transmisión se construirán del lado este de la línea existente adyacente a las nuevas 1.1 
millas de línea de doble circuito descrito previamente;  

• Instalación del equipo eléctrico y subestación que sostendrán estructuras para las líneas de transmisión, relés 
protectores, y el Cuarto del Equipo Mecánico y Eléctrico (CEME) en la subestación de Rector para capacitar las 
líneas de transmisión; y  

• Mejoras de las subestaciones, incluyendo la eliminación de equipo é instalación de relés protectores adicionales a la 
subestación de Rector, subestación de Springville, subestación de Vestal, y subestación de Big Creek. 

 
El objetivo del Proyecto Propuesto es la construcción de  instalaciones eléctricas necesarias para mantener un servicio 
eléctrico seguro y fiable para los clientes, y satisfacer la demanda eléctrica pronosticada de la región sudeste de San 
Joaquin Valley.  
 
Ubicación del Proyecto Propuesto. 
El Proyecto Propuesto está ubicado en Tulare County e incluye parte de las ciudades de Visalia y Farmersville y otras 
áreas no incorporadas a Tulare County. Aproximadamente 1.1 millas de la ruta serán construidas dentro de la 
Servidumbre de Paso (SDP) existente de la línea de transmisión de SCE, y las 17.4 millas restantes de la ruta del Proyecto 
Propuesto requerirán adquisición de una nueva SDP. 
 
Temas Serán Tratados en el EVALUACIÓN DE LOS IMPACTOS MEDIOAMBIENTALES. 
La Evaluación de los Impactos Medioambientales tratará los impactos de la construcción, operación, y mantenimiento del 
Proyecto Propuesto. La Evaluación de los Impactos Medioambientales también tratará y analizará las alternativas al 
Proyecto Propuesto.  
 
Las Alternativas consideradas incluirán variaciones de alineación que conectarían la línea de trasmisión existente de 220 
kV de Big Creek 3-Springville a la subestación de Rector. Variaciones de la alineación podrían incluir (a) instalación de 
aproximadamente 23 millas de nueva línea de transmisión, de las cuales 10.8 millas utilizarían una línea existente de SCE; 
(b) instalación de aproximadamente 24.3 millas de nueva línea de transmisión, de las cuales 14.6 millas serán construidas 
en SDP existente; y (c) construcción de aproximadamente 18.8 millas de nueva línea de transmisión, todas las alternativas 
requerirán la adquisición de una nueva SDP. Otras alternativas podrán ser aportadas durante este período de 
reexaminación de Notificación de Proyecto (NOP) o por el equipo de la Evaluación de los Impactos Medioambientales 



 
 

 
 

(EIM) en respuesta a los impactos medioambientales potencialmente significativos que serán indicados durante el proceso 
de la Evaluación de los Impactos Medioambientales (EIM) 
 
Los Temas específicos del análisis serán tratados en la Evaluación de los Impactos Medioambientales (EIM) que 
incluyen: estética, recursos agrícolas, calidad del aire, recursos biológicos, recursos culturales, peligros y materiales 
peligrosos, hidrología y calidad de agua, uso de la tierra y planeamiento, recursos minerales, ruido, población y vivienda, 
servicios públicos, recreación, transporte y tráfico, y utilidades y sistemas de servicio.  Cuando es factible, las acciones de 
mitigación serán recomendadas para evitar o para reducir impactos potencialmente significativos. También, impactos 
acumulativos potenciales del Proyecto Propuesto serán considerados junto con otros proyectos del pasado, presente y 
razonablemente previsible en la zona, y serán tratados en la Evaluación de los Impactos Medioambientales (EIM). 
 
Se incluirá Información en la Evaluación de los Impactos Medioambientales (EIM) basada en el aporte y comentarios 
recibidos durante el período de examinación de la Notificación de Proyecto (NOP).  Los responsables de las decisiones, 
Agencias del Consejo de Administración la Ley de la Calidad Medioambiental de California (LCMC), Agencias 
Responsables por la Ley de la Calidad Medioambiental de California (LCMC), propietarios, personas y partes interesadas 
tendrán la oportunidad de hacer cometarios sobre el Evaluación Preliminar de los Impactos Medioambientales después de 
que sea publicado y distribuido para examinación pública. Para información adicional sobre el proceso de CEQA del 
proyecto propuesto, prosiga a: http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/esa/sjxvl/index.html.  
 
Período de Examinación Pública para esta Notificación de Preparación. 
Debido a la ley del estado de California, hay que enviar repuestas en menos de 30 días después de la fecha de esta 
notificación.  El período de examinación pública cerrará a las cinco de la tarde del 22 de septiembre, 2008.  Por favor 
incluir toda su información, incluyendo nombre, dirección, y número de teléfono, para toda la correspondencia futura de 
este tema. 
 
Por favor enviar comentarios a: 

Mr. Jensen Uchida 
San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Project 
c/o Environmental Science Associates 

225 Bush Street, Suite 1700 
San Francisco, CA 94104 
Teléfono: (415) 962-8409  

Fax: (415) 896-0332 
sjxvl@esassoc.com

 
Reuniónes de Exploración. 
Habrá dos reuniónes durante el período de exploración de NOP para que el público y agencias reguladoras tengan la 
oportunidad de hacer preguntas y hacer comentarios sobre la exploración de la Evaluación de los Impactos 
Medioambientales.  Las reuniónes de exploración comenzarán con una presentación breve de Visión General del proyecto 
propuesto y alternativas reales indicadas. Después de la presentación, las partes interesadas tendrán la oportunidad de 
hacer preguntas y comentarios sobre el proyecto. Se proveerán fichas de comentarios para aquellos interesados en  
someter comentarios escritos; se podrán someter comentarios escritos durante todo el proceso de NOP a la dirección, fax, 
o correo electrónico ya mencionados. Las reuniónes de exploración se realizarán: 

El 17 de Septiembre, 2008 
6:30 pm – 8:30 pm 

Freedom Elementary School Cafeteria 
575 East Citrus 

Farmersville, CA  93223 

El 18 de Septiembre 
6:30 pm – 8:30 pm 

Woodlake Veterans Memorial Building 
355 N. Acacia Street 

Woodlake, CA  93286 

Aviso: Los comentarios de la examinación serán aceptados por fax, correo electrónico, o por correo hasta el 22 de 
Septiembre, 2008. Por favor incluir toda su información, incluyendo nombre, número de teléfono y dirección.   
 

mailto:sjxvl@esassoc.com
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Miscellaneous 5210
BURIAL plots (3) Belmont
Memorial/Odd Fellows.
Best offer! 559-252-1203
CABINET CD&Disc, with
lock. Holds a bunch. $20.
Call (559) 246-0160
CALCULATOR TI-86
graphing like new $30 Call
(559) 227-5871
CAMP 4FUEL HEATER
COST $145 SELL $45 like
new Call (559) 221-8577
CAMP STOVE COLEMAN
, LANTERN 4-FUEL $39
221-8577
CAPT CHAIRS OLD NICE
WOOD NEED UPHOL-
STERY $35 355-5991

CARDIO GLIDE
Xlnt cond. $50.

Call (559) 645-4069
CARDS CHIPPER JONES
200 (2002-06) $10
341-5956
CARDS, EMPIRE STKS
BACK 1980( 130) $65.O-
BO Call (559) 229-1089
CARDS INTERSTATE
NEWS SV.(90)1926,
H I S T .  $ 1 4 0 / O B O
229-1089
CARDS METAL -STAR
TREK CPT KIRK (5) $65.
OBO Call (559) 229-1089

CARDS SAMMY SOSA
325 (2002-06) $10

559-341-5956
CAR MATS 6 piece plas-
tic set $2 Call (559)
304-1430
CARPET CLEANER Dirt
Devil like new $40 Call
(559) 437-0818
CARPET new 400 rolls
BR size 12x10 is $49.00
many sizes avail 233-7400
CART ELEC 3 WHEEL
/disabled. No battery/seat.
$100/obo. 681-5492
CASH! We buy anything:
Old Coins, Electronics,
Motorcycles, Vehicles,
Equipment & Much More.
Bring in unwanted items
for cash. 559/348-9428
CELL PHONE LG CHOC-
OLATE vx8500 w/New
Charger. $120 761-7696
CELL PHONE T-MOBILE
SHADOW 250.00 Call eric
(559) 765-6205
CELLUAR Jabra BT-160
handsfree never used $20
Call (559) 227-5871
CHAIN HOIST Yale, 1/2
ton, works good. $45. Call
(559) 645-4069
CHAIN LINK FENCE
6’used 250LF $249 OBO
Call (559) 255-2347
CHAINSAW 14" Gas
Blade $50 Good Condition
Call (559)352-9793
CHAINSAW LIKE NEW
COST $565-ECHO, STIHL
$189 Call (559) 221-8577
CHAIR Dark Blue swiv-
el/rocker $30 Call (559)
970-2819
CHANDELIER MINI Am-
berbeads over 3 lights.
15"x13" $49 432-4367
CHANDELIER Vintage
50+ Wrought iron & wood,
6 light. $69 432-4367

CHARGER ENV
used works great $10
Call (559) 803-3961

CHINA CABINET glass
and teak large size. $250
Call (559) 641-5975
CHINA HUTCH maple
78"x47" $100 Call (559)
298-9450
CHINA - ROYAL JACK-
SON Full Set 11 $250.
559-287-6385
CLARINET Conn B-flat
nice $100 Call (559)
439-1472
COACHING DRILL
BOOKS 10 Books Various
Sports $2.00 ea 299-2690
COAT Black. BabyPhat
girlz 6X $25 obo
559-475-0048
COCKTAIL SHAKERS
1940’s Silver $25. Call
(559) 970-3956
COFFEE TABLE Wood, 6
drawers $100 cal l
(559-304-1430)
COFFEE table. wood,
beveled glass top. $25.
Call (559) 246-0160

COMFORTER TWIN
PIRATES CARIBBEAN
$15 DISNEY 299-6603
COMPRESSOR LARGE
TANK. $250 Call (559)
351-5752
COMPUTER DESK
GLASS L Shape $90
OBO Call (559) 478-0379
COMPUTER GAME: Star-
Wars Knights/Sith Lords
$15. Call (559) 298-2311
COMPUTER MONITOR
Viewsonic, 17" CRT $40
Call (559) 322-7964
COMPUTERS 64 & 128
Commodore $100& $150
resp. (559) 877-6290
CONCRETE BENCH

Beautiful $48.
Call (559) 241-4015

CONCRETE POT
35 gallon $65.

Call (559) 241-4015
COOKIE JAR

WINNIE THE POOH Good
Cond. $10 (559)442-0212
CORDLESS DRILL MAKI-
TA w/charger works
XLNT! $75 277-2585
COSTUME Sylvester the
Cat, paid $60. asking $20.
Call (559) 431-6979
COUCH LEATHER green.
$40 obo fresno/dakota.
313-9314
COUCH & LOVESEAT,
white vinyl, good cond.
$160 559-432-1399
COUCH MICROFIBER
$150, No Smoke or kids.
3mo. (559) 960-5997
COUCH - REALLY NICE!!
Only $250. Call (619)
517-8455
DALE EARNHARDT die-
cast w/coa SIGNED $125
Call (559) 435-3770

DECOY DUCKS 11
PLASTIC $85.

Call (559) 229-1089
DESK W/ HUTCH
CHEERY-WOOD MOVING
$250 (559) 960-5997
DESK WORKSTATION
DESK/MAPLE $250 Call
(559) 351-5752
DIE-CAST w/coa SIGNED
JEFF GORDON $125 Call
(559) 435-3770

DINETTE New Oak $195
Lg oak set $395. 255-1800
DINING TABLE AND 6
CHAIRS ASKING $250.00
Call (559) 840-0078
DINING TABLE 6’7" oval
honey colored $60
761-7696 803-3961
DISHES MISAKA VILLA-
GIO BLUE #341 Serve 10
Like New $250 287-6385
DISHES 4 place set Gold-
en Wreath Pattern $25
Call (559) 970-2819
DOG HOUSE Xlrg 36x42
newly built all wood const
$150 Call (559) 232-1290
DOLL countess doll beau-
tiful russian $50 in case.
Call (559) 641-5975

DOLL CUTEST little
cowboy doll w/guitar. $50
Call (559) 641-5975
DOLL Darling mariachi
doll w/horn in case. $50
Call (559) 641-5975
DOOR Entryway solid
door. good cond. $60.00.
347-7052.
DRAGON HEAD WallArt
21Hx14Wx17 Xlnt Cond
$89 for set/2 432-4367
DREAMSICLES COLLEC-
TION 18 pieces $250 obo
Call (559) 323-4534
DVD AMERICAN GANG-
STER Original $5 Call
(559) 803-3961
DVDS 7 WORKOUT
DVDS mostly new. $25
Call (559) 227-4131

DVD THE FIRST
SUNDAY original $5
Call (559) 803-3961

EDGER McLane
new belt & blade.

Runs good $65. 246-0160
EIGHT TRACK PLAYER
CONSOLE/AM/FM RA-
DIO, $30, 559-260-2732
ELIPTICAL Eclipse Elipti-
cal $200 OBO xlnt cond
Call (559) 261-2051
ENCLOSED TRAILER
5x8x6 $1200 Call (559)
790-5059
ENCYCLOPEDIA 1964,
23 volumes, FREE!
559-260-2732
END TABLES 2 $50 med.
finish with draws Call
(559) 233-3014

ENGINE STAND
for outboard. $25

Call (559) 351-5752
ENTERTAINMENT CEN-
TER cherry. $50 obo.
fresno/dakota. 313-9314
EUREKA Copperhead
Plus $30 all incl. 761-7696
803-3961

Miscellaneous 5210
EXCERCISE MACHINE
Weider weight station
$120 Call (559) 281-2608
EXCERISE GYM 4station
.must see $220/obo
(559)225-8390
EXCERISE ROLLER sit-
down rollers. elect. $65.
225-8390

FILE CABINET
$40

Call (559) 351-5752
FILE CABINET LATERAL
2 drawer with key $60.
Call (559) 251-1087
FILE CABINET LATERAL
3 drawer no key $75 Call
(559) 251-1087

FILE CABINET OAK
2 DRAWERS $75.

Call (559) 227-6399
FIREFIGHTER CLASS "A"
UNIFORM, 4 AVAILABLE
$225 Call (559) 271-0252
FIREPLACE MANTLES 2,
oak. 4ft&6ft. top only. $80
225-8390
FIRE SAFE Sentry 1250
19x17x14 $50 (559)
436-8107
FISHING FLOAT TUBE
sell $145 Call (559)
221-8577

FISHING weight maker
plus molds. $100.
Call 559-271-8141

FLOORING Handscrapped
Hardwood, Maple, Walnut,

Hickory. 30yr warr.
As low as $2.99 sf.

Call Adam 325-3664
FLOOR MATS for Honda
Civic gray 2000-2006 $45
292-7317
FOOD PROCESSOR
LIKE NEW $60.00 Call
(559) 227-6399
FRAMES 2 Gold 5X7
FRAMES $1 CALL(559)
304-1430

FREEZER 15CUFT
$75 manual defrost
Call (559) 233-3014

FREEZER 18 cu. ft $100
obo runs good Call (559)
638-6446
FREEZER runs great!! call
me now 559-859-5476
$125 obo
FUTON GREAT BUY AT
$150.00 Call (559)
227-6399
GARGOYLE Goth ic
Climber 19"Wx18"Hx10
1/2" Resin $75 432-4367
GENERATOR "HONDA"
Portable Works Great
$150 Call (559)352-9793
GIFT-IN-A-BALLOON MA-
CHINE $250.00 firm. Call
(559) 227-5081.
GOLF BAG-MENS &
CART,CLUBS,LIKE NEW
$50. 559-287-6385

GOLF BALLS
PRO VI $8

Call (559) 974-1054
GOLF CLUBS irons-
woods-bag-cart-newer-$50
Call (559) 593-3232
GOLF CLUBS RT HD
Graphite driver 43-47"
shaft $175 559-877-6290
GOLF SET TOP FLITE
XL 5000 18 PC $175
STILL IN BOX 299-6603
GOSSIP BENCH $75
Cherry finished Call (559)
233-3014
GPS HANDLELD magel-
lian brand still in box $99
(559) 289-7823
GRAPE TRAYS-Decorate
Walls 5 lrg $10/ea 2 small
$3/ea 287-6385
GRIDDLE TOASTMAS-

TER 15" $15
761-7696 803-3961
GYM Zinkin 4 Station,
Mint! Pd $7800; DRASTI-
CALLY REDUCED To
$1900/obo. 559/906-2304

PUBLIC NOTICE

#15711
Trustee Sale No. 08-10480 Title Order No. G841881 APN
452-335-06 NOTICE OF TRUSTEE’S SALE YOU ARE IN
DEFAULT UNDER A DEED OF TRUST DATED 10/9/2006.
UNLESS YOU TAKE ACTION TO PROTECT YOUR PROP-
ERTY, IT MAY BE SOLD AT A PUBLIC SALE. IF YOU NEED
AN EXPLANATION OF THE NATURE OF THE PROCEED-
INGS AGAINST YOU, YOU SHOULD CONTACT A LAW-
YER. On 9/19/2008 at 10:30AM, Old Republic Default
Management Services, a Division of Old Republic National
Title Insurance Company as the duly appointed Trustee
pursuant to the Deed of Trust Recorded on 10/23/2006 as
Instrument No. 2006-0225380 of official records in the
Office of the Recorder of Fresno County, California, exe-
cuted by: Jesus Morales, a married man as his sole and
separate property as Trustor, Mortgage Electronic Registra-
tion Systems, Inc., as Beneficiary, Will Sell At Public Auction
To The Highest Bidder For Cash (payable in full at time of
sale by cash, a cashier’s check drawn by a state or
national bank, a check drawn by a state or federal credit
union, or a check drawn by a state or federal savings and
loan association, savings association, or savings bank
specified in section 5102 of the Financial Code and autho-
rized to do business in this state). At: At the Van Ness
Avenue exit from the County Courthouse, 1100 Van Ness,
Fresno, CA, all right, title and interest conveyed to and
now held by it under said Deed of Trust in the property
situated in said County, and state, and as more fully
described in the above referenced Deed of Trust. The street
address and other common designation, if any, of the real
property described above is purported to be: 3038 East
White Avenue, Fresno, CA 93701. The undersigned Trust-
ee disclaims any liability for any incorrectness of the street
address and other common designation, if any, shown
herein. Said sale will be made in an "AS IS" condition, but
without covenant or warranty, expressed or implied, re-
garding title, possession, or encumbrances, to pay the
remaining principal sum of the note(s) secured by said
Deed of Trust, with interest thereon, as provided in said
note(s), advances, if any, under the terms of the Deed of
Trust, estimated fees, charges and expenses of the Trustee
and of the trusts created by said Deed of Trust, to wit:
$189,596.62 (Estimated) Accrued interest and additional
advances, if any, will increase this figure prior to sale. It is
possible that at the time of sale the opening bid may be
less than the total indebtedness due. Date: 8/30/2008 Old
Republic Default Management Services, a Division of Old
Republic National Title Insurance Company, as Trustee
P.O. Box 250 Orange, CA 92856-6250 (866) 263-5802
For Sale Information Contact: Priority Posting and Publish-
ing (714) 573-1965 Esther Valenzuela, Assistant Vice Pres-
ident, P463697 8/30, 9/6, 09/13/2008

PUBLIC NOTICE

#13752
TSG No.: 3562725 TS No.: 20079134010183
FHA/VA/PMI No.: Notice Of Trustee’s Sale YOU ARE IN
DEFAULT UNDER A DEED OF TRUST, DATED 3/24/2006
UNLESS YOU TAKE ACTION TO PROTECT YOUR PROP-
ERTY, IT MAY BE SOLD AT A PUBLIC SALE. IF YOU NEED
AN EXPLANATION OF THE NATURE OF THE PROCEED-
ING AGAINST YOU, YOU SHOULD CONTACT A LAW-
YER. On 10/3/2008 at 10:30 AM First American Loanstar
Trustee Services, as duly appointed Trustee under and
pursuant to Deed of Trust recorded 04/04/2006, as Instru-
ment No. 2006-0069491, in book , page , of Official
Records in the office of the County Recorder of Fresno
County, State of California. Executed by: Angela Williams,
unmarried woman, will sell at public auction to highest
bidder for cash, cashier’s check/cash equivalent or other
form of payment authorized by 2924h(b), (payable at time
of sale in lawful money of the United States) At the Van
Ness Avenue exit from the County Courthouse, 1100 Van
Ness, Fresno, CA All right, title and interest conveyed to
and now held by it under said Deed of Trust in the
property situated in said County and State described as: As
more fully described in the above mentioned Deed of Trust
APN# 465-233-03 The street address and other common
designation, if any, of the real property described above is
purported to be: 220 E Tuolumne St, Fresno, CA 93706
The undersigned Trustee disclaims any liability for any
incorrectness of the street address and other common
designation, if any, shown herein. Said sale will be made,
but without covenant or warranty, expressed or implied,
regarding title, possession, or encumbrances, to pay the
remaining principal sum of the note(s) secured by said
Deed of Trust, with interest thereon, as provided in said
note(s), advances, under the terms of said Deed of Trust,
fees, charges and expenses of the Trustee and of the trusts
created by said Deed of Trust. The total amount of the
unpaid balance of the obligation secured by the property
to be sold and reasonable estimated costs, expenses and
advances at the time of the initial publication of the Notice
of Sale is $144,337.63 The beneficiary under said Deed of
Trust heretofore executed and delivered to the undersigned
a written Declaration of Default and Demand for Sale, and
a written Notice of Default and Election to Sell. The
undersigned caused said Notice of Default and Election to
sell to be recorded in the County where the real property is
located. Date: 9/13/2008 First American Title Insurance
Company First American LoanStar Trustee Services 3 First
American Way Santa Ana, CA 92707 First American Loan-
star Trustee Services may be acting as a debt collector
attempting to collect a debt. Any information obtained will
be used for that purpose. Original document signed by
Authorized Agent For Trustee’s Sale Information Please
Call (714) 573-1965 P464589 9/13, 9/20, 09/27/2008

Miscellaneous 5210
GUITAR DEF LEPPARD
GUITAR Auto’s (#/9000).
$140/obo (559) 280-4020
GUITAR HERO GUITAR
A GUITAR & CONTROL-
LER $45 577-3854
HAMMOCK Backyard
Tree Single Blue New $25
Call (559) 970-2819

HANDBAG COACH
like new $200

Call (559) 284-0285
HANDHELD Gameboy SP
w/ charger (BLK) $50 Call
(559) 352-9793
HEATER 220 3 coil 4000
watts $250 Call (559)
970-2819
HEATER Titan 1300-1500
watts $15 761-7696
803-3961
HOME THEATRE SONY
SPKRS & SUB $200.
(619)517-8455
HOT WHEELS ASSORT-
ED In wrappers, 100. All
for $50 (559)299-1455
HP SCANNER, EXCEL-
LENT CONDITION $25.00
Call (559) 431-1985
IGLOO WATER JUG 10
gal, $22. Call (559)
229-1089

IGLOO WATER JUG
10 GAL. $25.

Call (559) 229-1089
INCENSE OIL BURNER

$2.00
559-228-8795

INFANTINO Infant Play
mat w/toys $5 Call (559)
304-1430
INJECTOR MARINADE
CHEF WILLIAMS $20.00
Call (559) 227-6399
JOHN MUIR TRAIL MAPS
5’x4’. lrg. $20 (559)
225-8390
JVC SPEAKERS 10" pair
single sub boxes $40
(559) 803-3961
KARAOKE CDG’S both
for $8 Rap + Romantics
761-7696 803-3961
KITCHEN CART $50 with
wood block top Call (559)
233-3014
KITCHEN TABLE No
chairs $20 Call (559)
251-1087
KITCHEN TABLE round
wood table 2 chairs $23
Call (559) 435-3770
KNIGHT Helmet & Sword
Wall Sculpture xlnt Cond
$79 for Set/2. 432-4367
KNIGHT Helmet & Sword
Wall Sculpture 10x6x16
$49 Excel Cond 432-4367
LAMP 1960’s, lrg. amber-
glass. xlnt cond. $20 (559)
225-8390
LAWNMOWER Craftsman
21" 6.5 Eng Rear Bag
$200 Call (559) 323-4534
LEADSINGER II karaoke
plus ipod dock still in box
$50 803-3961
LEAPPAD & TOYS Each
as is $25/obo. Call (559)
438-7179
LEGO HOCKEY NEW
SLAMMER STADIUM 275
Pieces $20 299-6603

LEVIS 501’S
USED $8.00

Call (559) 355-5991
LITTLE TIKES toy boxes
$25 & $20 each. Call
244-1365
LUGGAGE- DESIGN
LARK-4 PIECE No Rollers
$50. 559-287-6385
LUGGAGE 6r pieces of
luggage for $50 Call (559)
641-5975
LUGGAGE 6-piece for
$50. Two are large leath-
er. Call (559) 641-5975
MARTIAL ARTS SPAR-
RING EQUIP. for youth.
$50. Call (559) 645-4069
MARTIAL ARTS KICK
BAG and kick shield. $50.
Call (559) 645-4069

Miscellaneous 5210
MASSAGER KNEADING
FINGERS portable, deluxe
$30 289-3173
MATTRESS FULL SIZE
Box spring/Firm incld $250
obo. (559) 817-9939
MATTRESS 2 New Green
air mattress Queen $20ea.
Call (559) 970-2819
Mattress set in wrap $95
PILLOW-TOP SETS $175
KING Set $195. 255-1800
MATTRESS twin, Serta,
no-flip design, 5 yrs old.
$27 obo (559)486-6407
METAL DETECTOR
WHITE’S TOP/LINE $249
221-8577
MICRO MAGIC CHEF
OVEN $90.00 Call (559)
227-6399
MILK BOTTLES Set of 8
$40.00 Cal l  (559)
970-3956
MINI CHANDELIER Gold
w/5 lights $5 Call (559)
304-1430
MIRROR HOME INTERI-
OR, ROUND w/small
SHELF. $75. 229-1089
MIRROR 22HX18 1/2W (2
small chips)17Wx7"H $24
432-4367
MIRROR ON STAND 5ft
tall -metal frame--hinged-
$50 Call (559) 593-3232

MITER CHOP SAW
Wood 3HP $100/OBO
Call (559) 478-0379

MOTORCYCLE PADDLE
TIRE SandPro, 19", $30.
225-8390
MOTORCYCLE SLOT
RACE TRACK $100
(559)225-8390

MOWER $249/OBO
Craftsman Kohler 15.5HP
AT 42" 6-7PM 843-2140
MULTI-METER FLUKE
COST $435 sell $195 Call
(559) 221-8577
NAIL POLISH LIGHT pro-
fessional never used $75.
Call (559) 299-7585

NEWSPRINT END ROLLS
with approx. half-inch

of paper - 65 feet long
49 inch roll $5.00 each
36.75 inch roll $4.00 each
24.5 inch roll $3.00 each
17 inch roll $3.00 each
Purchase at The Fresno
Bee’s lobby 10am-3pm
Monday-Friday. Lrg. or-
ders please call 441-6111
NINTENDO GAMECUBE
Dance Pad $15.00 Call
(559) 323-0831
NOVELS box of classic
novels $10 Call (559)
304-1430
NURSING SHOES WHITE
DANSKO Size 7 1/2-8.
$75. Call 559-645-4060
NUT/BOLT BIN PULL
OUT DRAWER. BOLTS
INCLD. $250 351-5752
OCCASSIONAL TABLES
1 coffee 2 end. Excellent
cond $250 (559)641-5975
OFFICE CHAIRS GUEST

STYLE (4) $20 EA.
Call (559) 351-5752

OIL PAINTINGS (4)-
framed-large-large--$20ea
Call (559) 593-3232
OIL PAINTINGS-(2)
-large--paris-framed-$75ea
Call (559) 593-3232
OUT HOUSE ON
WHEELS $225 or OBO
Call (559) 255-2347
PAINT SPRAYER Wagner
900 Airless. $75 Call
(559) 299-1455

PALLET RACK
4’x8’ $100

Call (559) 351-5752
PANASONIC Shelf Stereo
(SLVR) 5 Disc 215 watts
$65 Very Nice 352-9793

PUBLIC NOTICE

#18743
TSG No.: 3765507 TS No.: 20089070804322
FHA/VA/PMI No.: Notice Of Trustee’s Sale YOU ARE IN
DEFAULT UNDER A DEED OF TRUST, DATED 10/9/2006
UNLESS YOU TAKE ACTION TO PROTECT YOUR PROP-
ERTY, IT MAY BE SOLD AT A PUBLIC SALE. IF YOU NEED
AN EXPLANATION OF THE NATURE OF THE PROCEED-
ING AGAINST YOU, YOU SHOULD CONTACT A LAW-
YER. On 9/26/2008 at 10:30 AM First American Loanstar
Trustee Services, as duly appointed Trustee under and
pursuant to Deed of Trust recorded 10/12/2006, as Instru-
ment No. 2006-0217949, in book , page , of Official
Records in the office of the County Recorder of Fresno
County, State of California. Executed by: Jamin Brazil, will
sell at public auction to highest bidder for cash, cashier’s
check/cash equivalent or other form of payment autho-
rized by 2924h(b), (payable at time of sale in lawful
money of the United States) At the Van Ness Avenue exit
from the County Courthouse, 1100 Van Ness, Fresno, CA
All right, title and interest conveyed to and now held by it
under said Deed of Trust in the property situated in said
County and State described as: As more fully described in
the above mentioned Deed of Trust APN# 579-110-34-S
The street address and other common designation, if any,
of the real property described above is purported to be:
1247 East Via Marbella Drive, Fresno, CA 93730 The
undersigned Trustee disclaims any liability for any incor-
rectness of the street address and other common designa-
tion, if any, shown herein. Said sale will be made, but
without covenant or warranty, expressed or implied, re-
garding title, possession, or encumbrances, to pay the
remaining principal sum of the note(s) secured by said
Deed of Trust, with interest thereon, as provided in said
note(s), advances, under the terms of said Deed of Trust,
fees, charges and expenses of the Trustee and of the trusts
created by said Deed of Trust. The total amount of the
unpaid balance of the obligation secured by the property
to be sold and reasonable estimated costs, expenses and
advances at the time of the initial publication of the Notice
of Sale is $576,500.52 The beneficiary under said Deed of
Trust heretofore executed and delivered to the undersigned
a written Declaration of Default and Demand for Sale, and
a written Notice of Default and Election to Sell. The
undersigned caused said Notice of Default and Election to
sell to be recorded in the County where the real property is
located. Date: 9/6/2008 First American Title Insurance
Company First American LoanStar Trustee Services 3 First
American Way Santa Ana, CA 92707 First American Loan-
star Trustee Services may be acting as a debt collector
attempting to collect a debt. Any information obtained will
be used for that purpose. Original document signed by
Authorized Agent Chet Sconyers - For Trustee’s Sale Infor-
mation Please Call (714) 573-1965 P460372 9/6, 9/13,
09/20/2008

PUBLIC NOTICE

#18746
TSG No.: 3764562 TS No.: 20089017101882
FHA/VA/PMI No.: Notice Of Trustee’s Sale YOU ARE IN
DEFAULT UNDER A DEED OF TRUST, DATED 5/7/2007
UNLESS YOU TAKE ACTION TO PROTECT YOUR PROP-
ERTY, IT MAY BE SOLD AT A PUBLIC SALE. IF YOU NEED
AN EXPLANATION OF THE NATURE OF THE PROCEED-
ING AGAINST YOU, YOU SHOULD CONTACT A LAW-
YER. On 9/26/2008 at 10:30 AM First American Loanstar
Trustee Services, as duly appointed Trustee under and
pursuant to Deed of Trust recorded 05/11/2007, as Instru-
ment No. 2007-0094346, in book , page , of Official
Records in the office of the County Recorder of Fresno
County, State of California. Executed by: David B Leon, will
sell at public auction to highest bidder for cash, cashier’s
check/cash equivalent or other form of payment autho-
rized by 2924h(b), (payable at time of sale in lawful
money of the United States) At the Van Ness Avenue exit
from the County Courthouse, 1100 Van Ness, Fresno, CA
All right, title and interest conveyed to and now held by it
under said Deed of Trust in the property situated in said
County and State described as: As more fully described in
the above mentioned Deed of Trust APN# 435-192-03
The street address and other common designation, if any,
of the real property described above is purported to be:
625 W Dayton Ave, Fresno, CA 93705 The undersigned
Trustee disclaims any liability for any incorrectness of the
street address and other common designation, if any,
shown herein. Said sale will be made, but without cove-
nant or warranty, expressed or implied, regarding title,
possession, or encumbrances, to pay the remaining princi-
pal sum of the note(s) secured by said Deed of Trust, with
interest thereon, as provided in said note(s), advances,
under the terms of said Deed of Trust, fees, charges and
expenses of the Trustee and of the trusts created by said
Deed of Trust. The total amount of the unpaid balance of
the obligation secured by the property to be sold and
reasonable estimated costs, expenses and advances at the
time of the initial publication of the Notice of Sale is
$238,789.07 The beneficiary under said Deed of Trust
heretofore executed and delivered to the undersigned a
written Declaration of Default and Demand for Sale, and a
written Notice of Default and Election to Sell. The under-
signed caused said Notice of Default and Election to sell to
be recorded in the County where the real property is
located. Date: 9/6/2008 First American Title Insurance
Company First American LoanStar Trustee Services 3 First
American Way Santa Ana, CA 92707 First American Loan-
star Trustee Services may be acting as a debt collector
attempting to collect a debt. Any information obtained will
be used for that purpose. Original document signed by
Authorized Agent Chet Sconyers - For Trustee’s Sale Infor-
mation Please Call (714) 573-1965 P460427 9/6, 9/13,
09/20/2008

Miscellaneous 5210
PANTS Men’s Nike. 7 of
them each for $10. Call
(559) 974-3166

PAPER WEIGHTS
LAZER Crystal

$200 all (559) 645-7642
PARTICLE BOARD 5/8"
30"x42",70 pieces. $200
takes all (559)299-1455
PATIO ALUM GLASS TA-
BLE-6 CHAIRS Nice $250
OBO Call (559) 478-0379
PATIO FURNITURE WITH
UMBRELLA. $250 Call
(559) 351-5752
PC GAME: Evil Genius
like new $15/obo Call
(559) 298-2311
PEPPER DEFENDER
17% oc $10 761-7696
803-3961

PERGO installer has
9,681 sf of top quality
Laminate Flooring. I can
also carpet your L/R &
Hall for only $389 (based
on 30 yards). Call Adam
559/227-7387 Lic#847792
PET STEPS CARPETED

for dog and cat. $25
Call (559) 641-5975

PHONOGRAPH CON-
SOLE with AM/FM Radio,
$30, call 559-260-2732
PHOTO CLOCK Silver
w/8 2X2 photo openings
$2 (559)304-1430
PICTURE FRAMES Box
of 15. $85. for all. Call
(559) 227-5081
PICTURE frame set WIN-
NIE THE POOH of (3)
Very cute $15 442-0212
PICTURE ORIENTAL
COPPER large-framed-
$65 Call (559) 593-3232
PLATES DECORATOR

CAT Set of 4 $40.00
Call (559) 970-3956

PLATES DECORATOR
Blue Danish $10/ea. Call
(559) 970-3956
PLATES, NORMAN
ROCKWELL SET OF 4,
$45. Call (559) 229-1089
PLAYSKOOL WEEBLES
CASTLE $18 W/WEE-
BLES 299-6603

POOL TABLE REBCO
8’ Dark Finish. Del Incl.
$1200. (559) 696-9745

POTS 2 Decor Cement
Flower Pots, $100, Firm.
Call (559) 435-4563
POWERED Speaker CU-
BITE T.S w/ usb hub $15
761-7696 803-3961
POWER SUPPLY COLE-
MAN Portable 12v $20
761-7696 or 803-3961
POWER TRIM EDGER
Needs Carb $20 obo
299-2690
PRINTER HP works great,
needs ink $15 Call (559)
289-7823
PSP MOVIE: Zorro, Saha-
ra, Matrix $6. Call (559)
298-2311

RABBIT CAGE
Good condition $25
Call (559) 579-6501

RADIO AM/FM console
with 8 track player $50,
260-2732
RANGEHOOD 36" Broan
biscuit $50 Call (559)
436-8107
RECLINER blue recliner
asking $50.00 Call (559)
840-0078
RECLINER CHAIR wing
back style $250. Excellent
cond. Call (559) 641-5975
RECLINER LEATHER
ROCKER $250. Very Soft
store. (559) 960-5997
RECORDPLAYER Vintage
GE SolidState Stereo, $20
(559) 304-1430

Miscellaneous 5210
REFRIGERATOR GE
Small 3.5 cu. ft. $35.00
(559) 299-1455
REFRIGERATOR good
cond. $200/OBO Call
(559) 297-0809
REFRIGERATOR White
Standard, good clean
cond. $80. OBO 281-2608
ROLLER S K A T E S
SKECHERS, 4 wheelers.
size 11. $40. 225-8390
ROOM DIVIDER decor-
7ftx7ft-hand painted-$85
Call (559) 593-3232
ROPE 3/4" COTTON
NEW 100FT @ $40.00
Call (559) 355-5991
ROTOTILLER Troy-Bilt
Bronco 5.5 OHV $250 obo
Call (559) 323-4534
SALT/PEPPER Shaker
Set PRECIOUS MO-
MENTS $15 559-323-4534
SCOOTER, ELEC. Electra
Glide. Needs some wiring.
$50. 681-5492
SCOOTER/ELECTRIC
Metalic Red moped like
new. $125. 213-8380
SCOOTER. electric Zip-
per. Needs some wiring.
$50. 681-5492
SCOOTERS-Elec 3-wheel
$695 Will del demo; Buy
/Sell/Svc Warr. 276-9381

SECTIONAL Gray with
strips asking $100.00 Call
(559) 840-0078

SECTIONAL SOFA
w/recliner $750.

Recliner $125. 255-1800
SERVING TRAY Glass
Serving Tray $1 (559)
304-1430

SEWING MACHINE
antique $75.00

Call (559) 304-5804
SEWING MACHINE Euro-
pro, white-BRAND NEW!
$250/OBO Call: 281-9413
SHIRTS LADIES PETITE
4; mint; $3.00 ea; 559
970-3888
SHOE HOLDERS 2
w/hangers holds 24 pairs
each $5 (559) 304-1430
SHOE SIZE Girl’s : 5
BRAND NEW Jordans
Pink/Grey $15 375-3522
SHOES/LADIES short
heel/flats, size 5, mint; $3
559 970-3888

SHOP MANUAL
MERCURY OUTBOARD.

$25 351-5752
SHORTS Men’s Levi’s. 4
of them each for $12. Call
(559) 974-3166
SHUTTER DOORS {2}
6’6"X1’ still in box.
$20/both 225-8390
SINGER PRELUDE SEW-
ING MACHINE $50 STILL
IN BOX 299-6603
SMOKER Cooker/steamer
ceramic inside $30 Call
(559) 970-2819
STAG LAMP Brass &
Stained Glass 3Lights
18x23 1/2" $199 432-4367
STAR WARS FIGURES

(10) $7/ea.
Call (559) 579-6501

7UP STATE CAN SET
Factory sealed empty
cans. $50 877-6290
STATIONARY BIKE LIKE
NEW. Top of the line.
$250 559-645-4060

PUBLIC NOTICE

#20177
NOTICE OF TRUSTEE’S SALE

T.S. No. T08-37943-CA YOU ARE IN DEFAULT UNDER A
DEED OF TRUST DATED 07-11-2005. UNLESS YOU TAKE
ACTION TO PROTECT YOUR PROPERTY, IT MAY BE SOLD
AT A PUBLIC SALE. IF YOU NEED AN EXPLANATION OF
THE NATURE OF THE PROCEEDING AGAINST YOU, YOU
SHOULD CONTACT A LAWYER. A public auction sale to
the highest bidder for cash, cashier’s check drawn on a
state or national bank, check drawn by a state or federal
credit union, or a check drawn by a state or federal
savings and loan association, or savings association, or
savings bank specified in Section 5102 of the Financial
Code and authorized to do business in this state will be
held by the duly appointed trustee as shown below, of all
right, title, and interest conveyed to and now held by the
trustee in the hereinafter described property under and
pursuant to a Deed of Trust described below. The sale will
be made, but without covenant or warranty, expressed or
implied, regarding title, possession, or encumbrances, to
pay the remaining principal sum of the note(s) secured by
the Deed of Trust, with interest and late charges thereon,
as provided in the note(s), advances, under the terms of
the Deed of Trust, interest thereon, fees, charges and
expenses of the Trustee for the total amount (at the time of
the initial publication of the Notice of Sale) reasonably
estimated to be set forth below. The amount may be
greater on the day of sale. Trustor: TARA CALDWELL, A
SINGLE WOMAN Duly Appointed Trustee: CR Title Services
Inc. PO BOX 1500, RANCHO, CUCAMONGA CA, 91729
888-485-9191 Recorded 07-27-2005 as Instrument No.
2005-0168282 in book, page of Official Records in the
office of the Recorder of FRESNO County, California, Date
of Sale:10-06-2008 at 10:30 AM Place of Sale: AT THE
VAN NESS AVENUE EXIT FROM THE COUNTY COURT-
HOUSE, 1100 VAN NESS, FRESNO, CALIFORNIA Amount
of unpaid balance and other charges: $440,592.98 Street
Address or other common designation of real property:
9412 N SIERRA VISTA AVE FRESNO, CA 93720 A.P.N.:
568-093-15-S The undersigned Trustee disclaims any lia-
bility for any incorrectness of the street address or other
common designation, if any, shown above. If no street
address or other common designation is shown, directions
to the location of the property may be obtained by sending
a written request to the beneficiary within 10 days of the
date of first publication of this Notice of Sale. The Trustee
shall incur no liability for any good faith error in stating the
proper amount of unpaid balances and charges. For Sales
Information please contact AGENCY SALES AND POST-
ING at WWW.FIDELITYASAP.COM or 714-730-2727 RE-
INSTATEMENT LINE: 888-485-9191 Date: 09-13-2008
CR Title Services Inc. PO BOX 1500 RANCHO CUCA-
MONGA, CA 91729-1500 RICK MROCZEK, TRUSTEE
SALES OFFICER ASAP# 2872540 09/13/2008,
09/20/2008, 09/27/2008

PUBLIC NOTICE

#15742
NOTICE OF TRUSTEE’S SALE

T.S. No. T08-37275-CA Loan No. 0091954032 YOU ARE
IN DEFAULT UNDER A DEED OF TRUST DATED
12-12-2005. UNLESS YOU TAKE ACTION TO PROTECT
YOUR PROPERTY, IT MAY BE SOLD AT A PUBLIC SALE. IF
YOU NEED AN EXPLANATION OF THE NATURE OF THE
PROCEEDING AGAINST YOU, YOU SHOULD CONTACT
A LAWYER. A public auction sale to the highest bidder for
cash, cashier’s check drawn on a state or national bank,
check drawn by a state or federal credit union, or a check
drawn by a state or federal savings and loan association,
or savings association, or savings bank specified in Section
5102 of the Financial Code and authorized to do business
in this state will be held by the duly appointed trustee as
shown below, of all right, title, and interest conveyed to
and now held by the trustee in the hereinafter described
property under and pursuant to a Deed of Trust described
below. The sale will be made, but without covenant or
warranty, expressed or implied, regarding title, possession,
or encumbrances, to pay the remaining principal sum of
the note(s) secured by the Deed of Trust, with interest and
late charges thereon, as provided in the note(s), advances,
under the terms of the Deed of Trust, interest thereon, fees,
charges and expenses of the Trustee for the total amount
(at the time of the initial publication of the Notice of Sale)
reasonably estimated to be set forth below. The amount
may be greater on the day of sale. Trustor: PASCUAL
MIGUEL PASCUAL, AN UNMARRIED MAN Duly Appointed
Trustee: CR Title Services Inc. Recorded 12-16-2005 as
Instrument No. 2005-0295173 in book , page of Official
Records in the office of the Recorder of FRESNO County,
California, Date of Sale:09-19-2008 at 10:30 AM Place of
Sale: AT THE VAN NESS AVENUE EXIT FROM THE COUN-
TY COURTHOUSE, 1100 VAN NESS, FRESNO, CALIFOR-
NIA Amount of unpaid balance and other charges:
$250,278.41 Street Address or other common designation
of real property: 4782 EAST FOUNTAIN WAY FRESNO,
CA 93726 A.P.N.: 438-211-04 The undersigned Trustee
disclaims any liability for any incorrectness of the street
address or other common designation, if any, shown
above. If no street address or other common designation is
shown, directions to the location of the property may be
obtained by sending a written request to the beneficiary
within 10 days of the date of first publication of this Notice
of Sale. The Trustee shall incur no liability for any good
faith error in stating the proper amount of unpaid balanc-
es and charges. For Sales Information please contact
AGENCY SALES AND POSTING at WWW.FIDELITYAS-
AP.COM or 714-730-2727 REINSTATEMENT LINE:
888-485-9191 Date: 08-30-2008 CR Title Services Inc.
P.O. Box 1500 Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91729-1500
888-485-9191 HEIDI MUCHA, TRUSTEE SALES OFFICER
Federal Law requires us to notify you that we are acting as
a debt collector. If you are currently in a bankruptcy or
have received a discharge in bankruptcy as to this obliga-
tion, this communication is intended for informational pur-
poses only and is not an attempt to collect a debt in
violation of the automatic stay or the discharge injunction.
ASAP# 2853825 08/30/2008, 09/06/2008, 09/13/2008

Miscellaneous 5210
STENOGRAPH MACHINE
shorthand mach. older
mod. $20 225-8390
STOVE Retro Tappan
1950’s retro stove,
$250/OBO 559-222-5770

STROLLER, Graco
PACK N PLAY, $75

(559)452-9447
STUFFED ANIMALS Toys
Large Bag $2 Call (559)
304-1430
SURF BOARD 6ft--great
condition-$95 Call (559)
593-3232
TABLE BROYHILL 38x38
wood coffe table $52 Call
(559) 435-3770
TABLE Frosted Glass
wheels used as desk 3x5
$50 Call (559) 281-2608
TABLE LAMPS 2 gold
white shades. Excellent
cond $100(559) 641-5975
TABLE Small End/Coffee
etc OAK wood 28x24x19
$35 (559) 432-4367
TABLE Tennis-Aerotech,
$150 OBO pd $3oo+ xlnt
cond (559) 645-7642
TABLE w/4 Chairs. 42"di-
ameter Mahogany xlnt
Cond $135 432-4367
TEA KETTLE w/remov-
able lid, Silver $2 Call
(559) 304-1430
TELEVISION black, TUBE
19" Very Nice, Works
Great $40 (559)352-9793
TELEVISION TV/VCR
Combo 13" Works Great
$45 (559)352-9793
TOASTER OVEN HAR-
DLEY USED $20.00 Call
(559) 227-6399
TODDLER CAR SEAT
(velvet cushion) $25firm.
(blue) 299-5771
TODDLER PICNIC TABLE
$25 (Folding)camping
type.Used once. 299-5771
TOOL BOX ALUMINUM
Fits full size trucks on top
of bed. $95 298-3958
TOOL BOX for truckHusky
alum good cond $250
(559) 275-8158
TREADMILL - PROFORM
Crosswalk GT, needs belt
$50 Call (559) 456-1127
TRICYCLE Kettler trike &
pushbar, excellent cond,
$60, phone(559) 434-2746
TRIMMER Craftsmen 17
inch in good cond. $70.
347-7052. older type.
TRIVIA GAME plays on
your T.V., $20.00 Call
(559) 431-6979
TV CABINET OAK $75
with doors Call (559)
233-3014
T.V. / DVD Cabinet
w/storage area $25.00
Call (559) 431-6979
TV MAGNAVOX 27 in--
works great---$60 Call
(559) 593-3232
TV 20" Silver TOSHIBA
Good Cond. $50
(559)352-9793
TWIN BDRM SET $250
3pc. bed dresser nitestand
Call (559) 233-3014
ULTRA VECTION OVEN
COOKS PIZZA $40.00
Call (559) 227-6399

VHS Tapes (400) $200.
OBO. (559)221-7290

Miscellaneous 5210
UPHOLSTERY MACHINE
Singer walking foot. $150
(559) 877-6290
VACUUM CLEANER $25
works good. light to han-
dle and clean. 299-5771
VANITY CHAIR 1950’s
Wood, upholstered seat
$50 (559) 877-6290
VIDEO CAMERA PANA-
SONIC $200/OBO Call
(559) 229-1089
VIOLA Great Condit. Hoff-
man. $150 obo. (559)325-
6474
VIRTUAL REALITY Base-
bal l  Headgear $8
761-7696 803-3961
WASHER & DRYER KEN-
MORE $75. H/D - super-
size Call 229-0194
WASHER GE Washer 8
Cycles. Super Load $250.
Call (559) 704-1132
WATCH Bulova vintage,
mens’ automatic, 23 jew-
els. $65. 347-7052.
WATCH-ELGIN, MEN’S
GOLD TONE, $95.
DAY/DATE 229-1089
WATCH illinois pocket
watch. antique piece, ser-
viced $120 347-7052.
WATERBED Knotty pine
single w/all equip. $75
Call (559) 275-2984
WEDDING DRESS-
WOW!! 8/10 $250. Retails
$1,200. 619-517-8455
WELDING ROD 50lbs.
718C. still in box. $50
(559)225-8390
WHEELCHAIR small to
med. must see $80
(559)225-8390

WHEEL CHAIR $75
Walker $15

(559) 877-6290
WINDOW AC works fine.
Good for one room. $45.
Call (559) 246-0160
WINE RACK for glasses/8
bottles/drawers Wood
20x18x11 $25 432-4367
WORK TABLE WITH VIC-
ES. METAL. $200 Call
(559) 351-5752
ANTIQUES wanted: Old
bottles, signs, Indian Arti-
facts, weapons 930-7218

AMATEUR
Radio enthusiast/photogra-
pher looking to buy old
Ham radio & photo equip,
tubes & testers, old hi fi
stereos & speakers & oth-
er items of interest. Call
Nelsen 530-725-0763

Pools, Hot Tubs,
Spas, Supplies 5250
HOT Tub. Never used.
Loaded. Must sell. $2450.
Can Deliver. 360-9047
SPA 6 person, CD, firber-
optic lights, waterfall
$2000/OBO. 559-940-5360
SPA seats 3-4, 3 yrs old.
Great cond. $2500.
(559)486-3351

SWIMMING POOL COV-
ER pool cover w/ motor.
21’ wide x 45’ long.
$3,000/obo 831-809-8743

PUBLIC NOTICE

#15739
FICTITIOUS BUSINESS

NAME STATEMENT
NEW FILING

FILE NO.
2200810005208

The following person is
doing business as:

Hyatt Leasing Company
231 East Denise Avenue

FRESNO, CA 93720
FRESNO COUNTY
P.O. Box 25130

FRESNO, CA 93729-5130

Hyatt Financial
Services Corp

231 E. Denise Ave.
FRESNO, CA 93720

Registrant commenced to
transact business under the
Fictitious Business Name(s)
listed above on: 3-23-1983
This business is conducted
by: Corporation

Articles of Incorporation
#1137129
/s/ C. Edward Hyatt,

President
This statement was filed with
the Fresno County Clerk on

08/15/2008
VICTOR E. SALAZAR

COUNTY CLERK
By /s/Sonia Ramirez

This statement expires on:
08/14/2013. A new state-
ment must be filed prior to
the expiration date. No fur-
ther notice of expiration will
be given.
(PUB: Aug. 30, 2008)
(PUB: Sept. 6,13,20, 2008)

PUBLIC NOTICE

#78538
California Public Utilities Commission

Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
and Scoping Meeting for the

San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Project

Notice is hereby given that the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) has
released a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the
San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Project, for public review and comment. The EIR will
address site-specific impacts of the construction, operation, and maintenance of the
Proposed Project. The EIR will also discuss and analyze alternatives to the Proposed
Project. Information to be included in the EIR will also be based on input and comments
received during the 30-day NOP scoping period that is now open until 5:00 p.m. on
September 22, 2008. The NOP is available for public review on the project website at:
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/esa/sjxvl/index.html. The website includes
further information on the environmental review process for this project, including copies
of related public documents, project history, and announcements of all upcoming public
meetings. A copy of the NOP may be requested by telephone at (415) 962-8409.
Comments may be submitted in writing to: Mr. Jensen Uchida, C/O ESA,
225 Bush Street, Suite 1700, San Francisco, CA 94104, by fax to (415) 896-0332 or by
email to sjxvl@esassoc.com.

Additionally, the CPUC will hold two public scoping meetings. All members of the public
are invited to attend either meeting. The first meeting will be held
Wednesday, September 17, 2008, from 6:30pm-8:30pm, at Freedom
Elementary School Cafeteria, 575 East Citrus, Farmersville, CA 93223. The second
meeting will be held Thursday, September 18, 2008, from 6:30pm-8:30pm at
Woodlake Veterans Memorial Building, 355 N. Acacia Street, Woodlake,
CA 93286. Following the end of the public scoping period, the CPUC will prepare a
Draft EIR that will consider comments received. Decision-makers, responsible and trustee
agencies under CEQA, property owners, and interested persons and parties will also have
an opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR after it is published and circulated for public
review.

California Public Utilities Commission
Notificación de Preparación de la Evaluación de los Impactos

Medioambientales y Reunión de Exploración
Para el Proyecto "San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Project"

Se extiende este anuncio que California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) publicó la
Notificación de Preparación (NDP) de la Evaluación de los Impactos Medioambientales
(EIM) del proyecto, "San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Project", para evaluación y
comentarios públicos. La Evaluación de los Impactos Medioambientales (EIM) tratará los
siguientes temas: impactos de la construcción, operación, y mantenimiento del proyecto
propuesto, también discutirá y analizará las alternativas del proyecto propuesto. La
información que será incluida en el reporte EIM se será basada en la aportación y los
cometarios recibidos durante el período de exploración, el cual está abierto por
30 días hasta a las 5 de la tarde, el 22 de septiembre, 2008. Se puede encontrar la
N o t i f i c a c i ó n  d e  P r e p a r a c i ó n  e n  l a  p á g i n a  w e b :
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/esa/sjxvl/index.html La página web tiene más
información sobre el proceso de la evaluación medioambiental para este proyecto,
incluyendo copias de documentos públicos relacionados, la historia del proyecto, y
anuncios de las próximas reuniones públicas. Se puede pedir una copia de la NDP por
teléfono a (415) 962-8409. Se puede someter comentarios escritos a: Mr. Jensen
Uchida, C/O ESA, 225 Bush Street, Suite 1700, San Francisco, CA 94104, o por fax a
(415) 896-0332 o por correo electrónico a sjxvl@esassoc.com.

La CPUC tendrá 2 reuniones públicas de exploración. Se invita a todos los miembros del
público que atiendan a uno de los seminarios. El primero se llevará a cabo
el miércoles, 17 de septiembre, 2008, de 18:30 a 20:30, en Freedom
Elementary School Cafeteria, 575 East Citrus, Farmersville, CA 93223. El segundo se
llevará a cabo el jueves, 18 de septiembre, 2008, de 18:30 a 20:30 en
Woodlake Veterans Memorial Building, 355 N. Acacia Street, Woodlake,
CA 93286. Después del período de exploración pública, la CPUC preparará la
Evaluación Preliminar de los Impactos Medioambientales que considerará los comentar-
ios recibidos. Los responsables de las decisiones, Agencias del Consejo de Administra-
ción la Ley de la Calidad Medioambiental de California (LCMC), Agencias Responsables
por la Ley de la Calidad Medioambiental de California (LCMC), propietarios, personas y
partes interesadas tendrán la oportunidad de hacer cometarios sobre el Evaluación
Preliminar de los Impactos Medioambientales después de que sea publicado y distribuido
para examinación pública.

(PUB: August 26, September 13, 2008)

Household Goods 5270
AREA RUG 8’ round.
Multi color braid. $80 Call
(559) 446-1402
BAR STOOLS 2 swivel
with back xlnt cond $250
Call (559) 641-5975

BD A All New Queen
PILLOWTOP Mattress/Box
Cost $600. Sacrifice $195

In package 447-5066
BD, All Brand New King
Pillowtop Mattress/Box,
Cost $750, Must sell
$295. In plastic. 438-0248
BD ALL new mattress $95
Daybd$95 Bunkbds$195
Pillowtop Mattresses $175
KING SET $195. 255-1800
BDRM, Solid Cherry,
Ethan Allen Quality, Sleigh
Bd, Nightstand, Chest,
Armoire, More Pcs Avail.
Cost $7K, Sacrifice $1750,
Still crated. 275-8813
BED FRAME (king size)
$35. No mattress
299-5771
BED, oak, king-sized with
12 drawers & cubby!

�$800. 559-917-8749�

BEDS/Chest/Dinette/Sofa
Bunkbeds/Computer desk
Ent Center 1536 N Maple
BED/twin trundle, like
new, white wood, no mat-
t resses.  $450/OBO.
(559) 433-9524

BED TWIN With frame
$200.00.OBO

Call (559) 432-7910
BENCH 4’ OAK
Backless $30.00

Call (559) 323-0831
BUFFET hardwood, 30-
40s era, good cond $250
299-7585
BUNK BEDS NEW $195.
CANOPY BED NEW $95.
Daybed $95. 255-1800
COMFORTER SET, cal-
king, gold/burgundy, GOR-
GEOUS! $100 275-3024
DESK OAK ROLL TOP
Small, ogiginal owner,
$200 Call (559) 916-2531

DINETTE Oak Like new $195.
Lg oak set $395. 255-1800
DINING LIGHT Stained
glass/ bronze finish. Paid
$550, sell $150. 367-4164
DINING TABLE With 2
chairs. Great shape. $150-
OBO 930-5569

DINING SET
6 chairs. $249.

Call (559) 324-1595

PUBLIC NOTICE

#15810
NOTICE OF TRUSTEE’S SALE

T.S. No. T08-37314-CA Loan No. 0090160912 YOU ARE
IN DEFAULT UNDER A DEED OF TRUST DATED
11-04-2005. UNLESS YOU TAKE ACTION TO PROTECT
YOUR PROPERTY, IT MAY BE SOLD AT A PUBLIC SALE. IF
YOU NEED AN EXPLANATION OF THE NATURE OF THE
PROCEEDING AGAINST YOU, YOU SHOULD CONTACT
A LAWYER. A public auction sale to the highest bidder for
cash, cashier’s check drawn on a state or national bank,
check drawn by a state or federal credit union, or a check
drawn by a state or federal savings and loan association,
or savings association, or savings bank specified in Section
5102 of the Financial Code and authorized to do business
in this state will be held by the duly appointed trustee as
shown below, of all right, title, and interest conveyed to
and now held by the trustee in the hereinafter described
property under and pursuant to a Deed of Trust described
below. The sale will be made, but without covenant or
warranty, expressed or implied, regarding title, possession,
or encumbrances, to pay the remaining principal sum of
the note(s) secured by the Deed of Trust, with interest and
late charges thereon, as provided in the note(s), advances,
under the terms of the Deed of Trust, interest thereon, fees,
charges and expenses of the Trustee for the total amount
(at the time of the initial publication of the Notice of Sale)
reasonably estimated to be set forth below. The amount
may be greater on the day of sale. Trustor: RAFAEL
CARDENAS, A MARRIED MAN, AS HIS SOLE AND SEPA-
RATE PROPERTY Duly Appointed Trustee: CR Title Services
Inc. Recorded 11-30-2005 as Instrument No.
2005-0280059 in book , page of Official Records in the
office of the Recorder of FRESNO County, California, Date
of Sale:09-19-2008 at 10:30 AM Place of Sale: AT THE
VAN NESS AVENUE EXIT FROM THE COUNTY COURT-
HOUSE, 1100 VAN NESS, FRESNO, CALIFORNIA Amount
of unpaid balance and other charges: $90,746.43 Street
Address or other common designation of real property:
472 SOUTH HACHMAN AVENUE COALINGA, CA 93210
A.P.N.: 083-151-16-S The undersigned Trustee disclaims
any liability for any incorrectness of the street address or
other common designation, if any, shown above. If no
street address or other common designation is shown,
directions to the location of the property may be obtained
by sending a written request to the beneficiary within 10
days of the date of first publication of this Notice of Sale.
The Trustee shall incur no liability for any good faith error
in stating the proper amount of unpaid balances and
charges. For Sales Information please contact AGENCY
SALES AND POSTING at WWW.FIDELITYASAP.COM or
714-730-2727 REINSTATEMENT LINE: 888-485-9191
Date: 08-30-2008 CR Title Services Inc. P.O. Box 1500
Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91729-1500 888-485-9191
HEIDI MUCHA, TRUSTEE SALES OFFICER Federal Law
requires us to notify you that we are acting as a debt
collector. If you are currently in a bankruptcy or have
received a discharge in bankruptcy as to this obligation,
this communication is intended for informational purposes
only and is not an attempt to collect a debt in violation of
the automatic stay or the discharge injunction.ASAP#
2856474 08/30/2008, 09/06/2008, 09/13/2008

Household Goods 5270
DINING ROOM SET W/6
CHAIRS. $775. Buffet
$300. (559)449-0930
DRESSER & FULL SIZE
BED great cond. $100
obo 299-7585
DRESSER SET 1920S 3
pieces $250/OBO Call
(559) 277-8064
DR TABLE glass top 6
rod iron chairs $1000.
297-8043

ENTERTAINMENT center
Beautiful must sell
$250/OBO 559-776-3011
FUTON SOFA BED
$200-00 O.B.O Call (559)
432-7910
LOVESEAT sage green
w/throw pillows beautiful
$200 Call (559) 776-3011

LOVESEAT LANE
sleeper. Blue/green $200

Call (559) 641-5975
Mattress set in wrap $95
PILLOW-TOP SETS $175
KING Set $195. 255-1800
MATTRESS/BOX SPRING
Full size, like new. $95
Call (559) 446-1402
MIRRORS 1LG/2SM, in lg
decorative gold metal
frames $75 275-3024
MIRROR full length stand-
ing, great for child’s room,
cherrywood, $30 275-3024
RECLINER Good Condi-
tion. Blue. Must pick up.
$150/OBO 930-5569
REFRIG 25cf Samsung
$500. Phillips 32" HD TV
$500.... �(559) 349-0245�

REFRIG, sofa table, end
tables, bookcase, all oak
like new........559-708-5981

SECTIONAL SOFA
w/recliner $750.

Recliner $125. 255-1800
SOFA 7’ beige and bur-
gandy excellent condition
$250 (559)641-5975
SOFA, GOOD COND Lrg
$225/obo (559) 897-7787
(559)393-8717
SOFA LOVESEAT SET
Olive green, clean, comfy
$675 438-8401
SOFA & LOVESEAT good
condition $249 call after 5
pm Call (559) 433-9703
SOFA sage green with
throw pillows only 9mo old
$249 Call (559) 776-3011
TODDLER SOFA CHAIR
size. Red/white checkered.
$50 (559)446-1402
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Pet Supplies
& Services 6030
SCHNAUZERS MINI AKC,
beautiful puppies, dews,
docked tails, 1st shots,
parents-on-site, females
$300, males $250, (559)
585-0120

Cattle, Livestock
& Equipment 6070

AUCTION Thurs. & Sat.
FRESNO LIVESTOCK

559 W. Lincoln 237-5259

Horses 6090
APHA Reg 7 yr old geld-
ing, flashy & big $4,000.2
yr old reg TB filly, $3500.
(559) 592-6884

AQHA versatile, 16.1HH,
bay gelding, Western, En-
glish, jumping 3’ 6", reluc-
tant sale due to move
$5K 559-639-3308

AQHA 8yr old Gelding
16+H, very gentle $3000
559/834-2321 260-8940
HORSES Mini, (3) Palomi-
nos, mother & colt, geld-
ing, show qual 897-1787
HORSE 18 yr old Sorrel.
Great shape, good 4 heel-
ing, trailing or 4 kids.
Calm, sound. $2,000
OBO. Call 559-474-0403

MULES. 2 for 1.
12yrs old. John &
Molly.... 559-577-4272

QH type Mares (2), Show
ring hunter & Western
Trail, Reasonably priced

559-283-2943

Horse Supplies,
Services, Events 6110
Boarding, Riding Arenas,
Trails, Quality Care.
Openings avail. 264-7980
EXPRESS 1989 4 horse
gooseneck trlr elec brakes
559/903-5350
’79 Hale 2 Horse trlr.
good cond. $1999/obo.
(559) 779-2686

2/HORSE Bumper Pull
Trlr rblt w/new paint, floor
& wiring $4500/obo
559/325-9999 or 240-0539
HORSE TRAILER 1998
LOGAN WRANGLER, 2-
HORSE SLANT, VERY
GOOD CONDITION, NO
RUST. $3500 Call (559)
298-3995

MILEY 1979 24ft stock
trlr, tandem axel, new

t i res/ f l r ,  gooseneck
$2850/OBO. 664-8552

Madera Lakes
2004 Trailwest Santa Fe
Trlr. 3 horse slant with
tack room $8500. Also,
Saddles & Panels. (559)
592-6884

Farm & Dairy
Products 6130

OLIVE Oil $25/gal
Shelled Almonds $2.50/lb
11990 Auberry 299-0074

PEACH ON EARTH
Peaches & Nectarines
Daily 9-6pm 843-2333

Nursery, Stock,
Trees, Etc. 6150
SAGO REY Largest Se-
lection of Palms & Sagos
in the Valley 268-6650

Hay, Grain,
Pasture 6170
ALFALFA $13 oats $11,
Sudan $10, Wheat $11
del avail 559/264-8316

Vineyard & Orchard
Supplies 6190

WANTED: PRUNING
Old Miller-Robinson pneu-
matic recriprocating prun-
ing saw. Please call
1-877-825-8981

Farm Building
and Supplies 6210

AAAA Star Steel Bldgs.
Your source for 32 years.
Sales, erections, repairs

R. Hedman, Inc. 442-1663
ABNEY STEEL

Specializing in metal
building. (559)455-5509

STEEL BUILDINGS
Sales, Erections, Repairs
Stidham Const. 341-0333

Introducing cars.com
Now Featured On

fresnobee.com

Farm Equipment,
Parts 6230
ALMOND Sweeper Flory
6640 ready to use $2000.
559/264-7232 237-5255

BRUSH SHREDDER
HEINRICHS USED 7FT

559/638-3627
FLORY Sweeper Model
7646, good condition!
�$2500..... 559-266-7498�

RAISIN EQUIPMENT KCI
Pick-ups and Tray-layers
Like New (559) 276-6842

Auctions &
Auctioneers 6250

AUCTION Aug. 27 1PM
www.awsurplus.com

www.proxibid.com/aws-
urplus

(559) 348-9428

Miscellaneous
Farm Services 6290
FREE Almond orchard re-
moval, vine, ripping, clean
up work dozing 960-6791

Aircraft, Flight
Instruction 7010

Aircraft Mechanics
Training. FAA exams for

Private pilot to ATP.
SJVC. 453-0123

See our ad in 4090.

Sporting Equip 7030
BATTING CAGE Jugs
74x18 incl frame, cables &
net, xlnt cond $800/OBO
559/395-4841

BUY GUNS-SELL GUNS
HERB BAUER 435-8600

HOME Gym-Vectra C1,
Multi-Station unit, xlnt
cond, $650. 559/434-7649
POOL table, Brusnwick, 4
foot x 8 foot, upgraded
balls & cue holder, in-
cludes 4 cues bridge &
cleaning brush! $1400.
457-0890...... call after 6pm
�POOL Table, 8ft, solid
wood, prof’l 1" slate, lthr
pockets, carved legs,
w/many accessories, cost
over $5K, sacrifice $1375.
Can move.... 559-275-8813
POOL TABLES-COIN OP
Slate bar size Used
from $1295. 559/237-8393
REMINGTON 1100 Tacti-
cal 12 gauge. Riffle Ruger
ranch 223 250-8293

Utility Trailers 7050
ALUM-LINE 2006 Goose-
neck livestock tlr 17’ $16K
OBO 559/718-6697

CAR trailer, 21ft, side en-
trace door with back ramp
xlnt cond! $5,000/obo.
(209) 966-2528

FEATHERLITE 2006
17’.5" alum open car trlr.
Custom front shield $5200
559/269-2211

TRU-TRAILERS: New/
used/service 559-834-4073
Weekly Special 4x6 $725
5x8 $955 10’ $999 Central
Valley Motors Fwy 99 @
Clovis Ave 559-834-2228

Motor Homes 7070
ATASCA 31ft 1988 Class
A, dual air, micro, stove
w/oven, rear bdrm
w/queen bed, 63K mi, 454

Chev Engine $7000.
559-638-8985 or 250-5979

Derrel’s Mini Storage
RVCovered & Enclosed

Herndon/Hayes 271-9797
Parkway/Ashlan 275-7830
MONACO RV ONLY 2004
9365 miles. 2 slideouts,
Generator. $56K OBO.
(559) 901-0785
REXAIR 1999 31’, Ford
V10, dbl A/C, Awn, Gen,
back up camera, AT, Lev-
eling Jacks, walkaround
queen bed in rear, 32.5k
mi one owner, very good
cond $24,950/OBO ($10K
below blue book, must sell
have 2 RVs)
559/641-7569

TIOGA 31W 2000 class C
E450 chassis, basement
model, superslide many
options! $30K......903-8420
TRADEWINDS 2000 37’
300 CAT Turbo Diesel

$97,000/OBO
559/250-2730

Motor Homes 7070

RV Outlet Inc.
New/Used Call 277-5300
Your classified line ad is
going places ....

RVs FOR SALE
ON-LINE

Visit Our Website

www.fresnobee.com
THE FRESNO BEE

Your Total
Information Source

In Print and On-Line
To Place Your Ad,

Call Classified at 442-4442

Travel Trailers,
Campers 7090

KING OF CONSIGMENT!!!
WE’LL SELL YOUR

RV FAST!

BOB SILVA RV
5 5 9 - 6 6 5 - 4 8 1 1

ROAD RANGER 5th whl
1996 29ft, lrg slide out.
New tires, brakes & bear-
ing. Xlnt cond. $8000/O-
BO Call (559)332-2276 or
(559)974-3529

TRAVEL Supreme 31ft
1997 5th Whl, 3 slides,
fully S.C., smooth sides,
solar panels, TV, AC,
micro, awnings, good
condition.............. $15,000.

559-658-8696 Ext. 251.
AUTOMATE 34ft 1988

5th Whl, top of the line,
immac, for viewing Pismo
Coast Village 8/15-8/25
space 39. $5500/OBO.
559-625-2914 or 269-3578
FLEETWOOD 1993 11’
Cabover camper, SC, Xlnt
cond. Side entrance,
$4500. 559/303-2007

CARRIAGE Cameo 2003
36’ 5th whl 3 slideouts,
Washer/Dryer $27,500/O-
BO 559/479-2718

ALJO Aly 1988 5th whl.
19ft. Good cond. $2000.
(559) 434-1423

PROWLER Lynx Ultralite
’02, 30 foot, bunks, sleeps
6, excellent condition!
$13,999........ 559-732-8106
WEEKEND Warrior 2006
Toy Hauler, FB2600. 19 of
cargo, new tires/stereo.
$24,700/obo 559-351-6231
DUTCHMAN 1996 28ft
5th whl. S/C Sleeps 6.
Great cond. & Much more!
$4500 Rick (559)213-5167
BUY � SELL � NO-COST

CONSIGNMENT
FREEDOM RV
559-268-3733

MAGIC TOUCH RV’s
New/Used Trlrs, 5th whls,
Toy haulers, Motorhomes
1-800-772-8775 Tulare
RAGEN 21’ 2002 Toy
hauler, gen, Fuel station,
$7900. 559-801-8619
ARISTOCRAT ’69 17ft ful-
ly SC, sleeps 5, 1 owner
xlnt cond $1500. 347-4014
TRANSAM 5th Whl Trlr
32ft. As-is. $1,000/obo
559/896-0107 or 803-7888

Quick Cash Classified
The Fresno Bee

442-4442 or
1-800-877-9886

Classified Ads
Work Fast--
If yours has done the
job for you, here’s how
to discontinue your ad:

Call 441-6450

The Fresno Bee

RVs For Rent 7110
MOTORHOMES, Travel
Trailers, Toy Haulers,

Rent Me RV 559/891-1280

Dunebuggies,
Snowmobiles 7130
SANDRAIL 2 seater, 1835
eng, great cond. $4500/o-
bo or trade 213-7319
SANDSPRITE 6 mid eng
you complete, w/trlr
$2700/obo 559-583-7784

Motorcycles &
Mini Bikes 7170

IMPORTANT
NOT ICE TO READERS

AND
ADVERTISERS

The price of items adver-
tised by motorcycle deal-
ers in the motorcycle
classifications DOES NOT
include any applicable tax-
es, license, transfer fees,
finance charges, fees for
air pollution control device
certifications or dealer
documentary preparation
charges, unless otherwise
specified by the advertiser
BIG Savings on r emaining
07-08 mdls up to $2000 off

BMW of Fresno
559-292-2269

BMW R1200GS 2005,
Red, 15,500 mi. Hard bag
luggage, heated grips,
Staintune exhaust, PIA
lights & more! $11,000.
(559) 269-9446

BOMBARDIER 650 2006
Great Cond. $5000 OBO
Call (559) 266-1638
CMC STINGREY 1997
California Motorcycle Co
18,600 mi, $10,500/obo
(559) 709-1699

HD 2006 Custom Built,
$14,900 OBO. Finance
avail. (559)275-4799
HD DYNA WIDE GLIDE
1996, Beautiful, runs

great, only 12K mi,
Need to sell $9000

559-217-2149

HD Fatboy 2002
$13,500

559-268-4761
HD FLHX Street Glide
2007 black chrome front
end lowered 3.8k mi,
$19,000. 559/307-5077
HD HERITAGE 2008
SOFTAIL CLASSIC, just
qualify to take over pymts
from Eagle Bank. Many
extras. 559-271-1470
HD Roadglide 2006, tour-
ing pkg, 17k mi, great
cond $15,500 275-6090
HD Sportster 2007,
1200cc, 1600 mi., new
pipe $6700/obo, 681-0432
HD Street Glide 2006
Black cherry, 8k mi, 4k in
upgrades  $14,950.
559-250-2525

HD Ultra Classic 2005
Black, 21,500 mi, 5k in
extras, warr until 2010

$14,000 559-312-0396
HONDA CRF230F 2005

xlnt cond $2500
559/217-3610

HONDA CBX 1982 White,
4300 actual mi, like new
$11,000/OBO. Will consid-
er trade. 559-288-4153

HONDA 400EX 2002
Quad, red, showroom
condition, like new!

$3400. 559-240-1590

Motorcycles &
Mini Bikes 7170
HONDA CRF70F 2006
xlnt cond $1500 incl riding
equip 559/217-3610

HONDA Shadow 1100cc
2003, must sell! $5,000.
Porterville 209/603-1467

HONDA ST1100 2000
Sport tourer 100HP 50
mpg $5000 559-225-2347

HONDA/SUZUKI
Sportbikes in Stock
Diablo Motorsports

834-9474 Manning/Hwy 99

�HONDA VTX 1800 2003
uranium green, xlnt cond
$7500. 582-3142

�SELLERS/BUYERS�
USED BIKE ROUND UP
HD/Buell Of Fresno

Bring Your Harley or Buell
to 4345 W. Shaw

Sat Sept 6th, 2008
Financing Will Be Avail.

For Qualified Buyers
More Info 559-275-8586

SUZUKI GSXR 600
2005 RED &
BLACK. VERY LOW
HOURS. WELL
MAINTAINED. NEV-
ER LAID DOWN!
YOSH PIPE, PC III,
QUICK SHIFTER,
SHOGUN SLIDERS,
A F T E R M A R K E T
WINDSCREEN &
LIGHTS, TANK
PROTECTOR, &
QUALIFIER TIRES.
WILL INCLUDE
FRONT & REAR
TIRE STANDS, (2)
SHOEI HELMET,
ICON GLOVES, ALL
M A I N T E N A N C E
PRODUCTS. PINK
SLIP IN HAND.
$6700. OBO. CALL
SAM @ 274-2508.

PUBLIC NOTICE

#19419
DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY

FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY

Proposed Base Flood Elevation Determination for Fresno County, CA, and
Case No. 07-09-1791P. The Department of Homeland Security’s Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) solicits technical information or comments on the proposed
Base (1-percent-annual-chance) Flood Elevations (BFEs) shown in the Flood Insurance
Study (FIS) and/or on the Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) for your community. These
proposed BFEs are the basis for the floodplain management measures that your
community is required to either adopt or show evidence of having in effect in order to
qualify or remain qualified for participation in the National Flood Insurance Program
(NFIP). For a detailed listing of the proposed BFEs and information on the statutory period
prov ided  fo r  appea l s ,  p lease  v i s i t  FEMA’s  webs i t e  a t
https://www.floodmaps.fema.gov/fhm/Scripts/bfe_main.asp, or call the FEMA
Map Assistance Center toll free at 1-877-FEMA MAP.

(PUB: August 26, September 2, 2008)

PUBLIC NOTICE

#14825
CITY OF FRESNO

NOTICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL FINDING AND NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

FINDING OF CONFORMITY UNDER MEIR NO. 10130:

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT pursuant to Section 21157.1 of the California Public
Resources Code (California Environmental Quality Act) the project described below has
been determined to be within the scope of the Master Environmental Impact Report (MEIR)
No. 10130 prepared for the 2025 Fresno General Plan.

E.A. No. R-05-107/TPM-2008-06: Tri City Engineering, on behalf of Richard A. and
Donna S. Stoeckel, property owners, has filed Rezone Application No. R-05-107 and
Vesting Tentative Parcel Map No. 2008-06 pertaining to approximately 2.5 acres of
property located on the north side of the East Austin Way terminus; west of North
Chestnut Avenue. Rezone Application No. R-05-107 proposes to rezone the subject
property from the R-A (Single Family Residential-Agricultural) zone district to the R-1-B
(Single Family Residential) zone district. Related Vesting Tentative Parcel Map No.
2008-06 requests authorization to subdivide the subject property for the purpose of
creating a four-lot residential subdivision.

Pursuant to Section 21157.1 of CEQA, it may be determined that a subsequent project
falls within the scope of a MEIR provided that the projects do not cause significant impacts
on the environment that were not previously examined by the MEIR. Since the projects do
not change the land use indicated for the subject properties by the 2025 Fresno General
Plan and will not generate significant effects not previously identified by the MEIR staff has
determined that the subject applications are within the scope of the MEIR and, as such,
shall be subject to the appropriate mitigation measures contained therein as required by
Section 15177 of the CEQA Guidelines. In addition, after conducting a review of the
adequacy of the MEIR pursuant to Public Resources Code, Section 21157.6(b)(1), the
Planning and Development Department, as lead agency, finds that no substantial
changes have occurred with respect to the circumstances under which the MEIR was
certified and that no new information, which was not known and could not have been
known at the time that the MEIR was certified as complete, has become available. No
additional specific mitigation measures will be required of the project.

ANY INTERESTED PERSON may comment on the proposed environmental finding.
Comments must be in writing and must state (1) the commentor’s name and address, (2)
the commentor’s interest in or relationship to the project, (3) the environmental determi-
nation being commented upon, and (4) the specific reason(s) why the proposed environ-
mental determination should or should not be made. Any comments may be submitted at
any time between the publication date of this notice and comment must be submitted on
or before July 16, 2008. Additional information on the proposed project, including copies
of the proposed Finding of Conformity and Initial Study, may be obtained from the City of
Fresno Planning and Development Department, City Hall, 2600 Fresno Street, Room
3043, Fresno, California, 93721 or contact Will Tackett at (559) 621-8063.

(PUB: August 26, 2008)

Motorcycles &
Mini Bikes 7170
HONDA XR650L 2007 St
& trail, extras 325 mi
$4775/OBO 559/213-2107
HONDA XR70 2000, good
starter bike, runs great,
looks good $850.
559-447-8402 or 977-1384
POLARIS Phoenix 200
2006 xlnt cond incl riding
gear $2000 559/217-3610

VESPA Scooter GTS
250cc 2007 11mi,

like new, extras +++
$6000/obo 559-275-6753

906-8364
VICTORY Vegas 2003
$10,500/OBO Over $20K
invested, my loss your
gain 559/240-0497

YAMAHA 125TRL Electric
start rims, 20hrs. $1400.
Rick (559)213-5167

YAMAHA 2007 QUAD
camo, winch w/remote,
gun case mount, bag,
33miles on odometer,
ramps. mint cond. $6,500.
Call (559) 867-1102
YAMAHA Banshee 2004
ltd edition like new many
extras $3900/obo 559/292-
5092 or 417-1188 (cell)
YAMAHA R1 50TH 2006
Maching Helmet & Jacket
incld. 12k $7,500 OBO
559-684-9639 Must see!

YAMAHA Raptor 720
2003 Quad Tricked Out!
$4,500/obo or trade for
4WD quad, 559-213-7319
�YAMAHA V-Star 1100
2003 4.5k, xlnt cond, too
many extras to list!
$10,500. 559-232-2674 or
559-673-1184

YAMAHA YFZ 450 2004,
full Yoshimura TRS
exhaust, low hrs. $4,000.
YAMAHA 700 Raptor
2007 Very low hrs.
$7,500. (559) 875-9099

Motorcycles &
Mini Bikes 7170
YAMAHA YZ125 2000
Runs great, good cond
$1700/OBO. 559-285-6514
YAMAHA YZF450 2003,
$3500 in upgrades plus
accessories, $2300/obo.
YAMAHA YZ250 1991,
needs work, $500/obo incl
parts bike. (559)324-7235

Power Boats 7210
BELMONT 1983 460 Co-
bra big block, V /Dr. must
see $7000. 559- 416-0476

BOAT LIQUIDATION!
38 new & 29 used boats

To be liquidated from
Aug 19th thru Aug 30th

559-436-1888
10854 N Hwy 41, Madera
CALIFORNIA ’76 Ski Boat
Runs Great! $2500/obo.

�(559) 313-8504�

CENTURIAN 2006 T5,
19hrs, racks, stereo sys

$29,000. 559-269-9181
CHAPARRAL 22’ 2005
Yellow, 220 model, w/tow-
er $30,000. 559-675-1282
GULF STREAM 1982,
24ft cabin cruiser. Brand
new 351 Ford & out drive
eng& trailer. $12,000
+many extras 332-2276 or
(559) 974-3529

JET-SKI HONDA 2003
Aqua trax, R-12X, 2 pas-
senger, 4-stroke Turbo
charge, only 21 hrs, like
new, must see, inclds trlr
$5500 734-0652

JET SKI, 2005 Seadoo
GTX SC, low hrs, w/Zie-
man trlr. like new $7900.
(559)436-4385

GOT RESULTS?
Call 441-6450

to cancel your ad

Power Boats 7210

LABOR DAY SALE
Personal Watercraft

This weekend’s on us!
$1000 Gas Card Avail.

on Selected
SeaDoo PWC

Save Up To
$3,000 Off on

Honda � Yamaha
SeaDoo � Kawasaki

Clawson Motorsports
435-5020

LARSON 18’ 2001
BOAT xlnt cond, low
hours, $9000 Call (559)
689-3243
MALIBU Wakesetter VLX
2005. 21.5ft 340hp, stereo
system, blue/white/grey,
$40K, 150hrs. 283-6700
MARLIN 16ft 7" 1987
Open bow, i/O, 175HP,
2nd owner, runs xlnt
$3300/OBO. 559-349-2648

Personal Watercraft Sale
Honda � Kawasaki

Yamaha � SeaDoo
Come in and

SAVE $$$
Clawson Motorsports

435-5020

PONTOON Boat 24ft
90HP Merc outboard, Al-
pine stereo, change room
w/porta potty, fresh water
sink, many extras $10,000
559-582-2274 or 904-1893
SEARAY 1978 Comm’l
fishing/pleasure boat, twin
490 Merc cruisers
w/sleeping quarters.

$8,000/OBO/Trade.
(559) 803-7082

PUBLIC NOTICE

#78538
California Public Utilities Commission

Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
and Scoping Meeting for the

San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Project

Notice is hereby given that the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) has
released a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the
San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Project, for public review and comment. The EIR will
address site-specific impacts of the construction, operation, and maintenance of the
Proposed Project. The EIR will also discuss and analyze alternatives to the Proposed
Project. Information to be included in the EIR will also be based on input and comments
received during the 30-day NOP scoping period that is now open until 5:00 p.m. on
September 22, 2008. The NOP is available for public review on the project website at:
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/esa/sjxvl/index.html. The website includes
further information on the environmental review process for this project, including copies
of related public documents, project history, and announcements of all upcoming public
meetings. A copy of the NOP may be requested by telephone at (415) 962-8409.
Comments may be submitted in writing to: Mr. Jensen Uchida, C/O ESA,
225 Bush Street, Suite 1700, San Francisco, CA 94104, by fax to (415) 896-0332 or by
email to sjxvl@esassoc.com.

Additionally, the CPUC will hold two public scoping meetings. All members of the public
are invited to attend either meeting. The first meeting will be held
Wednesday, September 17, 2008, from 6:30pm-8:30pm, at Freedom
Elementary School Cafeteria, 575 East Citrus, Farmersville, CA 93223. The second
meeting will be held Thursday, September 18, 2008, from 6:30pm-8:30pm at
Woodlake Veterans Memorial Building, 355 N. Acacia Street, Woodlake,
CA 93286. Following the end of the public scoping period, the CPUC will prepare a
Draft EIR that will consider comments received. Decision-makers, responsible and trustee
agencies under CEQA, property owners, and interested persons and parties will also have
an opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR after it is published and circulated for public
review.

California Public Utilities Commission
Notificación de Preparación de la Evaluación de los Impactos

Medioambientales y Reunión de Exploración
Para el Proyecto "San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Project"

Se extiende este anuncio que California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) publicó la
Notificación de Preparación (NDP) de la Evaluación de los Impactos Medioambientales
(EIM) del proyecto, "San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Project", para evaluación y
comentarios públicos. La Evaluación de los Impactos Medioambientales (EIM) tratará los
siguientes temas: impactos de la construcción, operación, y mantenimiento del proyecto
propuesto, también discutirá y analizará las alternativas del proyecto propuesto. La
información que será incluida en el reporte EIM se será basada en la aportación y los
cometarios recibidos durante el período de exploración, el cual está abierto por
30 días hasta a las 5 de la tarde, el 22 de septiembre, 2008. Se puede encontrar la
N o t i f i c a c i ó n  d e  P r e p a r a c i ó n  e n  l a  p á g i n a  w e b :
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/esa/sjxvl/index.html La página web tiene más
información sobre el proceso de la evaluación medioambiental para este proyecto,
incluyendo copias de documentos públicos relacionados, la historia del proyecto, y
anuncios de las próximas reuniones públicas. Se puede pedir una copia de la NDP por
teléfono a (415) 962-8409. Se puede someter comentarios escritos a: Mr. Jensen
Uchida, C/O ESA, 225 Bush Street, Suite 1700, San Francisco, CA 94104, o por fax a
(415) 896-0332 o por correo electrónico a sjxvl@esassoc.com.

La CPUC tendrá 2 reuniones públicas de exploración. Se invita a todos los miembros del
público que atiendan a uno de los seminarios. El primero se llevará a cabo
el miércoles, 17 de septiembre, 2008, de 18:30 a 20:30, en Freedom
Elementary School Cafeteria, 575 East Citrus, Farmersville, CA 93223. El segundo se
llevará a cabo el jueves, 18 de septiembre, 2008, de 18:30 a 20:30 en
Woodlake Veterans Memorial Building, 355 N. Acacia Street, Woodlake,
CA 93286. Después del período de exploración pública, la CPUC preparará la
Evaluación Preliminar de los Impactos Medioambientales que considerará los comentar-
ios recibidos. Los responsables de las decisiones, Agencias del Consejo de Administra-
ción la Ley de la Calidad Medioambiental de California (LCMC), Agencias Responsables
por la Ley de la Calidad Medioambiental de California (LCMC), propietarios, personas y
partes interesadas tendrán la oportunidad de hacer cometarios sobre el Evaluación
Preliminar de los Impactos Medioambientales después de que sea publicado y distribuido
para examinación pública.

(PUB: August 26, September 13, 2008)

Power Boats 7210
�REINELL 2001 19’ bow-
rider 4.3 Volvo/Penta en-
gine70 hrs incl vests skis
& boards bimini top &
cover $12K/obo 360-6699

SEASWIRL 19ft 1979
w/trlr, inboard Chev 350,
$1000/OBO. 559-790-3062

SEE-DOO CHALLENGER
1800 1997 18ft twin rotax
eng., 210hp, low hours
$7,000/obo Call (559)
325-7226

SKI CENTURION 2001
BOW-RIDER LOADED!
Extremely low hours, tow-
er, stereo system...etc.
$23K Call (559) 970-4480

SKI Centurion 2002
BowRider low hrs, stereo,
tower $15K 559/903-4390

�SKI Nautique 1982 V8
runs good tower trlr $4900
(559) 324-7144

Your classified li ne ad is
going places ....

BOATS FOR SALE
ON-LINE

Visit Our Website

www.fresnobee.com
THE FRESNO BEE

Your Total
Information Source

In Print and On-Line
To Place Your Ad,

Call Classified at 442-4442

Sailing & Fishing
Boats 7230
CATALINA 22’ 1976 nice,
incl trlr & lots of extras,
$4,450 559-434-5337
DEEP Sea Fishing boat
1986 w/cabin $2800/OBO.
559-269-1267

PONTOON BOAT 2006
leisure 18’ fish finder
$10,900 Call (559)
338-0346
PONTOON boat, 18 feet,
2000 model, $6500.

�(559) 706-1073�

VALCO 13’ w/trlr & 10HP
Honda 4stroke motor,
many extras $1250
559/276-7783
VALCO 13’ w/trlr & 5HP
$800 & 10’ Valco w/3.5HP

$700 559/225-1036

Antique, Classic Cars
Parts 8010

CHEV Impala SS
1967. 700 R4 Trans,
clean, runs beautiful,

$7500. 559-264-7764
CHEV Corvette CPE
1985 1owner, 40k, black/
black, loaded, 2tops, AT,
no rain, updates, $15k/o-
bo (559) 730-6500

CHEV 210 1955
4dr, $2500/OBO

559-432-9266

SERVICES DIRECTORY
E X P E R T S  T O  A S S I S T  Y O U

To Place An Ad
in the Service
Directory Call

441-6145
or

442-4442

B
B

IZ
10

NOTICE TO
READERS

The Fresno Bee pub-
lishes home improve-
ment and construction
advertisements from
companies and indi-
viduals who have
been licensed by the
State of California.
We also publish
advertisements from
unlicensed companies
and individuals.
California law requires
that contractors taking
jobs that total $500 or
more (labor or materi-
als) be licensed by
the Contractors State
License Board. State
law also requires that
contractors include
their license number
on all advertising.
California Law prohib-
its unlicensed contrac-
tors from taking jobs
that total $500 or
more (labor or materi-
als). Unlicensed con-
tractors taking jobs
that total less than
$500 must state in
the advertisements
that they are not li-
censed by the Con-
tractors State License
Board.
You can check the
status of your li-
censed contractor @
www.cslb.ca.gov or

call the Contractor’s
State License Board

1-800-321-2752

Attorneys

Advertise in the

"Service
Directory"

Daily with 4 lines
ONLY

$323 per month
Call 441-6145

for current promo

Air Conditioning,
Cool, Heating

CHUCK’S Air Conditioning
30 yrs exp + low rates!
#495945. 559-827-2246

AIRCO $50 AC fix w/freon
$1100 3 ton AC chan-
geout 790-5998....#918441

Air Conditioning,
Cool, Heating

ALL TYPE COOLERS
SVC & Repair

Vincent’s (559) 298-8352

Appliance
Repair/Painting

VINCENT washers/dryers
stoves & coolers

(559) 298-8352
1835 Dennis Espanol

Asphalt Work
A&S Paving filling striping
dirt work. (Paving rental
mach) #889277 276-2328

Auto Services
FREE-Brake/AC Inspec-
tion RAY’s 233-1878 nr
Olive, 1201 N Blackstone

Lee’s Auto Body &
Fender shop. Free
tow 274-9033

Backhoe Service
EXCAVATOR/Backhoe
Service demos & under-
ground tank pads, tanks
installed. San Joaquin Val-
ley #875712 559-898-0925
www.centralvalleytank.com

Brick Work
VACATION-AT-HOME

Build a backyard retreat
R.Lacy 442-1999 #306511

Brick-Block-Rock-Concrete
Adobe #515113 252-7534
BRICK or rock work exp’d
& affordable, call Ron
559-449-7781....... #333946

Building and
Remodeling

BULLDOG Construction
New Remodels, Additions,
Patios windows, Roofs,
Cement & Floor damage.
449-1234 Lic #526382
RFM Const-PATIO KINGS
Remodel & Rm Additions

Patio Covers/Rooms
299-7613 Lic#527014
�REMODELS, additions,
patio covers. 1st class
jobs! Unlic.... 559/776-2505
HFR Construction, remod-
eling, roofing, additions,
patios #264816... 240-7105
REMODELING, tile, coun-
tertops, flrs, showers, ca-
binetry.. 312-6316 #791490

Building and
Remodeling

HERITAGE Construct re-
modeling new construction
#906199 559-307-3884
ADDITIONS, remodels &
new customs. LCCI.
559-994-3879....... #896377
ATKINS Const, new & re-
model, free est. #879445.
BBB. 559-875-9704

Cabinetry
KITCHEN Refacing, lami-
nate flr installation free est
Roger 647-1735 #837470

Carpentry
PROFESSIONAL Quality

REASONABLE RATES.
REPAIRS TO REMODEL
#798066 (559)271-5020

Custom Trim/Remodel by
hr-job 30yrs exp #905644
325-1024/270-2435

Carpet Cleaning,
Repair, Installation

CAN DO TODAY Clean,
Repair & Dye. Water dam-
age (559)307-4282 unlic

Child Care
(Licensed)

CHILDS DAY CARE
Infant & toddler openings
#103900553. 277-5817.
�ROWSE Daycare, Marks
& Bullard, all ages!
#103900871. 559-447-9177
A loving Christian home
ages 0-5yrs #103900256

Call 559-291-4954

Computer
Repair/Services

PC-MEDIC New & Used
Repairs Networks free est.
#10112026 297-4029
QUICKBOOKS taught for
your industry. ultimate-
computer 559-276-2756

Concrete Work
PATIOS Sidewalks Drive-
ways. Colored or Stamped
35yrs exp. #811125 Visa/
MC Accepted 907-9324
�COLOR Stamp patios�
curbs driveways, wood pa-
tios block fences free est
270-6719,312-0900 unlic
RL Concrete, patios, side-
walks, curbs, demo, sm
jobs ok. 259-0155 Unlic

Concrete Work
STAMPED concrete, brick
block & stone, free est,
#908763....... 559-244-1922
LLAMAS we do all con-
crete & landscaping etc
best price unlic 473-5115
RUIZ Concrete Brick &
block, stamped & stone
work #908763�970-5987
A+ CONCRETE at afford-
able price, Free Est.
unlic � 559-417-1688 �

HOUSE INC.
Com’l/Res’l. concrete

CA Lic#899665 288-0881
ALL TYPES 30 yrs exper.
Free Estimates, Sr. Dis-
counts ref. unlic. 250-1936

Drywall Service
DRYWALL repair, texture
matching, acoustic remov-
al, home repairs, small job
specialist, 25 yrs exp, free
est! Unlic......559-392-4796

�DISCOUNT PRICES�
New const, remodel,

30yrs exp. Lic #502169
559-298-2692 or 970-9370
DRYWALL, Remodeling,
texture, framing, 16 yrs
exp unlic Martin 430-6770

Electrical Work
QUALITY�DEPENDABLE

Fully lic�ins for 21+yrs
No job too small
Elec Svc & Repair

�Lic#508597 �266-1952
SUNSHINE-ELECTRIC

whole home or just a plug
WE DO IT ALL! Insured.
Lic #541417. 298-5408

DON’T Work Don’t Pay
ALL Electrical Svc., Indus-
trial, Com’l, Residential
Lic#824611. 559-313-0674
�SPECIALIZING All fans,
whole hse, spa, lighting.
Free est 559-226-7393unlic
MARK ELECTRIC 30yrs
exp, Fast Svc #864829
559-246-5905 or 787-3496
C L O V I S - E L E C T R I C
We do it all! 24 hr svc.
Lic #584605 559-285-2402

Fencing
BRENT FERREIRA Const
We are Lic’d/ins’d, 23yrs
exp #780708 For all your
fencing needs..... 297-7575
Cedar Fencing. Chainlink
& Patio Covering. (559)

229-9498 Lic. #761343
BETTER BUILT

wood/chainlink/field visa,
MC/Discov unlic 593-9208

JMC FENCE
All wood fence & repairs.

559/281-0383 #795601

Fitness & Beauty
SANGTAWAN SPA All
types of massage 2139
Shaw # E8 559-322-5766
Open 7 days 10 am-8 pm

Flooring
SAME Day Svc 227-1144
Carpet, Vinyl, Installs
res/comml. Carpet/aggre-
gate rock cleaning 723154
HARDWOOD/LAMINATE
install 35yrs exp refs
559/310-0500 #360959
FREE Estimate�Lino,

Laminate, Tile & Wood
431-2087. #853886

Garage Door
Installation, Repair

DOORMATIC New/Repa ir
Old broken springs, etc!

24hr/7days. 313-8288
Se Habla Espanol

TONY’S Garage Doors
Repair Doors & Openers

24/7 Español 352-9021
DOORS PLUS, We fix it
all! 7 days. Low prices
#834596. 559-498-6000
�FARR’S Garage Doors,
new/repairs,  broken
springs #767239 458-8258

Gardening,
Yard/Lawn Service

P A U L I N O - L a w n - S v c
sprinkler system, tree,
Home cleaning 999-6020
BENAVIDEZ Lawn Svc,
Landscape, Sprinkler sys.
& clean-ups 375-2038
GARDENING SERVICE
Mowing & cleanups, prun-
ing, 227-6527, 355-6853
COMM’L/RES Lawn Svc
Spklrs, Timer install &
repair, cleanups 284-2896
MOW, CLEANUPS, tree
trim, wood fence. Very
reasonable. 559-704-3405
JIMENEZ Gardening Full
Service, Front & Back
$25, Free Est. 230-7375
LANDSCAPING sprinklers
concrete, fencing, maint.
Ben Gonzalez.... 906-4566
�LAWNCARE, mow &
edge, clean-ups/hauling,
free est.....Philip, 251-1156

Handyperson
AL’S Complete Home Re-
pair. Doors, finish carpen-
try, crown molding, base,
patio decks & fencing,
painting flooring 681-6347

Handyperson
ALL jobs ok! Specialize in
home repair & maint. Free
est. Available weekends

559-593-5401 unlic
Handyman Connection

Licensed-Bonded-Insured.
(559)453-2460 Lic#806489

DISCOUNT Handyman.
Remodel kit, bath & bdrm
Fences. Unlic...... 355-4294
ALEX Repair Svc Drywall,
painting, elect, plumbing
559-213-4651 Unlic.
35YRS roof, patio, fence
& all home work guar refs
free est unlic 307-1925
AL Handyman/AC/coolers,
sprinklers, plumbing, elec

(559) 974-3446. Unlic.
HONEST RELIABLE
DEPENDABLE Unlic.

Ken 559-312-7063
HANDY Hubby prof’l re-
pair/replace specialty win-
dows/drs 352-4343 unlic

Hauling

Hauling-Demolition Clean-up
www.cdhservices.biz

(559)287-9215
CHEAP Hauls......... Trash,
brush, fence (install & re-
pair), tree trimming and
vacancies.... 559-803-9415

DUMPTRUCK-BOBCAT
brush/yards/garages/trash
concrete-asphalt digouts

ALL CLEAN-UPS 289-2123
HAUL-4-LESS trash/brush

garages, free estimates
221-6125 Lic #186029

EXPRESS Clean-up &
hauling. Trash, brush etc.
FREE est. Call 907-6716
LOW-BUDGET-HAULING
1 Day Service, Appliance
PU Free Robert 394-6935
Trash, Brush, Yard & Ga-

rage clean-ups. Call
Curtis Swindell 277-5455

LOW-Priced-Hauling
Same day service.

Call Rick, 559-458-6159
REMOVE-ANYTHING!!

246-9201

Housecleaning
MARIA’S-Housecleaning
Exp’d. Reas rates. Free
Est..... 252-5486, 281-5245
MARI’s Housecleaning
Res’l/Comm’l. Lic’d. Free
Est. #07113996...255-8157
TERESA’S Home Clean-
ing Apts., houses & move-
outs. Free est. 708-9787
LAURA’S Housecleaning
Services. (559) 395-4715
or (559) 975-5608

Housecleaning
DEPENDABLE, Honest,
Good rates, Lic/Ins.
Call Margie 352-2768
A&D Cleaning Services
Comm’l/Res’l references

Free est. 559-970-8908
JUANITA’s Houseclean-
ing, home/ofc. Good rates,
free est. 559/430-6177

Janitorial

Save 50% 559.477.7572
Kitchens/Bathrooms

�REMODELING�
Cabinetry granite showers
more #888120.....352-5491

Landscaping
�LOW-Cost Landscaping
sod, concrete, spklrs, Bob-
cat free est. �473-7660�
BRISENOS Landscaping,
sprklr, concrete, fences,
sob/tree removal 930-1912
�NEW sod & spklr install
w/gardening svc �afford-
able pricing�...... 367-4467
BEAUTIFUL Landscaping
� COMPLETE WORK �
(559) 706-1199 #883971

Moving and Storage
BOB’S Storage Special!
Pay 1 mo get 1 mo Free
8’x24’ only $39.50; 6’x8’
only $15; 6’x10’ only $18

�559-275-4000�

Painting &
Paperhanging

PAINT & carpet complete
house as low as $2.68/sf
using cutting edge tex-
tured carpet w/paint
�#680694 559/323-2155�

FRY’S Int/Ext Painting,
texturing, wallpaper, res/
com’l, since 1972, guar’d.
#358618 559/456-8700
PROCOAT Painting Co.
Res./Com’l., 12 yrs. exp.

Lic. #910714
��559-360-5928��

DALE’S custom painting
int/ext resl/comml free est
28yrs #591205 431-7532
GENTLEMAN PAINTER

careful restorations
(559) 221-4245 unlic.

�JIM’S Painting Svc�
20 yrs exp. Insured.

#861176. 559-916-3475
�INT/Ext spray brush/roll.�
�Good ref’s Res/Comm’l�
�Lic 418481 - 434-3118�

Painting &
Paperhanging

SANTIAGO’S Painting.
Comm’l/Res. Free est.
�559-970-7184. Unlic.�

INT/EXT 30yrs exp. 5yr
guar paint/labor. Low price

776-8179. #525099
MENDEZ painting, int, ext
res com’l drywall texture &
touch-ups, unlic...433-7378
CLEAN&NEAT 25yrs exp
Meet your quality needs!
#546043, C&N, 292-6196.
�WALLPAPER removal
hanging repairs home ho-
tels/ofc #523479 259-9659
HECTOR’S-PAINTING
20yrs Res/Com’l Inter/Ext
unlic 226-6927, 240-8572
ALL TYPES 30 yrs exper.
Free Estimates, Sr. Dis-
counts ref. unlic. 250-1936
�SCHNEIDER’S Painting
Paint Services Done Right
#819838 call me 355-5263

I will paint your
house at your price!!!
Unlic. 559-477-0039

Pest Control
ACUTE-PEST-CONTROL
Month-Bi-Month-Quarterly

Fresno & Clovis 274-2617

Plastering & Stucco
KUSTOM KARE Inc. Re-
dash, repair cracks, water
damage, stain removal,
additions & new construct.
Repair & replaster pools.
35+yrs #830870 662-0548
REDASH, Waterdamage,
cracks 3 generations of
quality 281-3855 #508301
SAVE $$ redash, stucco
repair, water damage.
#A92536 BBB 903-0948
ALL Your Stucco & Paint-
ing Needs. Lic#190445.
Bonded. BBB...... 356-0663
REDASH Plastering, New
Addition Remodel Patch-
ing #734528 559/437-9409

Plumbing
BULLDOG Plumbing All
kinds + mobile homes. Sr.
disc. 20% disc w/ad Visa/
MC #526382 449-1234
RUDY’S Plumbing svc./re-
pair-remodel, fixer-uppers,
foreclosures, #358327. Se
hablo espanol �930-4886

EXPERT PLUMBER.
& drain all kinds of plumb-
ing work.... Unlic. 363-3719

Quick Cash Classified
The Fresno Bee

442-4442 or
1-800-877-9886

Professional
Services

Graphic Designer
Computer graphics &
studio media776-9931

PRESSURE WASHING
houses/bldgs/parking lots
etc. Lic/ins. 559-930-9221

Roofing Contractors
90% of our est accepted

#819106 BBB Member
Pacific Roofing 237-7338

Certification $69.00
BEST SVC & PRICES

Reroof, Repairs & Certs
FREE ESTIMATES

Lic #481146 325-1761

Repairs/NEW 20yrs exp
275-6464 Lic 818423

RUDY-SOLORIO’S Roof-
ing res. & re-roofing
#901499, � 559-352-4023

Sprinklers
TIME Clock & Auto Valve
Repair, Conversions,
36yrs exp. 449-8901 unlic
SPRINKLER Doctor Srv &
Repairs-all makes & mod-
els 559/213-6767 #426720
SUMMER Special! Install
& repairs, $30 minimum
Free est. 776-7385. Unlic.
Sprinklers, valves/timers.
Low cost/quick svc 20 yrs
exp. Unlic.....559-259-2200

Swimming Pool,
Spa Service

POOL Tile Cleaning Safe
New Process! Any Tile
Free Est. 559-970-6762

Telephone Installation
PHONE-Cable Jacks $59
Licensed/Insured/Wk Guar
Lic#737225 Call 436-1120

Tile Work
�ALL-Types!-LOWEST�
Prices Guar. Floor special-
ist. 36 yrs. exp. 287-1388
LOW COST INSTALLS
counters/showers/flrs &
more #888120 352-5491
No job too big or small!
Tile work; Free estimates.
559-394-0086
RICK’S Tile Service, floor
specialist, free estimates.

�Unlic. 559-477-3144�

TUB/SHOWERS $250.
Sink & shower pan
replacement 559-360-6063

Tile Work
NICK’S��Tubs/showers
floors, small repairs (tile &
grout).......... 559-916-5122

SALVATORE-TILE
Old Fashion Way! 32yrs
unlic SAL � 776-5954 �

Tractor Work &
Trenching

NEWTONS tractor work,
disc-scrap-mow-etc299-
0191, 307-3023 #710222

MARIO’S Disc/Trenching
Postholes Scraping House
Pads. Unlic...559/696-3169

Tree Surgery/Service

ELENES TREE SERVICE
Low Rates! Fully Insured
�Quality work� Free est
559/260-0584 Lic 861830

M&M TREE SERVICE
Low prices, quality work,
lic & ins. Free est. same
day 559-228-0501 unlic

GREEN’S TREE CARE
Quality Work 35% off we
do it all. Free est. Fully in-
sured. Unlic..559-477-5131
MIKE’S Tree Svc., stump
grinding, clean-ups &
hauling. Ins/unlic 289-8935
E&M Tree*Lowest Rates

35% Disc./ Ins. Sr. Disc.
Eli 559-251-7761 unlic.

JUAN Tree Svc 30% off.
Stump removal general
cleanup 485-2545 unlic.

Window Cleaning
$5 most windows Lic/ins
free trac/screen clean spot

removal Nick 285-1723

Window Replacement
Window & Door Prof
Honest & Affordable

709-2303 #874340

Word Processing

NEW

Classified Advertising
DEADLINE
2:00 P.M

for next day publication
GOT RESULTS?

Call 441-6450
to cancel your ad
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 

Southern California Edison's San Joaquin Cross 
Valley Loop Transmission Project 

(Application A.08-05-039, filed May 30, 2008) 

Welcome to the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) website for the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) review of proposed construction of Southern California Edison's (SCE) San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop 
Transmission Project. An application for this project was submitted to the CPUC on May 30, 2008 (Application A.08-05-
039). This site provides access to public documents and information relevant to the CEQA review process. 
Files linked on this page are in Portable Document Format (PDF). To view them, you will need to download the free Adobe Acrobat Reader if it is not already installed on your PC. 
Note: For best results in displaying the largest files (see sizes shown in parentheses below for files larger than 3.0 MB), right-click the file's link, click "Save Target As" to download 
the file to a folder on your hard drive, then browse to that folder and double-click the downloaded file to open it in Acrobat. 

 
 
 

Background 

Tulare County is one of the fastest growing regions in California. This increased growth has resulted in an increased 
demand for electricity. SCE has determined that the existing transmission lines, which deliver electricity to the Rector 
Substation located southeast of Visalia, are operating at or near their limits and will be unable to deliver sufficient 
electricity to safely and reliably serve this increased demand. As a result, SCE is proposing to construct the San Joaquin 
Cross Valley Loop Project, which consists of the construction of a new 19 mile double-circuit 220 kilovolt transmission 
line. This proposed line would connect to an existing 220 kilovolt line, which would allow SCE to deliver additional power 
from SCE's Big Creek hydroelectric facilities in the Sierra Nevada Mountains into the Rector Substation. 

To view a project area map showing the proposed and possible alternate routes, click here. To see the map in spanish, 
click here. 

Environmental Review 

The CEQA Process 

As the state agency with the authority to certify Southern California Edison's San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop project, the 
CPUC will carry out the environmental review/public participation process mandated under CEQA to identify, evaluate, 
and mitigate the possible impacts of the project on the environment. The review conducted by the CPUC will be an 
independent and unbiased environmental analysis of the various project alternatives available for implementation, 
culminating in the identification and recommendation of an "environmentally superior project alternative".  

At an early point in the process, the CPUC will hold a series of public scoping meetings in the San Joaquin Valley area to 
facilitate public input and solicit the community's comments and recommendations regarding the proposed project. The 
CPUC will also consult with various local, state, and federal agencies to determine their concerns and encourage their 
involvement in the project development process. 

Based on the public comments and information collected from the scoping meetings and in-the-field environmental 
studies, the CPUC will prepare an analysis known as a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). The DEIR will identify 
the "environmentally superior" alternative from the range of project alternatives previously evaluated. Upon publication, 
the DEIR will be circulated to the public for 45 days for review and comment. During this period, the CPUC will once 
again hold several community meetings in the project area to solicit public comments with regard to the DEIR. 

Comments and recommendations from the public will then be addressed and incorporated into a document known as a 
Final EIR (FEIR). The document will then be forwarded to a CPUC Administrative Law Judge, who will incorporate the 
major findings and mitigation measures identified in the FEIR, into a draft CPUC decision. The draft decision will then be 
circulated for 30 days to all parties to the proceeding. Commissioners of the CPUC will then vote on the proposed 
decision in a public meeting.  

CPUC Approval 

SCE must receive CPUC approval for both the purpose and need for the project and the exact route, including a 
complete investigation of the environmental impacts and possible mitigations, before the project can commence 
construction. 

Public Comment 

Parties to the proceeding will have opportunities to present analysis and comments as the Commission considers issues 
relating to environmental impacts, project economics, and community values. Members of the public who do not plan to 
be active in the proceeding may share their views on SCE's application at any time by sending comments via mail or 
electronically to our Public Advisor at 505 Van Ness Ave., Room 2103, San Francisco, CA 94102, or 
public.advisor@cpuc.ca.gov. 

A detailed description of the application submittal and review process is provided in the following document: 

� The Transmission Line Application Process - A Step-By-Step Guide  

A guide to public participation in the CPUC review process is provided in the following document: 
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� CPUC Guide to Public Participation  

Educational Workshop 

In response to letters of concern and comments from the public regarding the Proposed Project, the CPUC held two 
Educational Workshops in Tulare County on August 11th and 12th, 2008. Click here to view the notice in English and 
Spanish. 

Topics Covered in these Educational Workshops. Both workshops covered the same information. Specifically, the 
workshops addressed: 

� CPUC's process for reviewing the Proposed Project application;  
� California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review process for construction, operation and maintenance of the 

Proposed Project; and  
� Information on how interested parties can most effectively provide input, voice concerns, pose questions, and 

become involved during both planning processes.  

Also available from the workshop are the: 

� presentation in English and Spanish  
� fact sheet in English and Spanish  
� CPCN CEQA Flowchart in English and Spanish  
� Questions and Responses  
� Glossary of Terms  

Public Scoping Period for this Notice of Preparation 

On August 22, 2008 the CPUC published a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the 
San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Line Project (A.08-05-039). Click here to view the NOP in English and 
Spanish. 

Due to the time limits mandated by State law, comments must be sent at the earliest possible date, but no later than 30 
days after the date of this notice. The public scoping period will close at 5:00 p.m. on September 22, 2008. Please 
include a name, address, and telephone number of a contact person for all future correspondence on this subject. 

Scoping Meeting 

In order for the public and regulatory agencies to have an opportunity to ask questions and submit comments on the 
scope of the EIR, two meetings will be held during the NOP scoping period. The scoping meetings will start with a brief 
presentation providing an overview of the Proposed Project and alternatives identified to date. Subsequent to the 
presentation, interested parties will be provided an opportunity to ask questions and provide comments about the project. 
Written comment forms will be supplied for those who wish to submit written comments at the scoping meetings; written 
comments may also be submitted anytime during the NOP scoping period to the address, fax, or e-mail listed above. 
The scoping meetings will be held: 

Wednesday September 17, 2008 
6:30 pm - 8:30 pm 
Freedom Elementary School Cafeteria 
575 East Citrus 
Farmersville, CA 93223 

Thursday September 18, 2008 
6:30 pm - 8:30 pm 
Woodlake Veterans Memorial Building 
355 N. Acacia Street 
Woodlake, CA 93286 

To view the scoping meeting presentation, click here. 

REMINDER: Scoping comments will be accepted by fax, e-mail, or postmark through September 22, 2008. Click here to 
print a public comment form (in english and spanish) to mail in your comments. Please be sure to include your name, 
address, and telephone number. 

Current Progress 

The CPUC is currently in the process of preparing the EIR. The EIR, and other CEQA review documents will be posted 
on this website when they are available. 

Proponent's Environmental Assessment (PEA) 

To view the PEA for the project click a link below: 

� Volume 1 [70.3mb]  
� Volume 2 [98.9mb]  

To go to the SCE website for the project click here. 
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Other Documents Available 

To view the Application for the project click here. 

Application Deemed Complete Letter (June 17, 2008), click here to view. 

Fact sheet, click here to view.  

Data Requests 

The EIR Team submits Data Requests to SCE and other entities when it needs specific information to support EIR 
preparation. The following are the data requests submitted to date: 

Data Request Letter No. 1 (June 17, 2008), click here to view. Responses may be viewed by clicking here. 

Data Request Letter No. 2 (June 23, 2008), click here to view. Responses may be viewed by clicking here. 

Data Request Letter No. 3 (August 7, 2008), click here to view. Responses may be viewed by clicking here. 

Data Request Letter No. 4 (August 21, 2008), click here to view. Responses may be viewed by clicking here. 

DR #4 has two attachments (click on each link to view them): A - Internet Research Samples, and B - 
Compliance Handbook. 

  

For Additional Information 

The CPUC, through its Environmental Review Team, manages environmental review of the project. To request 
additional information or to be added to the mailing list, please contact us by email, fax, or phone, as follows: 

Project email: sjxvl@esassoc.com 
Project fax: (707) 795-0902  
 

The CPUC's Project Manager in the Energy Division's CEQA unit is: 

Mr. Jensen Uchida, CPUC Project Manager 
California Public Utilities Commission 
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Tel. (415) 703-5484 
Fax (415) 703-2200  

To request additional information, please contact us by email at sjxvl@esassoc.com 

This page contains tables and is best viewed with Firefox or Internet Explorer. 
Please report any problems to the Energy Division web coordinator. 

  

  

 Project Home Page - CPUC Environmental Information - CPUC Home - Top 
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San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop (SJXVL)

220 kV Transmission Line Project

California Public Utilities Commission 
Public Scoping Meeting
for Preparation of an

Environmental Impact Report (EIR)

September 17, 2008
Farmersville, CA

September 18, 2008
Woodlake, CA

2

Participants and their Roles 

! Jensen Uchida, CPUC Project Manager

" Lead Agency under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

! Doug Cover, ESA Project Manager 

" Environmental Consultant for the CPUC



3

Meeting Agenda

! CPUC Review Process

! Project Overview

! Alternatives

! Next Steps

! CEQA Process Schedule

! Public Comment

" Speaker cards

" Comment forms

Investor Owned Utility (IOU)

Proposes to build infrastructure

Permit to Construct (PTC) CPCN

Discretionary Decision

of Commission

Approve Disapprove

Certificate of Public 

Convenience and Necessity (CPCN)

or

or



CPUC Review Process

CPCN Review

Rates
Market

Competition

Meet Needs 

of People
Market

Structure

CEQA Review Environmental considerations

Public Awareness to

Environmental Impacts

Mitigation

Measures
Alternatives

Economic and other factors

Basic Application and Environmental

Review Processes (Step 1)

Utility Files ApplicationUtility Files Application

CPUC ReviewsCPUC Reviews
Environmental

Consultant Reviews
Environmental

Consultant Reviews

Application

Deemed Complete
Application

Deemed Complete

Environmental

Review Begins
Environmental

Review Begins
Go to

Step 2



Environmental Review BeginsEnvironmental Review Begins

Environmental 

Review in Field
Environmental 

Review in Field

Agency

Consultation
Agency

Consultation

Conduct

Initial Study
Conduct

Initial Study

Basic Application and Environmental

Review Processes (Step 2)

Prepare

Mitigated Negative

Declaration

Prepare

Mitigated Negative

Declaration

Prepare

Environmental

Impact Report

Prepare

Environmental

Impact Report
or Go to

Step 3

Basic Application and Environmental

Review Processes (Step 3)

Prepare

Draft EIR
Prepare

Draft EIR

Public Notice

of Draft EIR
Public Notice

of Draft EIR

Public CommentsPublic Comments

Final EIRFinal EIR

Contains

“Environmentally 

Superior” Route and 

Other Alternatives

Contains

“Environmentally 

Superior” Route and 

Other Alternatives

Public Workshops

and Scoping 

Meetings

Public Workshops

and Scoping 

Meetings

Receive information

from public to 

determine the 

range of issues 

and alternatives

Receive information

from public to 

determine the 

range of issues 

and alternatives

Go to

Step 4



Basic Application and Environmental

Review Processes (Step 4)
Final EIRFinal EIR

ALJ Proposes Decision for 

Commission
ALJ Proposes Decision for 

Commission

Contains Routing, Economic

Issues, Social Impact 

Issues, And Need for Project

Contains Routing, Economic

Issues, Social Impact 

Issues, And Need for Project

ALJ’s Proposed DecisionALJ’s Proposed Decision

Interveners Comment on Proposed DecisionInterveners Comment on Proposed Decision

Proposed Final DecisionProposed Final Decision

Commissioners VoteCommissioners Vote
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Proposed Project Location
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Project Description

! Installation of approximately 18.5 miles of
220 kV overhead transmission line
" NW portion of Tulare County

" 1.1 miles in existing 220 kV right-of-way (ROW)

" 17.4 miles mostly new ROW

" 102 tubular steel poles; 11 lattice steel towers

! Modifications to existing Rector Substation
" Electrical equipment, substation support structures, 

mechanical and equipment rooms

! Minor changes to Springville, Vestal, and Big 
Creek 3 Substations

! Alternative Routes
" Three identified by SCE

" Others to be identified by CEQA team as needed

12

Alternative Routes

! Alternative #1 (Proposed Project)

! Alternative #2

" Total Length: 23 miles

! 10.8 existing ROW

! 12.2 miles new ROW

" Route:

! North from Rector Substation through existing SCE 
ROW for ~10.8 mi

! East for 4 miles through orchard and grazing lands

! Next 5 miles, the route follows northern base of 
Colvin Mountain, near community of Elderwood

! Route then enters foothills of the Sierra Nevada for 
~3 miles
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Alternative Alignments (cont’d)

! Alternative #3

" Total Length: ~24.3 miles

! 14.6 miles existing ROW

! 9.6 miles new ROW)

" Route:

! North from Rector Substation in existing ROW for 
~14.6 miles

! Then East to the Sierra Nevada foothills
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Alternative Alignments (cont’d)

! Alternative #4

" Total Length: ~18.8 miles

! New ROW entire length of route

" Route:

! South from Rector Substation for ~ 1 mile, then East 
for the rest of route

! ~15 miles of route would traverse agriculture land

! ~4 miles would be located in Yokohl Valley area of 
the Sierra Nevada foothills
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Next Steps

! Notice of Preparation was circulated to solicit 
input from agencies and the public

! This meeting is part of the scoping process

! A Draft EIR will be prepared and circulated for 
agency and public comment

! Comments will be considered and addressed in 
a Final EIR

! CPUC considers EIR / other factors and issues 
a draft decision for the Proposed Project

! CPUC considers comments on draft and 
alternate decisions and votes on the Project

16

May 2009CPUC considers approval/disapproval of the Project

August 22, 2008 –
September 22, 2008

Notice of Preparation to solicit written input from 
agencies and the public

April 2009Consider and respond to comments, publish Final 
EIR

February 2009Public comment meetings will be held in the project 
area

January 2009Draft EIR circulated for agency and public comment

September 17-18, 
2008

Public Scoping meetings will be held in the project 
area

July 2008 –
September 2008 

(on going)

Agency consultation meetings

CEQA Process Schedule

Dates subject to change.
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How to Comment

! Please submit scoping comments no later than 
Monday, September 22, 2008:

Mr. Jensen Uchida

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

225 Bush Street, Suite 1700
San Francisco, CA 94104

Fax: (415) 896-0332

E-mail: sjxvl@esassoc.com

Website: http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/
info/esa/sjxvl/index.html

18

Public Comment
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Discussion Guidelines

! One person to speak at a time

! Be concise

! Stay on topic

! Support everyone’s participation

! Respect others’ opinions

! Comments will be recorded

! Written comments are encouraged
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Scoping Meeting Transcript_09172008 Hearing.txt

                              ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

                       FOR CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

                                       IN RE:

                             SAN JOAQUIN CROSS VALLEY LOOP

                            220 KV TRANSMISSION LINE PROJECT

                                  PUBLIC SPEAKING HEARING

                             WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 17, 2008

                                      7:11 P.M.

                Reported by:  Victoria L. Thomas, CSR No. 12927

                                                                       1
5

            1   Transcript of proceedings taken on Wednesday, September
Page 1



Scoping Meeting Transcript_09172008 Hearing.txt

            2   17, 2008, 7:11 p.m., at Freedom Elementary School, 575

            3   East Citrus Avenue, Farmersville, California, before

            4   Victoria L. Thomas, CSR No. 12927.

            5

            6

            7

            8

            9

           10

           11

           12

           13

           14

           15

           16

           17

           18

           19

           20

           21

           22

           23

           24

           25

                                                                       2
5

            1                        I N D E X

            2

            3   Commencement of Public Speaking                     4

            4
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            5

            6

            7

            8

            9

           10                        EXHIBIT INDEX

           11                       (None offered.)

           12

           13

           14

           15

           16

           17

           18

           19

           20

           21

           22

           23

           24

           25

                                                                       3
5

            1                   FARMERSVILLE, CALIFORNIA;

            2          WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 17, 2008; 7:11 P.M.;

            3                    FREEDOM ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

            4

            5               GARY KUNKEL:  Thanks.  I'm going to need to

            6   take my glasses off to read.  My name is Gary Kunkel.

            7   I'm the Agricultural Commissioner and the Sealer of
Page 3
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            8   Weights and Measures for the County of Tulare.  I'd like

            9   to thank you for the opportunity to speak briefly this

           10   evening on a couple of issues that we, in our office,

           11   believe are appropriate for this -- scoping session of

           12   this kind.

           13               Tulare County is the second leading AG

           14   producer in California with gross AG revenues of

           15   4.87 billion, that's billion with a "B," in 2007.  We

           16   also have always described our economy as among the most

           17   exclusively agriculturally based of any county in the

           18   state.  We exist here because -- thanks to the

           19   production of our farms and the efforts of our many

           20   farmers.

           21               We're told that the project being

           22   contemplated will necessarily involve the siting of many

           23   transmission towers.  I think your earlier slide had

           24   over 100 tubular towers, and I think 11 of lattice

           25   steel.  We've also been told that there can be no

                                                                       4
5

            1   assurance that clear-cutting or some vegetation

            2   modification wouldn't be required in some of the new

            3   rights-of-ways that are involved in the proposed route.

            4   Our specific recommendations for inclusion in the

            5   environmental documents are these:  (1), we believe that

            6   for all routes, whether preferred or alternative,

            7   consideration should be given to the degree of which

            8   crops or other AG commodities currently being produced

            9   in the proposed rights-of-way would be eliminated,

           10   altered, or negatively impacted.  (2), we believe that
Page 4
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           11   Edison should also consider whether or not growers

           12   current cultural practices, including but not limited to

           13   harvest, land preparation, chemical treatment, or other

           14   practices would be adversely impacted or limited in some

           15   way.  And finally, we believe that once these factors

           16   have been identified and considered, it's our

           17   recommendation that the route which least impacts

           18   agriculture in Tulare County should then be selected.

           19   Doing so would have the least adverse impact on

           20   Agribusiness upon which our entire economy is based.

           21               Finally, I'd like to thank you again for

           22   your opportunity to comment on these proposals.  We want

           23   to commend both the California Public Utilities

           24   Commission and Southern California Edison for their

           25   efforts to make a reselection process transcend, and

                                                                       5
5

            1   have agreed at which both of -- of those two entities

            2   have encouraged and facilitated public records opinion.

            3   And I've -- I've written comments too if I can just

            4   leave them with somebody.  Okay.  Thank you.

            5               KEN KLING:  I am an individual, and I

            6   represent my family basically.  First if not foremost,

            7   the proposed Route 1 is about a thousand feet from my

            8   home, which I've lived there for 30 years.  I am

            9   concerned about the issues of loss of property value,

           10   health issues, and -- and the shadow of the proposed

           11   towering transmission lines, but you can call me

           12   selfish.

           13               First of all, the land along SH preferred
Page 5
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           14   route is prime agricultural land, which has a huge

           15   impact on the local economy, population growth, and

           16   stability for communities of Farmersville, Exeter, and

           17   Lemon Cove.  How can this great productive agricultural

           18   land be replaced, and how much productive agricultural

           19   land would be taken if the selection of alternate

           20   Route 3 was chosen?  Once this agricultural land is

           21   gone, it's gone.

           22               I have grown to love the area over the past

           23   30 years.  Exeter has become a very quaint, picturesque

           24   community.  One of the most desirable in the San Joaquin

           25   Valley and in the state, and I know that because I was a

                                                                       6
5

            1   business consultant, and I've traveled most of the

            2   western -- all of California and the western states.

            3   The 120-foot-plus high-voltage towers crossing the main

            4   entrance would be intrusive and generate negative impact

            5   aesthetically and economically.  The economic impact on

            6   the quaint shops and all your independent owned

            7   businesses would be devastating, I think.  Exeter --

            8   Exeter becomes a community on the wrong side of the

            9   undesirable barrier.

           10               Our main neighboring city of Farmersville, I

           11   think, desperately has been trying to improve its

           12   economic position, and has made great strides.

           13   Alternate Route 1 would hamper the progress they have

           14   made and upgrade their -- to upgrade their resale base

           15   and split the property where -- for the industrial

           16   party.  I think that that's very dangerous to
Page 6
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           17   Farmersville, and I think it would hurt a lot of people.

           18   Make no mistake, SCEs preferred Route 1 creates

           19   permanent, unsightly barriers for the communities of

           20   Farmersville, Exeter, and Lemon Cove, not to mention the

           21   scenic highway going to Three Rivers and up to

           22   Kaweah Lake and the National Park.

           23               That's all I have to say, and I can give you

           24   a copy.

           25   ///

                                                                       7
5

            1               BOB BLAKELEY:  Good evening.  My name is

            2   Bob Blakeley.  I am Director of Grower Services for

            3   California Citrus Mutual.  Citrus mutual is a voluntary

            4   non-profit association of citrus growers with

            5   approximately 2100 member growers.  We have --

            6   California citrus industry is approximately 100 -- it's

            7   about 190,000 acres, half of that being here in

            8   Tulare County.  Our membership of 2100 members is

            9   that -- for most of our membership is based here in the

           10   Central Valley, and many of them are represented here

           11   tonight.

           12               The citrus industry represents about a

           13   $1.3 billion industry to the State of California, began

           14   in Southern California in the latter part of the

           15   19th century through the early part of the 20th century.

           16   It was pushed out of Southern California due to

           17   development and urbanization.  It relocated here to the

           18   Central Valley, and particularly to the east side of

           19   Tulare County where it exists today, and is the last
Page 7



Scoping Meeting Transcript_09172008 Hearing.txt

           20   remaining area where citrus can be grown in the

           21   United States that is not being grown.

           22               Our region is known for producing a high

           23   quality, fresh product at a high dollar value.  It

           24   cannot be grown in any other regions of the

           25   United States at this time, and many other regions of

                                                                       8
5

            1   the world cannot produce the quality of citrus that we

            2   grow here in this unique climate and soil type.  So

            3   we're very concerned that this project threatens a

            4   good -- the heart of that -- the heart of that

            5   production.

            6               We would be very interested in seeing as you

            7   consider the environmental impact of this project that

            8   you -- you recognize that this many acreage of citrus

            9   and some of the other costs involved.  I'm speaking

           10   primarily the citrus, you know, specifically to citrus.

           11   But these -- these are the variants that they can't --

           12   once they're taken out, they can't be -- they can't be

           13   replaced.  There's no -- the -- the acreage can't go and

           14   be replanted somewhere else.  Once it's gone, it's gone.

           15   So it would be our recommendation as you consider these

           16   various proposals that you take into account the amount

           17   of natural-irrigated prime citrus land and other

           18   permanent crop acreage that would be impacted.  Give

           19   heavy weight to considering placing this project in an

           20   area where it does not impact prime irrigated farmland

           21   to reduce the economic impact on the -- on the community

           22   as well as on the state.  That would -- that would be
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           23   our primary objective.

           24               The second objective would be as much as

           25   possible to use existing right-of-ways.  Not to create

                                                                       9
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            1   new right-of-ways that would compound -- compound the

            2   problem and spread -- spread out the amount of area that

            3   is taken out of production, and concentrate on utilizing

            4   areas that are already set aside for utilities.

            5   Those would be our two recommendations.  Thank you.

            6               JIM GORDON:  Good evening.  My name is

            7   Jim Gordon, resident of Exeter.  I'd like to address two

            8   questions.  One is the permanent job loss for

            9   agricultural workers as agricultural land is taken out

           10   of production.  Is the -- the information to determine

           11   how many permanent jobs will be lost is readily

           12   available, and the information for retraining the

           13   workforce through the loss of citrus and tree fruit

           14   acreage is readily available also.  There is a direct

           15   correlation between acreage on jobs in the field and

           16   jobs in the transport, sorting, and packing of citrus in

           17   tree fruit product.

           18               In 1999, Susan Kennedy, then and now

           19   Governor and Chief of Staff and an in-between CPUC Board

           20   Member, gave me the task to identify the number of

           21   workforce job loss due to the devastating citrus freeze.

           22   She wanted the information in two days.  I was able to

           23   provide it within a plus or minus 2 percent as it

           24   actually turned out, using administrative data,

           25   government published data.  Subsequently, this data has
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                                                                      10
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            1   been updated in 2006, so it is still pertinent and

            2   available.

            3               The cost of -- of retraining agricultural

            4   workers is a cost that will be born by taxpayers, and

            5   will be born through federal, state, local, community

            6   college, and adult schools for the retraining of the

            7   workforce for jobs in demand in the local economy.  In

            8   1999 that cost was average -- slightly over $7,000 per

            9   worker, although it varied depending on the job

           10   category.  This information would have to be gathered

           11   from the people who are doing the training, and that

           12   then could be done through e-mail or telephone

           13   interviews.  So that is a cost determination that would

           14   be readily available to the consulting group or the

           15   CPUCs.

           16               The second is the economic loss to retail

           17   and hospitality businesses in Exeter due to transmission

           18   towers, lessening the pleasure of looking at Exeter.

           19   Exeter, and physically referring this as ranked by

           20   national media sources as one of America's 100 most

           21   desirable communities in which to live or visit.  We're

           22   California's five most desirable communities, and No. 1

           23   for small town charm.  And another national magazine

           24   ranked it as the prettiest, quaint town in the southwest

           25   with Taos, New Mexico, and Carmel ranked right behind.

                                                                      11
5

Page 10



Scoping Meeting Transcript_09172008 Hearing.txt

            1   A large percentage of Exeter's retail and hospitality

            2   establishments rely on out-of-town visitors, many

            3   brought by tour buses, many as five a week or even more.

            4   Tour busses have a large range of -- tour operators have

            5   a large range of choices of where to visit to find small

            6   town charm, and approaching the transmission towers --

            7   driving up to the towers would provide a more industrial

            8   look to Exeter, and undoubtedly make it a less charming

            9   community route.

           10               Exeter, by design is the collaboration of

           11   business and arts organizations involved in effort --

           12   efforts to create and maintain the small town charm of

           13   Exeter.  It commissioned the Chamber of Commerce to

           14   survey its members, and have them report back in the

           15   percentage of their sales to out-of-town visitors and

           16   their estimates of whether the industrial transmission

           17   towers would negatively impact people visiting Exeter

           18   and what the percentage loss of their revenue.  Well,

           19   this is likely speculative.  The information coming from

           20   those business owners are people who are responsible for

           21   deciding on how much to invest, and whether they will

           22   add or subtract employees.  So that would be a large

           23   impact.  The information from the survey can readily be

           24   compared with actual results of similar developments

           25   from other communities effected by -- by -- adversely by

                                                                      12
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            1   the -- this kind of structural industrial look.  Thank

            2   you.
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            3               TONY COLCAGO:  Hi.  Thank you.  I usually

            4   like doing it off the top, but I'm not going to do that

            5   tonight.  I'm going to talk about aesthetics.  Now, how

            6   do you value aesthetics?  It's kind of like to me, a

            7   trick question.  Like, how do you value a life?  How do

            8   you place a value on a person's religious beliefs?  So

            9   first of all, I studied beauty.  This is John O'Donohue.

           10   In fact, I called him and I listened to him.  There's a

           11   poem I wrote about the beauty of my house, which is up

           12   on Badger Hill, that is a magazine -- a cover story.

           13   Lifestyle has our beautiful view centerfold; okay?  My

           14   mother was an artist.  When the wind would go through

           15   the trees, the breezes, she would recite poetry about

           16   the wind.  When -- this year our house was featured in

           17   Exeter as the -- on the home garden tour.  So that's to

           18   give you an idea.

           19               Now, how do you put a value on it?  I live

           20   on Badger Hill.  For you who don't -- for you who don't

           21   know, Badger Hill is known for its views and its beauty.

           22   It's one of the most prestigious places to live in

           23   Tulare County.  To be honest, it's the Beverly Hills of

           24   our area.  It has the beauty, the aesthetics, the

           25   cachet, one -- it's one of the largest concentrations of
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            1   wealth in the community.  It is also the largest

            2   economic engine in the county because of its inherit

            3   aesthetic beauty.  The house -- the high-power lines aim

            4   directly at Badger Hill.  If -- I believe it touches our

            5   property.  It's so close it might as well.  At that
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            6   spot, there is a proposed giant ugly industrial

            7   four-legged blight of a tower about 500 feet from our

            8   entrance, our security entrance.  Every resident who

            9   lives up there will have to go under it.  I consider it

           10   a disaster if the exclusiveness of this community is

           11   damaged.

           12               To give you an idea, there are 84 homes up

           13   there, average price $750,000.  That's a total of

           14   $63 million.  Some of the homes are 10,000 square feet,

           15   12,000 square feet.  Some are valued at 2.5 million.

           16   There's also 40 lots not built on, another 6 million.

           17   Because of the aesthetics and the exclusivity when homes

           18   are built up there, they're million dollar homes.  Now,

           19   a million dollar home requires truckloads of building

           20   materials from the local community.  Contractors are

           21   hired.  Architects are hired.  Landscapers are hired.

           22   Painters are hired, electricians, carpenters, roofers.

           23   It is an economy, and people in this town rely on it.

           24   So there's a tremendous value.  If this is allowed to

           25   happen with that tower 500 feet away from my gate, every
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            1   single owner here will lose at least, and I'm being

            2   conservative, a $100,000.  Then you throw on the value

            3   of the lots that are not being sold.  That -- it

            4   makes -- it allows up to -- up to like 10 -- 10 --

            5   $10 million.  Eighty-four houses times a 100,000.

            6   Now, if you go to Tulare County Website, please go

            7   there, it features the pristine natural resources of our

            8   county.  If you click under Visitors Guide, please do,
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            9   the second and third thing is the -- is the supporting

           10   national forest, the Kings County National Forest.  This

           11   is called branding.  This is corporate identity.  And I

           12   want to just show you a magazine -- oh, is there a

           13   magazine back there, honey?  All right.  Okay.  All

           14   this -- here we go.  This is corporate branding; okay?

           15   These are orange trees, but right -- I will leave you

           16   this.  Verizon corporate value, if you mess with their

           17   logo, the value is 13.2 billion.  The -- you know, your

           18   agency, if somebody messes with your logo or your brand

           19   identity, or puts a bad light on it, it -- your value,

           20   you protect it.

           21               Exeter, you go to their Website.  We are

           22   known for the citrus.  We are known as the community

           23   where you come to see the murals.  People come from all

           24   over the world, from all over the country, and that has

           25   value.  So and what I -- thank you so much.  Okay.  So I

                                                                      15
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            1   will give you this.

            2               And the other thing is, Tulare County, the

            3   article says, "Worst in Appalachia."  We are -- this is,

            4   you know, Representative Nunez.  We are in the lowest

            5   15 percent of the country as far as education, the

            6   amount of income, and well-being.  And I -- for the

            7   record, we are like in a lifeboat with the water up to

            8   the edge, and any other damage, anything to the damage

            9   of the potential of tourism will just sink us.  And I

           10   got more.  I could probably use the two hours.  I'm

           11   sorry, but, you know, maybe next time we'll do it again.
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           12               MARK LARSEN:  I apologize.  I probably won't

           13   be as eloquent.  Mark Larsen, Kaweah Delta Water

           14   Conservation District.  Let me first state that we

           15   appreciate the -- the venue to provide comments on the

           16   scope of the EIR.  I'll be very brief in my comments.

           17   We also appreciate the chance that we had to recently

           18   sit down with some members of this process and discuss

           19   our concerns.  The Water Conservation District is

           20   currently drafting comments that will be submitted by

           21   the due date of -- of Monday the 22nd, and I'm going to

           22   let the written comments give the details of -- of our

           23   situation and our concerns.  They're related to the fact

           24   that Alternative 1, the proposed project that SCE has

           25   submitted to the CPUC, crosses several of the Water
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            1   Conservation Districts properties that are part of a

            2   habitat conservation plan and natural community

            3   conservation plan that we are in the process of

            4   developing.  The Water Conservation District is very

            5   concerned about the prospect of the transmission lines

            6   across these planned habitat sites and wants the CPUC to

            7   properly address this in their EIR.  Thank you again for

            8   the opportunity to speak, and we'll be submitting those

            9   comments.  Thank you.

           10               P.K. WHITMIRE:  My name is P.K. Whitmire.  I

           11   live in Exeter, and I'm the news director for

           12   K-TIP radio.  It's a very small news talk station.  So I

           13   have had the opportunity to talk to both sides of the

           14   question.  And in one of my interviews with Ms. Bullet

Page 15



Scoping Meeting Transcript_09172008 Hearing.txt
           15   with Southern California Edison and we were discussing

           16   the Route 1, which is Route 3, and when I inquired about

           17   Route 3 because there was already part of that structure

           18   in place, she mentioned their concern over the fairy

           19   shrimp.  And the towers, I believe, have been there

           20   80-some years.  One of the questions I would like to

           21   have asked by someone is, have we seen a noticeable

           22   degradation in population from the fairy shrimp because

           23   of those existing lines?  And with newer technology and

           24   the fact that the wires won't be this (indicating)

           25   far-off the ground, I would think it would improve their

                                                                      17
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            1   living conditions.  Now, she was adamant about not

            2   putting fairy shrimp over people.  I kind of don't agree

            3   with that.

            4               And then my other question, I had just

            5   gotten some information about a particular line that's

            6   produced by Freeum -- Freeum? -- that -- that ups the --

            7   the current by about 50 percent, and I was also

            8   wondering if that is mentioned or considered by Southern

            9   California Edison in any of the Sequoia documents or the

           10   environmental study?  That's it.

           11               SUSAN MERRILL:  Mine is going to be short.

           12   I'm Susan Merrill.  My background is in finance,

           13   municipal finance.  One of the things that you go

           14   through in city and municipal government is using the

           15   land use and a planning module.  So you have to go

           16   through and look at all of the aspects of using the land

           17   and the planning.
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           18               Now, we definitely need a power source here.

           19   I believe in this area.  But the one thing that we

           20   haven't looked at -- SCE is mainly looked at just the

           21   economic value.  Okay.  This is a cheap place.  Forget

           22   everybody else.  Who cares?  Who cares about all these

           23   people?  There is that second part besides the economic,

           24   and that is having to do with the various social and

           25   economic impacts of the people that all four of these

                                                                      18
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            1   entities are going to go across.  Somebody is not going

            2   to like it.  One of the four is not.  You know, we have

            3   the problem.  Nobody really wants it, but we need it.

            4   And so there is this diabolical hose process.

            5               Anyway, I would like the PUC to really look

            6   into the economic degradation of all of the

            7   infrastructure, the social economics of the people that

            8   it is crossing.  And agriculture has been mentioned, and

            9   it's very important to our community, but so are our

           10   people.  Farmersville and their economics trying to

           11   rehabilitate all of this area.  Why does it have to go

           12   through the biggest population area there is?  Thank

           13   you.

           14               JIM HEATON:  All right.  My name is

           15   Jim Heaton.  I'm a real estate broker with Caldwell

           16   Banker, J.D. and Associates in Exeter.  I've been a

           17   resident for 47 years.  I've served as President of

           18   Tulare County Association of Realtors, and also as a

           19   regional Vice President for the California Association

           20   of Realtors.
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           21               I primarily want to speak about the

           22   significant effect this proposed group will have on

           23   property values in, near, or within sight of these

           24   particular towers and lines.  I estimate a minimum of

           25   10 percent to 20 percent decrease in property values for

                                                                      19
5

            1   any of those properties that might be, as I said, in,

            2   near, or within view of these particular lines.

            3               We did close escrow on a piece of property

            4   that was in or near the proposed right-of-way, and when

            5   it was disclosed that this was possible, which we found

            6   out after we had been in escrow for some time, there was

            7   over a 10 percent reduction in the sales price in order

            8   for the sale to be completed.  Also, years ago my father

            9   was a builder, and he had the opportunity to purchase a

           10   couple of lots in a subdivision known as Oak Ranch,

           11   which is rural Visalia.  The properties were located on

           12   a road called Tower Road, which is where the towers head

           13   north from the -- the substation.  He got a really great

           14   deal on those two lots, and proceeded to build a couple

           15   of custom homes.  And after they were completed, not

           16   only did we not get a whole lot for those homes, but it

           17   took a considerable amount of time to market them.  So

           18   we know what effect it has.

           19               Also, having been involved with the city of

           20   Exeter for many years, I echo what Ken and Jim both said

           21   about the city of Exeter.  From the mid '80s to the

           22   mid '90s, it was in a very depressed state.  Things were

           23   not going well in our downtown.  Since that time it's
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           24   been a terrific transformation and we're all very proud

           25   of what's going on.  And it's not just people coming in
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            1   from out of the area, but from other cities nearby that

            2   come to visit and enjoy, and I think it would

            3   significantly impact having to see and drive under and

            4   around those towers.

            5               And one last item, if you take Farmersville

            6   Boulevard out to Highway 198 and travel east, I happen

            7   to think it's one of the most scenic and prettiest

            8   drives in Tulare County, and perhaps in the state as you

            9   see the Kaweah Oaks Preserve, and then head for the

           10   foothills and mountains.  It's absolutely gorgeous, and

           11   I'd hate to see it ruined by something of this nature.

           12   Thank you very much.

           13               TRUDY WISCHEMANN:  Okay.  I really am

           14   Trudy Wischemann.  Good job.  I'm a writer and a

           15   researcher and a rural advocate.  I moved to Davis from

           16   Lindsey -- it was from Davis to Lindsey in 1993.  I have

           17   a Bachelor's in Conservation of Natural Resources from

           18   Berkeley, and an all but thesis Master's in

           19   Environmental Planning from Berkeley also.

           20               My thesis research grew into a lifelong

           21   study of the importance of small-scale farms to the

           22   viability of small towns and the entire rural economy.

           23   For the last 15 years, I have been working to get my

           24   neighbors in the citrus belt and here on the Kaweah's

           25   precious flood plane to come to appreciate the true

                                                                      21
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            1   value of this land, and the farms that we have here

            2   before they're gone.  I have a column in the local

            3   Foothills Prime Gazette called "Home Pages" where I work

            4   to do that, and I give presentations to groups.

            5               I have two main concerns about the proposed

            6   project.  One is the visual impact of Route 1, and the

            7   other is the negative impact on farms and farmland of

            8   Routes 1 and 4 particularly.  Not only from the

            9   construction of the power lines, but also from what

           10   we've benignly called "growth centered" by the location

           11   of the line and the greater availability of electric

           12   power.  I am opposed to Route 1, because it will

           13   desecrate the favorite view shed.  The Kaweah is the

           14   only river in the San Joaquin Valley where you can see

           15   right up into its headwaters as you drive toward the

           16   Sierra.  When I first started coming down here from

           17   Davis during a Humanan project I'd had on agriculture

           18   and the common good, I was drawn toward that view like a

           19   magnet.  I found myself coming down here as often as

           20   possible, and would find myself crying as I left.

           21   Finally, I moved down here because the pull was so

           22   strong.  At that time, Highway 198 west of Visalia was

           23   still four-lane concrete, flat on the ground, and the

           24   impact of that view would occur even there.  But now

           25   it's more of a super highway west of town, and that
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            1   sense of pull only occurs as I leave Visalia heading
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            2   east.  I can't stress enough the importance of that

            3   lower level of development on east side of Visalia where

            4   seeing the beauty of this land and the source of its

            5   productivity, both its water and its soil.  It's an

            6   understanding that happens in the blink of an eye and

            7   disappears almost as quickly, but it's the critical

            8   visceral understanding that we have to keep if we're

            9   ever going to begin to protect this land and that water

           10   as the truly precious resources they are.

           11               This fertile basin was the most densely

           12   populated region in North America before the arrival of

           13   Columbus.  It is sacred.  This land and that water are

           14   God's Providence.  His way of caring for us.  I think we

           15   are desperately in need of learning that, and this is

           16   the place where it still could happen.

           17               On the loss of farms and farmland, others

           18   will speak about the loss of farmland from the actual

           19   construction of Routes 1 and 4 in favor of other

           20   alternatives.  I want to speak about the loss of farms

           21   and farmland from the growth inducing impacts of

           22   Routes 1 and 4, in particular, which feed Yokhol Valley

           23   either at the mouth or through Miner Drive.

           24               For those of you who are not familiar with

           25   the local geography or politics, Yokhol Valley is where
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            1   the Boswell Corporation wants to put a 40,000-person

            2   city called Yokhol Ranch.  Most of the people who

            3   actually live here are opposed to this project.

            4   Although we are so used to Boswell getting whatever he
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            5   darn well wants, only a few are brave enough or

            6   optimistic enough to be vocal about our opposition.  I

            7   am opposed to the Yokhol Ranch project not only because

            8   I don't want a 40,000-person city up in that precious

            9   valley, but also because of the growth inducing effects

           10   here on the valley floor.  Everything between the mouth

           11   of Yokhol Valley and Visalia run east and west and from

           12   Woodlake to Lindsey on the north and south.  I rather

           13   suspect that Route 1 is preferred in part because it

           14   somehow enables and provides the proposed Yokhol Ranch

           15   projects some advantage.  Route 4 appears to be even

           16   more direct.  It may be the case however that any route

           17   will accelerate the urbanization of our remaining

           18   prime -- prime farmland just by making power available

           19   for that project.

           20               So this is what I think must be considered

           21   in your review.  One, the impact of the imposition of a

           22   highly industrial form across a relatively natural and

           23   holy landscape, the view shed of the Kaweah.  For an

           24   entire view of that holiness I refer you to John

           25   Spivey's book, "The Greater Western Divide, A History
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            1   with Crow, Coyote, Chaos and God," and I've got

            2   references for that if anybody wants.

            3               And then the second of the growth inducing

            4   impacts of the various groups and the negative effects

            5   on agriculture in this region, including impacts on the

            6   rural economy of loss of small farms here.  I think you

            7   must also consider a no-project alternative for this
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            8   reason.  For an introduction to the small farm, small

            9   town relationship, see Walter Goldschmidt, "As You Sow,"

           10   preferably the second edition, which talks about the

           11   impacts of Edison on the town of Wasco.  I've attached

           12   copies of my reviews of these two books from Home Pages

           13   and the files I've submitted plus a few other features.

           14   Thank you very much.

           15               LESLIE CAVIGLIA:  Good evening.  My name is

           16   Leslie Caviglia.  I'm with the City of Visalia, and we

           17   too appreciate the opportunities to comment during the

           18   scoping session.  We also will be submitting more

           19   detailed comments in a written format, so we will just

           20   review the highlights.

           21               We would -- do want to reiterate that the

           22   Visalia City Council has not taken a position in this

           23   matter, and at this time our honest, real interest is in

           24   a concern about insuring that there's a full

           25   consideration of all the potential impacts, and that
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            1   there's full disclosure to all the residents and

            2   businesses in Visalia that will be impacted in varying

            3   degrees by all four of the proposed routes.

            4               Those included -- the items that we would

            5   like to see included in the environmental impact study

            6   includes compatibility with future interchange of State

            7   Highway 198 and Road 148.  The city of Visalia is

            8   planning a future highway interchange at the juncture of

            9   Road 148 alignment and State Highway 198.  This

           10   interchange will serve existing and future urban land
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           11   interests and city residents and neighborhoods located

           12   east and west of Road 148 and north and south of Highway

           13   198.  Transmission loop Routes 1 and 2 will be effected

           14   by the future development of Road 148, and if Routes 2

           15   or 3 are selected by the SCE project or for the SCE

           16   project, the design of the transmission facility must be

           17   compatible with the future planned highway interchange

           18   and street improvements.

           19               Also, potential contested uses for power

           20   line easement.  Power line easement has the potential to

           21   grade urban neighborhoods if they are left as unbearing

           22   on landscape corridors occupied by transmission falls

           23   and lines only.  Conversely, these corridors can present

           24   opportunities if they are creatingly (sic) and wisely

           25   managed to contain uses that compliment the
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            1   neighborhoods.  These uses can include but are not

            2   limited to -- to linear parks, pedestrians and bicycle

            3   trails, community gardens, urban forests, and other

            4   potential uses.  EIR should evaluate potential for

            5   constructive uses for all three -- or all four proposed

            6   routes within the Visalia urban area.

            7               Impact of power lines on property values and

            8   especially economic impact, including possible blight

            9   occurring from potential reduced property values.  If

           10   property values are reduced due to the power line

           11   expansion project, neighborhoods will be impacted by

           12   reduced homeownership and increased rentals, lower

           13   quality development and other effects caused by lower
Page 24



Scoping Meeting Transcript_09172008 Hearing.txt

           14   property values.  Over time, these impacts may result in

           15   poor management, reduced property maintenance, and

           16   neighborhood blight.  Blight is a serious physical,

           17   social, and economic impact.  The potential for blight

           18   as property values are reduced due to the power line

           19   expansion project must be evaluated in the EIR.

           20               Other areas we would ask to be included are

           21   effects of -- upon tourism if towers and lines are

           22   placed in the view shed of State Highway 198, noise

           23   impacts from power lines, come on adjacent properties

           24   and land uses, impacts of electro-magnetic fields upon

           25   persons and animals in the vicinity of the proposed
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            1   power lines, visual impacts of power poles and increased

            2   number of transmission lines on or near existing and

            3   future neighborhoods, impacts of power lines on future

            4   development along SCE easements, including planned

            5   future mixed-use neighborhoods and project cost

            6   estimates.

            7               In addition, we ask for a more detailed

            8   evaluation of Alternative Route 4.  Information on Route

            9   4 is very limited.  It appears that this route was

           10   dismissed early in the evaluation process by SCE without

           11   the opportunity for the public to adequately examine its

           12   potential environmental and system effects.  SCE

           13   determined Route 4 as inadequate to achieve SCE's power

           14   objectives for this project, but how is the public to

           15   affirm this conclusion when so little information

           16   analysis about Route 4 has been provided.  Further,
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           17   Route 4 may have significant environmental issues or

           18   benefits, but given the lack of information, how is this

           19   able to be determined?  The EIR has provided thorough

           20   description analysis and environment evaluation of

           21   Route 4 to determine if its characteristic and

           22   environmental impact in comparison to the other routes.

           23   Thank you for your consideration.

           24               IVOR SAMSON:  Good evening.  My name is Ivor

           25   Samson.  I'm an attorney at Sonnenschein, and I
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            1   represent the Merriman Ranch as well as a number of

            2   other concerned landowners in the area.  Our comments

            3   were sent to Mr. Isheda today, and I've placed copies of

            4   the comments on the table over there in case anyone

            5   wants to take a look at them.  I have six process issues

            6   that I think need to be addressed going forward in the

            7   EIR process as well as during the CPCs evaluation of

            8   self.

            9               First, the EIR has to describe and analyze

           10   any new or expanded electrical facilities, which could

           11   reasonably result from a proposed project.  There is

           12   only one paragraph in the PEA that addresses PG&Es

           13   proposed 500kV C-3 ETP project, and it essentially

           14   dismisses it out of hand, and that relationship between

           15   PG&E 500 fade-in line and this line clearly needs to be

           16   analyzed and spelled out and recited the case log

           17   statutes that require it.

           18               Second, under CEQA you have to evaluate all

           19   reasonably, foreseeable impacts, and the PEA does not do
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           20   that.  In many cases the PEA improperly ignores,

           21   minimizes, or treats at the most superficial level many

           22   potentially significant impacts.  And in our comment

           23   letter, we've identified at least a dozen areas that are

           24   treated in a simply superficial and inadequate fashion.

           25   Third, with respect to alternatives.  The treatment of
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            1   the alternatives is essentially done in what I would

            2   call a "strawman" fashion.  The PEA doesn't discuss the

            3   potentially feasible alternative alignments that could

            4   reduce or potentially eliminate significant

            5   environmental impacts, and this is required by the EIR.

            6   The level of treatment of any alternatives that could

            7   potentially reduce significant environmental impacts is

            8   glossed over and dismissed out of hand in a way that

            9   cannot survive scrutiny in an EIR.

           10               No. 4, because not all the environmental

           11   impacts have been identified to some degree, that's --

           12   that's understandable at this stage and I recognize

           13   that.  But going forward in the EIR, the impacts have to

           14   be identified so that mitigations can be identified, and

           15   the PEA certainly does not address all reasonable

           16   mitigations, and it must.  So these are fundamental

           17   deficiencies in the PEA.  Going forward, these have to

           18   be substantially addressed and corrected in the EIR in

           19   order to withstand any CEQA challenge.

           20               There are two other process issues I'd like

           21   to very briefly address.  First is the -- to allow

           22   adequate time or discovery after the scoping memo is
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           23   issued.  You have given us an outline and a timeline but

           24   with no dates and times associated with it.  And it

           25   appears if -- if the -- if the timeline is uniform that
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            1   there's a minimal amount of time that's allowed for

            2   discovery after the scoping memo and before testimony

            3   needs to be filed in the evidentiary hearings.  And as a

            4   practical matter, Edison is not going to comply with

            5   discovery until they know what the scoping memo requires

            6   them to do, and what the scope of permissible inquiry

            7   is.  If I was Edison, I probably wouldn't.  So there --

            8   at least it appears that there isn't enough time for the

            9   parties to conduct reasonable inquiry and reasonable

           10   discovery after the scoping memo was issued, and that

           11   needs to be clarified.

           12               The second thing, again going to timeline

           13   and maybe a more detailed timeline will -- will help

           14   this, but I am concerned about the integration of the

           15   CEQA process with the General Order 131 Certificate of

           16   Public Convenience of Necessity Process.  The placement

           17   of the CPC evidentiary hearings in the EIR process and

           18   its relationship with the draft EIR, we need to have

           19   more detail on what that timeframe is, because we don't

           20   know given the timeline that's been passed out.  We

           21   don't know if we'll have an opportunity to present

           22   evidence -- sworn evidence through the CPCM process that

           23   could be considered in comments on the draft EIR, and

           24   that's absolutely critical.  Thank you very much.

           25   ///
Page 28



Scoping Meeting Transcript_09172008 Hearing.txt

                                                                      31
5

            1               TRICIA STEVER:  Good evening.  My name is

            2   Tricia Stever.  I represent the Tulare County Farm

            3   Bureau as their executive director.  The Tulare County

            4   Farm Bureau represents about 2800 member families here

            5   in Tulare's County, clearly representing interest of

            6   agriculture and wanting to protect and enhance the

            7   viability of agriculture as our No. 1 economic engine.

            8   We will be submitting written comments as well, and

            9   the -- the bulk of my comments will just highlight a few

           10   failing points.

           11               We are a member of the California Farm

           12   Bureau, which represents about 93,000 farm families

           13   throughout the state, California.  And clearly anytime

           14   these types of projects are going on, you have an

           15   economic as well as social agricultural and

           16   environmental impact.  Those all play a factor in

           17   agriculture.

           18               You've already heard tonight from our AG

           19   Commissioner and Citrus Mutual on points that I will

           20   echo as well.  Clearly, we have enumerated a lot of

           21   concerns and considerations on what needs to be outlined

           22   in the draft EIR, certainly loss of agricultural

           23   resources being paramount.  We recognize that this

           24   project will probably take just miles and miles of

           25   production and permeate orchard crops and require
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            1   vegetative management that will negatively impact

            2   orchard crops along the entire proposed route.

            3               We also question whether Williamson Act

            4   contract lands will factor into this matter.  There are

            5   likely a number of conservation parcels that are

            6   contracted along proposed Route 1.  Those lands are

            7   controlled through a contract entered into by the

            8   Department of Conservation and individual private

            9   landowners.  We question whether the proposed route will

           10   be compatible with contracted lands and Williamson Act,

           11   or will those easements be prescribed and contracts

           12   canceled?  We do not support the pre-merger cancelation

           13   of those contracts, and certainly, it's most reasonable

           14   to exit a contract at the end of a nine-year nonrenewal

           15   process.

           16               We also recognize there will be some

           17   significant adverse impacts to the aesthetics that have

           18   been mentioned here tonight in great detail, and the

           19   view shed of that scenic highway corridor that we all

           20   love so much.  We recognize that the EIR will need to

           21   address those impacts.  Not only does it impact tourism,

           22   but it impacts agri-tourism and attracting individuals

           23   to visit farms and ranches and other agricultural

           24   tourism facilities on the east side of our county.

           25               Mr. Larson spoke about wildlife tonight and
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            1   conservation habitat plans, and we recognize that

            2   wildlife and critical habitat along the proposed route
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            3   could be negatively impacted.  And we would further

            4   recognize and identify that agricultural lands play a

            5   vital role in providing habitat for newer species, and

            6   that this type of project can adversely impact wildlife.

            7   We also are concerned about significant impacts of

            8   public health and safety for the matter of agriculture

            9   and rural residences.  We question whether this project

           10   will bring with it the propensity for more fire risks,

           11   and if so, how will that risk be managed in the

           12   association to rural residences and farm properties that

           13   are in close proximity to the route?

           14               Finally, the question too of ground water

           15   resources, and how will this route impact adjudicated

           16   water rights, ground and surface water that is delivered

           17   to these communities and to the agricultural users?

           18   In closing, agriculture is not just the economy of this

           19   County.  It is the economy of California, and it is the

           20   economy of the United States.  We have our national

           21   defense because of our ability to produce our own food

           22   and fiber domestically, and these types of projects as

           23   well as conversion of prime farmland, we're not talking

           24   about swampland, we're talking about prime farmland,

           25   being converted at an alarming rate in California, our
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            1   most urbanized state.  And Farm Bureau truly believes

            2   that with the demise of agricultural productivity in the

            3   United States goes with it our ability to protect and

            4   defend our border, and to assure a domestic food and

            5   fiber supply.
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            6               We ask that you take all these matters into

            7   consideration.  We look forward to commenting on the

            8   draft EIR, and we thank you again for bringing this

            9   important scoping session to Tulare County.  We look

           10   forward to participating in the future.  Thank you.

           11               DAVID COX:  Thank you.  My name is

           12   David Cox.  I am one of the principal owners of

           13   Valley Cook Nursery located in Visalia along what I

           14   think will be Route 4.  As has been mentioned previously

           15   it's a little bit difficult to tell exactly where that

           16   goes.  The maps are not real clear, but it looks to me

           17   like there's a discrepancy between your written comments

           18   on the route and what is on the map.  It looks like to

           19   me like it goes about two and a half miles south of the

           20   substation, not the one mile indicated in your written

           21   comments in looking at the map.  If that's the case,

           22   then it will undoubtedly -- looks also like it will

           23   intersect through part of my property.

           24               Now, the nursery industry is the second

           25   largest agricultural commodity in California,
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            1   $4 billion.  It's also the most misunderstood, which is

            2   why my comments are somewhat pointed, because no one

            3   really understands exactly what it is we do.  This route

            4   will actually go through one of my sinea (phonetic)

            5   orchards, which is the place where I put up all the wood

            6   that I make more trees from.  This is an orchard that's

            7   buyer-certified by the State of California.  It took me

            8   20 years to develop.  Some of the plants in there are
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            9   irreplaceable without taking another 10 to 15 years to

           10   have the viruses cleaned up in other plants and brought

           11   in to do so.  So we are dealing with a thing that is a

           12   very high value there, and that needs to be considered

           13   when you're -- you're doing your EIR on this Route 4 to

           14   go this way.

           15               And also, just north of that, is -- which is

           16   a more direct economic concern to me, is immediately

           17   north of that is an open ground right at the moment,

           18   which will be a nursery.  In about three weeks it will

           19   be fumigated to prepare for planting a certified nursery

           20   crop.  That's a two- and three-year crop cycle.  If your

           21   line intersects that, you'll cut lines off every single

           22   row in that field.  Not to mention forcing the movement

           23   of an irrigation system that will have to be done in a

           24   very short period of time or the plants will die.

           25   These are extremely high valued plants, up to 20,000
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            1   plants per acre -- not plants, trees per acre.  Not

            2   little plants, these are trees.  A lot of the trees that

            3   are used in orchards and in commercial landscape trade

            4   as well as in the backyard trade for fruit -- fruit and

            5   fiber.  A lot of these things, if I don't sell the

            6   plants -- the economy is fairly weak in the nursery

            7   industry right at the moment and a loss sale is a loss

            8   sale.  And in my business it can take up to six to seven

            9   years to get a sale back.  We are a nationwide marketer.

           10   We market nationwide and into Canada, and loss sale is a

           11   very big thing to us at this point in time.  Thank you.
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           12               KIM McGEE:  Good evening.  My name is

           13   Kim McGee, M-C-G-E-E, and I'm a resident of Exeter.  My

           14   home is located approximately 500 feet from the 220kV

           15   high-voltage power lines that Southern California Edison

           16   Company plans to erect on proposed Route 1 of the

           17   San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop.  I'm primarily concerned

           18   about health issues, EMFs, property value loss, economic

           19   loss to individuals and communities and also aesthetics.

           20               First of all, I'm a cancer survivor, and I

           21   wake up every morning worrying about a recurrence of

           22   cancer.  It's no secret that studies have shown that

           23   high-voltage power lines are linked to causing cancer

           24   and other health problems.  A growing body of scientific

           25   evidence suggests that the physical electro-magnetic
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            1   fields or EMFs mixed by high-power -- high-voltage power

            2   lines are linked to a frightening array of cancers and

            3   other serious health problems in children and adults who

            4   live near the high-voltage power lines.  Aside from my

            5   own fears of high susceptibility of recurring cancer,

            6   with the looming towers hovering over my home I will

            7   worry about the health of my family members, my

            8   neighbors, and also the children at the daycare center

            9   located across the street from my house on Filbert Road.

           10   These same studies have shown that children are

           11   especially susceptible to the EMFs.  They have shown a

           12   high risk of childhood leukemia and brain cancer for

           13   children living or attending school or daycare near

           14   high-voltage power lines.  I hope this information will
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           15   be taken into consideration in determining where to

           16   place the high-voltage lines.

           17               Additionally after I was diagnosed with

           18   cancer, my husband and I looked for a place where we

           19   could build our future retirement home.  We specifically

           20   looked for an area where there were no huge power lines

           21   in the vicinity due to my fears about their cancer

           22   causing possibilities.  We found the perfect small

           23   five-acre orchard, and we poured our savings into

           24   building our home there to keep mortgage payments

           25   affordable for our future fixed-retirement income.  We
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            1   moved into our house last year in July 2007.  Not long

            2   after, we began to hear about the 120- to 160-foot

            3   monstrous high voltage-power lines that were being

            4   proposed to be built almost in our backyard.  I felt

            5   like my worse nightmare had come true.  Now not only is

            6   my fear of the large electrical towers looming over a

            7   new home, but the value of our brand new home and our

            8   little orchard has significantly decreased, which means

            9   my savings is pretty much gone.  No one will ever

           10   purchase our home for anywhere near what it cost us to

           11   build it.  And had I known about that before we started

           12   the building process, I never would have thrown our

           13   savings away and built on top of the towers.  Now we run

           14   the risk stay in a home and run a risk of cancer

           15   recurring through the EMF, or try to sell the house at a

           16   huge loss.  This is a huge economic burden to my family,

           17   and we'll never be able to recover that economic --
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           18   economic loss.

           19               Also aesthetics were really important to us

           20   when we built our home, and we specifically set the --

           21   the placement of the house so that we could enjoy the

           22   beautiful mountains to our east.  With Edison power

           23   lines installed on Route 1 that beautiful view will be

           24   gone forever, not only for us, but for everybody else

           25   who enjoys the scenic corridor, which is commonly
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            1   referred to over the years by our City and County

            2   movers.  I understand my concerns and most of those

            3   brought forward by our neighbors, our community,

            4   neighboring cities, have been dismissed as insignificant

            5   by the multi-billion dollar Southern California Edison

            6   Company and their lawyers, but there are hundreds of

            7   individuals who are being negatively effected by

            8   Edison's Route 1 who do not consider their concerns

            9   insignificant.  Many people and communities will suffer

           10   economic damages, and many of them are already

           11   struggling economically.  So this is going to be a huge

           12   blow to them.  People also will have to worry about the

           13   health issues due to the power lines.

           14               I understand that there's some new

           15   technology, specifically the underground lines produced

           16   by 3M or similar technology that would allow power lines

           17   to be placed underground that I feel should be explored

           18   in the EIR if it would eliminate some of the EMF and

           19   economic concerns and still bring electricity to the

           20   area.  Most of all, I hope that the CPUC will listen to
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           21   our community's concerns, and I pray that they'll find a

           22   better way to install or upgrade the power lines without

           23   effecting so many lives in such negative ways.

           24               If we're limited to the already identified

           25   proposed routes, I propose that Route 3 will be the
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            1   least destructive.  Thank you.

            2               TROY JONES:  My name is Troy Jones, and I

            3   live 24803 Avenue 324 in Lemon Cove, and we live right

            4   under the proposed Alternative 1.  If you can see the

            5   second dot, the red dot, that's where we live.  My wife

            6   is also a cancer survivor, and the -- the World Health

            7   Organization has declared EMF radiation as Type 2

            8   carcinogenic.  It emits and causes cancer.  EMF

            9   pollution is being called the newest illness among

           10   experts.  It's the ultimate immune depleter.  It is

           11   responsible for everything from chronic fatigue to

           12   spontaneity illnesses to autism.

           13               Big business over the last ten years has

           14   covered this planet in a sea of -- in a sea of microwave

           15   radiation.  This is just more of the same from Edison.

           16   These lines would run straight down my property line.

           17   I'm a candidate for a pacemaker.  I don't believe that I

           18   could live near these lines.  If I'm forced to sell my

           19   property under these economic conditions, my property

           20   value would be decreased substantially, and I would lose

           21   a lot of money.  This income on my property is what I

           22   plan to live on for the rest of my life.

           23               This property -- this power line will run
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           24   right down the middle of Lipty (phonetic) Creek.  I

           25   don't know of any evaluation that's been done on that.

                                                                      41
5

            1   The other thing is we've had several range fires from

            2   Condors and Eagles landing on these power lines, and

            3   setting on fire our rangeland, so I'd like a lot of

            4   consideration given to that.  Thank you.

            5               ALLEN ISHEDA:  Yeah, I'm Allen Isheda.  I'm

            6   the supervisor -- county supervisor for this district.

            7   There are eight incorporated cities in the County of

            8   Tulare, and I have four of those incorporated cities.

            9   But what's important about that, three of them all feed

           10   off of 198.  So 198 is a main traffic corridor for about

           11   a third of our population.  Three-quarters of my

           12   constituents live off of 198.  Early in the '60s, Tulare

           13   County had designated Highway 198 as a scenic highway.

           14   But unfortunately, Tulare County never followed through

           15   with the proper paperwork to register it with the State

           16   of California.  Currently, for the last three years

           17   we've been working on designating Highway 198 from Road

           18   244 all the way to the National Park as -- as a scenic

           19   highway.  We are probably within the next six months of

           20   being able to submit and get approval for the scenic

           21   highway designation.  Our next stretch of the scenic

           22   highway was going to be from Road 244 basically to the

           23   next intersection east of Farmersville.  So it would --

           24   as you've driven it and your -- your other crews have

           25   driven it, it is a scenic highway.  So this was our next
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            1   plan, was to go to this route to where most of the power

            2   lines are located.

            3               Now, I'm also a citrus grower.  And I know

            4   from growing citrus that we provide habitat for

            5   wildlife.  And we also provide, I believe, a great deal

            6   of positive impact on air quality through just the

            7   growing of crops.  I'm also concerned about the wildlife

            8   part of this, the birds.  Your construction of this line

            9   is basically in a estuary of -- of the drainages of the

           10   Kaweah River.  And anytime you have water, you have a

           11   great migration of bird life, and that means waterfowl

           12   and shorebirds that will migrate back and forth down

           13   through the sloughs up to the lake.  So it's been my

           14   experience from looking at the Department of Fish and

           15   Game that, in fact, we've lost more Condors in the State

           16   of California from running into high-power transmission

           17   lines than we have from any other cause, and that is

           18   probably about a multiple of about four times as many

           19   Condors lost from hitting transmission lines.  So would

           20   you please look at the quality of and the protection of

           21   our wildlife.

           22               The last thing I want to mention is that

           23   being a citrus grower and traveling up and down the

           24   citrus belt, we have something that's very unique, and

           25   it's a place called Lemon Cove.  Lemon Cove has a
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            1   micro-climate in our citrus belt that can't be matched
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            2   anywhere else in California.  This allows us to grow a

            3   lot of lemons in Lemon Cove, because of the temperature

            4   and the quality of soils.  So there is a very important

            5   impact on this prime -- of prime farmland is in the

            6   Lemon Cove area.  So I hope you take that into

            7   consideration.  Thank you.

            8               PAUL BOYER:  Thank you.  I'm one member of

            9   the Farmersville City Council.  I know we have our

           10   previous mayor, Mike Santana.  Our current mayor had to

           11   leave earlier, and he's also pastor in tonight's Bible

           12   study.  So I'll do my best, at least from my viewpoint.

           13   Our council earlier took a position to oppose Route 1

           14   and support Route 3.  The reason for this is we see a

           15   very strong connection between the economic development

           16   of our City and the effects of the proposed power lines.

           17               Farmersville is an economically

           18   disadvantaged community.  Most recent census showed over

           19   20 percent unemployment, very low per capita income,

           20   over 30 percent of individuals in poverty.  And even

           21   though we've improved some since the last census, we

           22   still have a high percentage of farm workers and service

           23   industry individuals, and so we're not a high-end

           24   community.  Our tax -- tax revenue per capita is lower

           25   than other cities.  Our total taxes are lower.  Our
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            1   voters, in order to keep our police department, voted in

            2   a half-cent sales tax, so we're able to keep our police

            3   department.  But one quarter of our police officers are

            4   primarily through government grants, through the state.
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            5   And if you know the state budget process, things are

            6   very uncertain, and we don't -- we really need to have a

            7   tax base.  Just to go along with that, we have -- we

            8   only have two paid firefighters.  The rest are all

            9   volunteers.  We have our code enforcement officers paid

           10   for by a grant.  We're not sure how long that's going to

           11   last.  And our dogcatcher just came off of a grant, and

           12   we're keeping him with general funds, you know.  But

           13   that -- again, that's our overall general fund is

           14   tenuous.  We don't have the services unfortunately that

           15   people expect from a city.

           16               We recently are going from our current

           17   budget for youth recreation for a city of 10,000, we're

           18   going from $5,000 a year to looking at $7,000 a year for

           19   youth recreation being at 10,000, many of which are you

           20   that need those services.  We have no public swimming

           21   pool, and you probably noticed how hot it gets around

           22   here in the summer.  And again, we don't have a tax

           23   revenue for that.

           24               So we need to develop.  We need the ability

           25   to develop the land that's up toward 198.  That's
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            1   designated for industrial commercial development.  This

            2   area is really our future if we're going to have a tax

            3   base.  And it will help provide jobs.  It will give tax

            4   base to provide the services people expect.  Provide the

            5   safety that we expect.  And cutting through the middle

            6   of this with -- as proposed Route 1, just it -- it

            7   really reduces our options for that development.  And so
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            8   we hope that you will take that into account.  I know

            9   before though you said that you can't look at

           10   environmental justice issues, economic issues, but I

           11   hope some way you can find a way to do that through the

           12   CEQA or NEQA or any other process.  Thank you.

           13               LISA LE:  Hi.  I'm Lisa Le.  I'm speaking on

           14   behalf of my family, other doctors, my husband is

           15   Dr. Bruce Le of Orthopaedic Associates, he's an

           16   orthopaedic surgeon, and people who live on Badger Hill;

           17   namely, the doctors who live there for the view.  About

           18   8 years ago my husband was finishing up in Georgia.  We

           19   had to pay back an army debt, because they paid for his

           20   medical school, and we had the discussion of where we

           21   should move when we finished.  And I said, I want to

           22   move back to Southern California because that's where

           23   our families are, and that's where our friends are.

           24               Well, Orthopaedic Associates heavily

           25   recruited my husband.  They made a very generous offer,
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            1   and asked us to come out, all expenses paid, to take a

            2   look at the area.  So we came out to make sure what's

            3   all around Visalia, and my husband was happy with the

            4   offer, and he said, "How about we take the job in

            5   Visalia because it's the best offer I've had?"  The

            6   reason it was such a lucrative offer is because Visalia

            7   just doesn't have the oceans and the beauty that other

            8   areas have, so they have a hard time recruiting doctors.

            9   And if anybody has tried to have an appointment,

           10   especially with a specialist, you know it's a long wait.
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           11   My husband has a three-week waiting list as it is now.

           12               So they made this great offer and my

           13   response to my husband was, "There's not a chance in

           14   hell that I'm moving there."  And he said, "But look at

           15   what they're going to pay me."  And I said, "I don't

           16   care.  I want to live near my family and that's that."

           17   So the group called me, and they wanted to know what

           18   would it take to make us move to Visalia.  And I said,

           19   "You're going to have to show me somewhere special,

           20   somewhere beautiful to leave my family and my friends."

           21   That I've been on the East Coast for eight years through

           22   internship, residency, army payback.  And all those

           23   years I had the four kids away, my family didn't know

           24   the kids.  I just wanted to be back in Southern

           25   California.  So I said, "To pull me away from that,
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            1   there has to be something really special."  So they flew

            2   me back out again, and they hooked me up with a realtor,

            3   and she showed me all around Visalia.  And nothing

            4   against Visalia, there's some beautiful homes in

            5   Visalia.  They showed me some mansions.  I said, "No.

            6   I'm not moving to Visalia."  So the realtor said,

            7   "What's it going to take?"  And I said, "Show me

            8   something beautiful."  I grew up in an area called "Red

            9   Hill."  It was up on a hill.  I had beautiful views from

           10   my balcony.  If you can show me something like that,

           11   something reminds me of home, I'll think about it.  So

           12   they took me to Badger Hill, and I immediately thought,

           13   okay, okay, we'll build here.
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           14               Well, of course, we couldn't build right

           15   away because we were fresh out of the army and poor.  So

           16   we initially moved to Visalia and we started saving and

           17   saving and saving.  And we got an architect, took about

           18   a year to get planned.  We bought our lot on

           19   Badger Hill.  Eight years later, we finished our

           20   project.  We just moved to our house, our dream house in

           21   December, and now you're talking about putting these

           22   towers right in our view.  And if somebody had told me

           23   eight years ago, well, here's this beautiful place, but

           24   we're going to put these towers here, I would have said,

           25   no.  We're not moving to Visalia or Exeter.
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            1               And I think you're going to have a hard time

            2   recruiting other doctors to this area if you take that

            3   away.  Badger Hill is known as "pill hill," because

            4   there's so many doctors up there.  And I can tell you

            5   for a fact that my husband's group lost four doctors

            6   since we've lived here, four surgeons.  They tried

            7   desperately to replace those surgeons, but they can't

            8   get people to come here, because it's just not

            9   Beverly Hills.  It's not the beach.  But we have

           10   Badger Hill, the Beverly Hills of Tulare County.  We

           11   like our view.  That's why we moved there.  I wouldn't

           12   have moved there if the towers were there.  I don't

           13   think we're going to bring in other doctors if the

           14   towers are there.  One doctor in the group that we have

           15   recruited since we lived here moved here to build on

           16   Badger Hill.  He also lives on Badger Hill.
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           17               One last thing I want to say is, a friend of

           18   mine just yesterday said that she was thinking about

           19   building on Badger Hill, but she was worried about the

           20   drive back and forth to Visalia, and didn't the drive

           21   bother me?  Because I have four boys, they all play

           22   sports at the Racket Club mostly, so I'm going back and

           23   forth.  She said, "Doesn't the drive bother you every

           24   day?"  And I said, "No, it doesn't bother me at all,

           25   because it's a beautiful drive."  So if you put the
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            1   towers there, I've lost that.  Thank you.

            2               RENE MILLER:  Hi.  My name is Rene Miller,

            3   and I am a City Manager for the city of Farmersville.

            4   I'll try not to duplicate some of the things that our

            5   City Council member mentioned, but I did want to bring

            6   up tonight that our community is over 80 percent

            7   Hispanic, and they are also over 60 percent considered

            8   low income.

            9               And as we've mentioned, we do have an

           10   industrial park that is planned up north, and it's also

           11   the only area we have available for that commercial

           12   development.  Because alone, being a low-income

           13   community, we are not going to drive a regional shopping

           14   center, grocery store.  So we have to do it regionally,

           15   by bringing up other locations, going all the way up to

           16   Three Rivers, and showing those numbers.  So that's the

           17   main reason why the area closest to 198 is very

           18   important to our economic growth as a city.

           19               Also, it's very important to have our
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           20   industrial park and a potential grant we have online

           21   right now to develop a training center to train those

           22   residents who live here who do not have that high school

           23   education or training to get other jobs besides menial

           24   job and low-income jobs.  They could raise -- elevate

           25   their economic level.
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            1               We worked for the past few years with

            2   Southern Cal Edison to try and mitigate the issue, and

            3   how to protect our industrial park and our commercial

            4   site.  There -- we've not been able to arrive at

            5   anything.  We were told almost a year ago now that we

            6   could -- they were going to follow Route 3, which would

            7   completely avoid our economic base, development base.

            8   And -- I lost my place there.  Sorry.  This would have

            9   completely left alone our economic base, and we could

           10   have developed.  But in the two years that we've worked

           11   with them, Southern Cal Edison has been adamant that

           12   nothing can go underneath these power lines.  We have

           13   tried our best to work with them.  I hope you seriously

           14   consider if -- if we are -- if there is no choice that

           15   we are able to do something with the lines.  Underneath

           16   the lines there can be dust, there's weeds.  If you see

           17   the existing restaurant now, it's very unsightly.  We

           18   need to be able to build our commercial and industrial

           19   area around that.  We need to know who's going to be

           20   responsible for that.  We are accountable to the Air

           21   Quality Board for those issues, and we're going to have

           22   these 18 miles that you're removing those trees.  And if
Page 46



Scoping Meeting Transcript_09172008 Hearing.txt

           23   we remove all that agriculture, who's going to be

           24   responsible for our air quality on those areas?  Sounds

           25   small, but we're receiving -- as a city, we receive a
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            1   lot of complaints about an empty lot and blowing dust,

            2   so I'm sure that removing of the trees will do the same.

            3   As I said, I won't go any further into our commercial

            4   development, but it does make a big impact on the City,

            5   and it makes a tremendous impact on the residents that

            6   live here and their -- their quality of life and

            7   services that are provided to them.  Thank you.

            8               CHERYL COOK:  My name is Cheryl Cook, and

            9   I'll be very brief.  I live on the northeast corner of

           10   Road 210 and Highway 198 and just below Badger Hill,

           11   where that 500 feet away from that hill looks like it's

           12   going to be where I live.

           13               My husband has an inner-trickle pain pump.

           14   I don't know how the electro-magnetic field is going to

           15   effect that, but he receives pain medication 24 hours a

           16   day with that pump.  And if the magnetic field effects

           17   it, he'll be in a lot of pain.  What can I say?

           18          Q.   ERIC QUEK:  Good evening.  My name is

           19   Eric Quek.  I will address three issues to this

           20   honorable panel.  No. 1 is the existing public house

           21   standards.  The current public house of standard

           22   exposure is based on a presumption that induce electric

           23   current in the body of thorough heating issues are the

           24   only concern.  And -- however, it has been established

           25   beyond any reasonable doubt in the last few decades that
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            1   some adverse health effects do occur at the non-dome

            2   level.

            3               References I will give to you, Who is World

            4   Health Organization, 2007, and its health criteria

            5   monograph.  No. 2 is S-c-e-n-i-h-r Report, 2006,

            6   prepared for New York Opinion Commission.  No. 3 is a

            7   U-K Sage, S-a-g-e, report, 2007.  And No. 4 is

            8   Meco Advance with such workshop in 2005, the

            9   United Kingdom and Poland and Japan and Expert Group

           10   Report of Stewart Report in 2000.

           11               The second thing I want to address is, given

           12   time restraint I will not be able to address everything,

           13   but I just want to state that Mr. Michael Magnus and --

           14   and Bill Brooke in the application No. 08-05-0308,

           15   that's May 30th, 2008, as that report of the references

           16   are No. 1.  It's a selective.  It's outdated.  It's

           17   based on the wrong assumption, and it is bias.

           18               And the third thing I'd like to talk about

           19   is, it is very revealing and offers a window into the

           20   thinking of CPUC from my perspective, when Mr. Magnus

           21   referenced on page B-7, second paragraph, and he says, I

           22   quote, "Our application of Southern California Edison

           23   County, U-338-E for exhibit of public convenience," and

           24   it goes on.  But what I want to highlight here is the

           25   reference No. 21 states, "CPUC decision 06-01-042,"
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            1   conclusion was number 5, page 19, and I quote, "As

            2   discussed in the rulemaking, a direct link between

            3   exposure to EMF and the human effects has not yet been

            4   proven despite numerous guidance, including a study on

            5   it by this commission and conducted by DHS.  I beg to

            6   defer, and I have references that I wish to give to you,

            7   and I'll give this part to you.

            8               In conclusion, I'll elect to say that it is

            9   prudent that a precautionary principal be applied.  And

           10   I'll repeat, a precautionary principal be applied.

           11   No. 1, to protect the public health because they are

           12   responsible for serious and irreversible hazards from

           13   current and future exposures where ignorance and

           14   uncertainties are still present, especially in this

           15   area.

           16               No. 2, we must learn from histories, such as

           17   tobacco smoke, asbestos, acid rain, etc., shows that

           18   precautionary base -- let precaution measures taken in

           19   responsive of us.  Only ones who can avoid the kind of

           20   cost in years by going us along in response to these

           21   cases.

           22               And lastly, introduce at different levels of

           23   proof or strength of evidence to justify actions to

           24   reduce exposure.  Let the level of proof chosen to pass

           25   upon the nature and distribution of the cost of being
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            1   wrong and acting or not acting way before dire proof or

            2   the direct length as recorded and referenced 21,
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            3   page P-7, in the case of CPUC or high levels of

            4   scienepthrea, (phonetic) of objectively or to have

            5   knowledge from mechanism of actions can be very

            6   expensive in terms of compensation, health care, job

            7   losses, reduction and public trust for CPUC and its

            8   scientists.  Thank you.

            9               GUS CAMACHO:  Yeah.  My name is Gus Camacho.

           10   I live here in Farmersville.  I am with the Farmersville

           11   Planning Commission, and I'm just going to wing it here.

           12   I don't have a prepared statement, but I just talked to

           13   several people about it.  We all -- I'm in agreement

           14   with what the -- with what our City Council is talking

           15   about, having Route 3 rather than Route 1.  I believe

           16   that Route 1, you know, we -- we need -- we're basically

           17   a farming community here, and -- and we're trying to see

           18   what type of impact, we were going to have a negative

           19   impact on the farm working community.

           20               I don't have any percentages here in town,

           21   but I know it's a tie.  It ends up -- and -- or if

           22   there's going to be any type of positive impact, which I

           23   don't see one, you know, for -- for -- for the people

           24   that make their living farming.  And not only that, but

           25   I believe that some of the people from Farmersville have
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            1   already soaken through the fact that, you know, Route 1

            2   is going to run, you know, basically, that's what's

            3   going to meet us when we get off 198 to come into

            4   Farmersville.  It's going to be right there, like --

            5   like the flashing red light.  That's the first thing

Page 50



Scoping Meeting Transcript_09172008 Hearing.txt
            6   you're going to see as they come off that bridge.

            7               And -- and I just, you know, for my part,

            8   would rather not to have it there, and -- and we -- I

            9   know the community pretty much, you know.  I've spoken

           10   to a lot of people here in town, and they all agree with

           11   that.  And I -- I can only say that -- that we can only

           12   ask for -- we're -- what I'm trying to get -- get across

           13   is that we're -- we're a growing community right now,

           14   and -- with -- if -- if we -- if Edison decides on -- on

           15   Route 1 it's going to be right where -- where we have

           16   some of the -- the area where we plan to build on, you

           17   know.  And it's -- I don't know what -- how it's going

           18   to impact that, but I guess to me, it's more of a

           19   question to -- to -- to Southern California Edison than

           20   what it is the statement that I'm trying make.  So

           21   that's all I have to say.  Thank you.

           22               JOHN PENDLETON:  My name is John Pendleton.

           23   I live at Oak Ranch on Tower Road, and we're here to

           24   support Alternative Route 3 for the following reasons:

           25   The lines there are 80-years plus.  They have connecters
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            1   mid span between the towers, and all these connecters

            2   are very subject to failure.  They're supposed to

            3   inspect these things once a year.  I've been there for

            4   six years, and I've yet to see them inspect it.

            5               These -- these lines are less than 30 feet

            6   off the ground during the summer when it's nice and hot.

            7   State regulations say they have to be at least 30 feet,

            8   and that's not the case in some of the areas.  I've
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            9   actually stopped kids from shooting paint ball guns at

           10   these things, these insulators.  That can't be good,

           11   because they're insulators.  We have weeds that's

           12   growing underneath these power lines that's vacant

           13   properties.  Nobody takes care of it.  Nobody cuts them

           14   down.  The fires in San Diego last year were a result of

           15   power lines blowing in the wind and catching the weeds

           16   on fire.

           17               We have trucks that park on Road 148

           18   underneath the power lines.  It's perfectly legal to

           19   park there, and the top of these trucks to the power

           20   lines is approximately 18 feet.  And Edison will tell

           21   you themselves, that's not safe.  That's a hazard.

           22               The EMFs on the existing lines are 50 times

           23   greater than what they would be on the new lines, and

           24   that's also a big concern for many of the residents

           25   along there.  When Southern California Edison came and
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            1   bought the properties along there, they told each one of

            2   us a different story, what we can do, what we can't do.

            3   They -- they have regulations there that are just

            4   unreal.  I have 12 feet behind my house that I can use

            5   and they have 75 feet I can't do anything with other

            6   than pay the taxes on them.

            7               They have -- they have alienated 23 residents

            8   along Tower Road there, and I don't understand why they

            9   would want to go and alienate a whole new group of

           10   people when they have those lines there they can

           11   replace.  And when they first came up with these routes,
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           12   they said that all of the Freum (phonetic) was going to

           13   cost $30 million more than what was in the pot.  Now

           14   they come back and say it's going to cost $80 million

           15   more.  And I just recently heard they were going to

           16   possibly going to replace the lines, but they need all

           17   the copper.  If they take that money that's got to

           18   reduce that 30 -- over $80,000 cost, whatever it is, but

           19   something they're probably going to have to do in the

           20   near future.

           21               So we're here -- we're here just to support

           22   Alternate No. 3, Route No. 3.  And to say besides all

           23   that, they're just plain, ugly, and noisy lines.  Thank

           24   you for your consideration.

           25
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            1

            2

            3      (Whereupon, at 8:37 p.m., public comments concerning

            4                   SAN JOAQUIN CROSS VALLEY LOOP

            5                        was concluded.)

            6

            7

            8

            9

           10

           11

           12

           13

           14
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           15

           16

           17

           18

           19

           20

           21

           22

           23

           24

           25
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            1   STATE OF CALIFORNIA      )

            2                            )        ss.

            3   COUNTY OF TULARE         )

            4

            5               I, Victoria L. Thomas, a Certified Shorthand

            6   Reporter in the State of California, holding Certificate

            7   No. 12927, do hereby certify that the foregoing.

            8               Proceedings were taken Wednesday, September

            9   17, 2008, at the time and place set forth on the second

           10   page hereof.

           11               That upon the taking of the proceedings, the

           12   words were written down by me in stenotype and

           13   thereafter transcribed by computer under my supervision;

           14   that the foregoing is a true and correct transcript of

           15   the proceedings?

           16               I further certify that I am neither counsel

           17   for, nor in any way related to any party to said action,
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           18   nor in any way interested in the result or outcome

           19   thereof.

           20

           21

           22                   ________________________________

           23                   Victoria L. Thomas CSR No. 12927

           24

           25
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          5   

          6              REPORTER'S TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS

          7        MR. STRANGE:  Good evening, ladies and gentlemen.  
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          8   Good evening Mr. Uchida, Mr. Cover.  

          9             Ladies and gentlemen, my name is Del Strange.  I 

         10   reside in Tulare, California, and I respectfully call a 

         11   point of order to this meeting this evening -- this public 

         12   scoping meeting under the Ralph M. Brown act of California 

         13   regarding a very important procedural matter.  It is my 

         14   understanding that only effective comments will be accepted 

         15   and included in the Environmental Impact Report within the 

         16   scope of CEQA as delineated in the educational workshops 

         17   held in August the 11th and 12th, 2008.  You can take a 

         18   look at the PowerPoint presentation that day.  Frame number 

         19   22 clearly states and is entitled, "How to effectively 

         20   comment."  Having attended the scoping meeting last evening 

         21   in Farmersville and hearing the opening comments at 

         22   tonight's meeting here in Woodlake, I have not heard 

         23   anything said so far about the CPUC's rules of engagement 

         24   or the acceptable and effective methods of commenting on 

         25   the project's potential impacts within the scope of CEQA as 

>
                                                                        5

          1   presented in August.  This matter is of major concern since 

          2   the majority of oral comments received thus far apparently 

          3   do not comply with the CPUC's definition of effective and 

          4   are, therefore, vulnerable to being discarded as 

          5   ineffective.  

          6             Therefore, before this scoping meeting proceeds 

          7   any further, everyone present must know how their comments 

          8   will be treated, as well as all of those already received 

          9   and those written comments yet to be submitted.  With all 

         10   comments -- I'm sorry -- will all comments be considered as 
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         11   presented without prejudice or will only those comments 

         12   meeting the CPUC's rules of engagement be accepted?  

         13   Everyone must understand this up front, before we proceed 

         14   any further; otherwise, it will be incumbent upon the CPUC 

         15   to reschedule these scoping meetings to a later date and 

         16   properly notify all commenters beforehand of the rules of 

         17   engagement set forth by the CPUC.  

         18             What is the CPUC's pleasure in this matter this 

         19   evening?  How do we proceed from this point on here this 

         20   evening?  Respectfully submitted.  And can either one of 

         21   you answer those questions?  

         22        MR. COVER:  So let me clarify.  We will ask the CPUC 

         23   to provide a specific response regarding that question, but 

         24   in terms of a clarification, all the comments last night 

         25   and tonight will be considered and spoken for this 
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          1   document.  Comments that may be outside the scope of CEQA 

          2   will still be identified and included in the scoping 

          3   report, but we may not be able to address that particular 

          4   issue in the EIR if it's outside the scope of CEQA.  

          5   There's no criteria in terms of effective or ineffective 

          6   comments.  We're here to record anything that people want 

          7   to say or submit in writing and if there's a comment in 

          8   there that is an issue to be addressed under CEQA, it will 

          9   absolutely be considered.  Neither Jensen nor I are 

         10   familiar with the rules of engagement that you mentioned, 

         11   so we'll have to research that particular point of your 

         12   comment, but as far as I'm aware, under CEQA, there's 

         13   nothing that interferes with the ability of folks that came 
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         14   here this evening to have their comments heard and recorded 

         15   and considered in preparation of the EIR.   

         16        MR. STRANGE:  As was clearly delineated on August the 

         17   11th and August the 12th at the workshops held both in 

         18   Farmersville and here, it was clearly stated and emphasized 

         19   numerous times that -- how to effectively comment.  

         20   Remember that CEQA focuses on the impacts to physical 

         21   environment and emphasis on physical.  There were two 

         22   examples given of comments that will not be addressed in 

         23   the EIR because they were not within the scope.  

         24             Those two comments are this:  The project would 

         25   cause my home value to decline.  So anyone that says 
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          1   anything about home value, real estate, or anything might 

          2   as well shut up.  

          3             Second, the project would scare my children.  You 

          4   can't talk about social issues and so forth according to 

          5   what this says.  

          6             Two examples of comments which will be addressed 

          7   are this -- and each person must phrase their questions or 

          8   concerns in a very special way so that it's not 

          9   misconstrued as not being within the scope of CEQA.  

         10             Number one:  The project would remove a row of my 

         11   best producing walnut trees.  

         12             And number two:  The construction noise generated 

         13   by the project would be a nuisance.  

         14             If the CPUC interprets CEQA in a more narrow 

         15   scope than what our local governments see -- County and so 

         16   forth, City Councils, commissioners, planning commissions, 
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         17   and boards of supervisors, then the people that are 

         18   commenting on this project -- both tonight and anything in 

         19   writing until Monday the 22nd, need to know this; 

         20   otherwise, their comments, according to what was said on 

         21   August the 11th and August the 12th, will be thrown out, 

         22   contrary to what you just told us.  Thank you.  

         23        MR. COVER:  So just to wrap that up, nobody's comments 

         24   are going to be thrown out.  All of the comments will be 

         25   included in the scoping report for this project.  The 
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          1   examples that were provided in the workshop were intended 

          2   as examples to help people recognize what the issue was.  

          3   Rather than the project scaring their children, if it's the 

          4   noise about the project, then noise is an issue under CEQA. 

          5   So we're just trying to give people some ideas of how to 

          6   root out the issue.  We will address -- we will listen to 

          7   all the comments, record all the comments, and none of 

          8   those comments that people have are going to be thrown out.  

          9   They're all going to be included in the scoping reports.  

         10   The issues that are brought up will be addressed to the 

         11   extent that CEQA allows us to address those issues.  There 

         12   is not going to be a difference in what a local agency 

         13   considers an issue under CEQA versus what CPUC considers an 

         14   issue under CEQA because the law under CEQA is clear about 

         15   what's to be included.  

         16             So we're going to move on with public comment.  

         17   So, Judy?  

         18        MS. FISHER:  I'm scared now.

         19        MR. COVER:  And then after Judy is Robert Baker.  
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         20        MS. FISHER:  Mr. Uchida, Doug, and ladies, thank you 

         21   for the opportunity to be here tonight. 

         22             As you can see, if chosen, route 1 is the most 

         23   disruptive to families, agriculture, and commerce.  Route 1 

         24   has caused most controversy and disapproval of homeowners, 

         25   farms, businesses, both ethically and environmentally.  The 
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          1   proposed transmission powers cut across prime agriculture.  

          2   The hundreds of acreage that will be impacted are one of 

          3   the United States' last such viable lands.  Its soil is 

          4   known for its ability to produce some of the best citrus in 

          5   the world.  Farm land is being lost to developers 

          6   throughout California.  Exeter has intentionally limited 

          7   such development on farm land in order to preserve our 

          8   agriculture.  

          9             We are farming people.  If you look around us 

         10   today, you will see dirt underneath our fingernails and 

         11   dust on our boots.  Farming is one of our main commodities.  

         12   Some of the land on route 1 has been passed on from 

         13   generation to generation.  

         14             We are not so fortunate.  We moved here from 

         15   Southern California four years ago -- poured all our life 

         16   savings into our farming.  Our little ranch is five acres.  

         17   Not very much, but it is a lot to us.  It's where we plan 

         18   to be able to send our children to college, and it's where 

         19   we plan to spend the rest of our lives.  

         20             Looking up at a big tower was not one of the 

         21   things we had planned on when we purchased this property.  

         22   If you put these towers up, many resources and way of life 
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         23   will be greatly disrupted.  

         24             Farming is an important market for thousands of 

         25   people on route 1.  It has enriched agriculture heritage 

>
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          1   built on more than 100 years of tradition.  If the tower 

          2   and lines are allowed to be constructed on route 1, our 

          3   ability to continue our way of life, which is farming, will 

          4   be greatly diminished, as one of our agricultures grows 

          5   tall, and the lines would limit what we can produce.  Given 

          6   the fact that Edison would have to mitigate our profit 

          7   losses for over an estimated period of 30 years, coupled 

          8   with approximately over 300 farms involved, to me this 

          9   seems like a big expense if route 1 is chosen over route 3.  

         10             The proposed transmission towers will go right 

         11   through the main entrance into the city of Exeter.  Tourism 

         12   will be greatly impacted.  Many businesses count on tourism 

         13   dollars to help supplement their livelihoods.  Downtown 

         14   Exeter consists of specialty shops, antique stores, 

         15   galleries, restaurants, and over 26 outdoor murals.  It has 

         16   recently opened a historical museum which will house many 

         17   fine pieces of art and history.  Exeter has worked very, 

         18   very hard to keep its town clean and to maintain its 

         19   smalltown charm.  Its spectacular views of the Sierra 

         20   Nevadas draw many tourists.  Over 1.4 million tourists come 

         21   down our scenic corridor every year.  They do not come to 

         22   see the big, massive towers.  I realize that this is -- 

         23   that it's of little or no consequence, but to me, it's a 

         24   very big consequence, and it's a social and economical 

         25   consequence and also a huge plight.  
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          1             Recently, a country home in Exeter was purchased 

          2   on the outskirts of Exeter.  If route 1 is allowed to go 

          3   through this home, it will be demolished.  Not just clear 

          4   cut, but demolished.  The owners of this recently acquired 

          5   home had poured their life savings into this property.  

          6   They chose it because of the country setting.  They chose 

          7   it because of the agriculture.  They chose it because of 

          8   the farming.  They did not choose it because of these big, 

          9   huge towers.  

         10             My neighbor, who is a woman in her 80s, recently 

         11   had her home up.  SCE was not forthcoming with us in the 

         12   beginning.  As a matter of fact, they told us they had 

         13   chosen a different route.  She put her house up for sale.  

         14   When the perspective buyers found out about the towers 

         15   going in, her home value plummeted by $80,000 because they 

         16   found out about these great big, huge towers.  So whether 

         17   or not they cause cancer or don't cause cancer, the fear 

         18   factor there was so great for this family that they were 

         19   able to purchase this home thinking that maybe they'll get 

         20   out before the four years or so that it will take to put 

         21   these big towers in, and my friend lost her retirement 

         22   income, and it also caused her a huge amount of stress.  

         23             Route 1 has hundreds of people directly impacted.  

         24   It goes through the city of Farmersville who has recently 

         25   gone through an industrial study to put in an industrial 
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          1   park.  Many grants have been procured and will have to be 

          2   abandoned if those towers go in.  again told Farmersville 

          3   local government that it would not choose route 3 -- I'm 

          4   sorry -- that it would not choose route 1; that it would 

          5   choose route 3.  In an about face, they applied for route 

          6   1, unbeknownst to us.  This particular industrial park 

          7   offers jobs, sales tax, property tax, to this small town of 

          8   hugely impoverished people.  If you put in the power poles, 

          9   the transmission lines, no one will want to put an 

         10   industrial park there.  

         11             And in finishing -- and I thank you for the 

         12   time -- route 1 has hundreds of people directly impacted.  

         13   Route 3, to me, seems a better alternative.  While it 

         14   initially appears to be less costly to construct the 

         15   transmission lines and towers on route 1, to me, it would 

         16   seem considerably higher after any mitigating or monies 

         17   paid out to farmers for loss of future earnings, monies 

         18   paid out to acquire land, and monies paid out for any legal 

         19   settlements.  

         20             Route 3 already has a substantial right-of-way 

         21   acquired by SCE, several miles of such.  Route 3 does not 

         22   disrupt viable agriculture.  Route 3 has little, if any, 

         23   environmental issues that I am aware of.  Route 3 has 

         24   little opposition.  Route 3 does not force people from 

         25   their homes.  Route 3 does not devaluate as much property.  
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          1   Route 3 does not affect tourism or take away tourism 

          2   dollars.  Route 3 does not affect the scenic corridor.  

          3   Route 3 may or may not affect seven or so land owners; 
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          4   route 1 has hundreds.  Route 3 has met with very little 

          5   controversy.  Route 3 requires little or no mitigation.  

          6   Route 3 allows SCE to update lines in dire need of 

          7   attention -- over 80 to 100 years old.  Route 3 does not 

          8   interfere with EMS.  Route 3 allows SCE to be seen as the 

          9   good neighbor it strives to project.  Route 3 does not go 

         10   by a public school, as does route 1.  Route 3 does not go 

         11   within 300 feet of a licensed daycare center -- I'm 

         12   sorry -- yeah, the other way around.  Overall, 

         13   respectfully, route 3 appears to be the most logical 

         14   choice.  Thank you.  

         15        MR. COVER:  Robert Baker and next is Mark Pascoe.  

         16        MR. BAKER:  Thank you.  I think you've very well heard 

         17   it all.  I think you've heard it all already, but there may 

         18   be a little more.  

         19             The proposed San Joaquin Valley Cross Project, 

         20   number one is it extremely irresponsible.  It bulldozes its 

         21   way through miles of oranges and groves with a loss of 

         22   trees that we have spent years and years to bring in 

         23   production.  Its construction activities will raise havoc 

         24   with our orchards during the years of construction as they 

         25   haul in concrete, steel, wire installation all through all 
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          1   seasons.  It's unfair to those who reside along the route 

          2   who would be exposed to the induction effect of the 220kV 

          3   electrical current and line noise.  And I might comment 

          4   that I have an employee that was severely affected.  When 

          5   she finally moved away from that location, her problem 

          6   left.  The complete number 1 proposal is especially bad for 
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          7   those who live on the south side, Highway 198, and on the 

          8   Farmersville access road.  The complete route area is just 

          9   too highly developed to even be considered, and it is 

         10   unfair to property owners.  

         11             Alternative route 3 is much more attractive.  It 

         12   has less intensive agriculture, fewer residents, and no 

         13   future proposal city development such as Farmersville.  The 

         14   Southern California Edison Company already owns these that 

         15   belong to Route 48.  This route may be more expensive but 

         16   has a whole separate energy stock.  And as the owner and 

         17   operator of over 31 Southern California Edison metered 

         18   units such as irrigation pumps and wind machines, I'm not 

         19   opposed to an additional two or three cents per kilowatt 

         20   hours to finance this operation.  Also by utilizing the 

         21   current Southern California Edison easement along Road 148, 

         22   the elimination of 100-year-old double towers and 

         23   installation of the new 120-foot towers on the easement 

         24   solves two problems at one time, doing battle with a few 

         25   squirrels, and is much simpler than combating hundreds of 
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          1   irate farmers, homeowners, and business operators.  

          2             My wife and I and our families sincerely hope 

          3   that you'll change your current plans and utilize 

          4   alternative route number 3.  This is coming from feelings.  

          5   My grandfather, my father, and I and my children have been 

          6   farming here since before 1910.  We hate to see our area 

          7   that we have developed from terrible land into highly 

          8   productive land by having huge towers go through and have 

          9   the possibility of many -- even some damage to our people 
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         10   as a part of our life.  

         11             Thank you.

         12        MR. COVER:  Mark Pescoe and next is Bill Pensar.

         13        MR. PESCOE:  I'd like to thank the panel for the 

         14   opportunity to speak.  I, again, just want to reiterate 

         15   what has already been said.  

         16             I'm a homeowner southeast of Lemon Cove.  We 

         17   built our home 16 years ago, and like most homeowners, 

         18   we've invested most of our life savings into that.  It is 

         19   going to ruin our view.  It goes right across our view.  It 

         20   does downgrade our land or property values, but I'm just 

         21   one of -- again, of multiple landowners -- homeowners who 

         22   are directly being affected by this, and it does appear to 

         23   me that taking the route 3 would be a lot less impact on so 

         24   many families.  Also, again, this being the southern 

         25   corridor to the Sequoia National Park, it just strikes me 
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          1   that it takes away from the aesthetic value and the 

          2   tourism.  So, again, I strongly recommend that they take 

          3   route 3.  

          4        MR. COVER:  Bill Pensar and next is Brian Blain.  

          5        MR. PENSAR:  My name is Bill Pensar, 32811 Road 244,  

          6   Lemon Cove.  

          7             I'd like you to consider in your study 

          8   distributed power, solar, biomass, dairy, such as an 

          9   alternative to new lines to manage needs.  Please study 

         10   rate structures and buy-back measurements as they apply to 

         11   the repurchase of locally produced power.  Regardless of 

         12   the route, to find cultural practices to be allowed within 
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         13   the right-of-way including spraying.  Consider under 

         14   grounding the high-voltage transmission lines that cross at 

         15   198 to preserve the scenic corridor.  Consider route 3 

         16   reconductoring, retowering in the existing right-of-way.  

         17   Consider Stokes Mountain.  Stokes Mountain variations to 

         18   mitigate threatened and endangered species and geology 

         19   projects.  Consider peaking plans to manage needs.  

         20   Evaluate improvements to route 3 as the result of 

         21   retowering an existing right-of-way.  

         22             There's actually a constituency for route 3 that 

         23   want it.  You haven't heard any opposition to it tonight, 

         24   have you -- or last night?  Evaluate the community impact 

         25   of each route caused by temporary and permanent loss of 
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          1   crop lands and related job losses.  Consider the nearby 

          2   daycare center on route 1.  Consider the permanent damage 

          3   to the Farmersville general plan, the long-term viability 

          4   to the community, and the hardships of the residents due to 

          5   the lack of large, full-service supermarket.  Consider 

          6   undergrounding through Farmersville to preserve its 

          7   entrance and maintain the integrity of its retail 

          8   potential.  Consider the benefits of EMF reduction on route 

          9   3 due to retowering.  Consider intensive energy 

         10   conservation.  Consider the cumulative effects of alternate 

         11   1 coupled with PG&Es C3EPP line.  Consider the pending 

         12   application for scenic highway status  from Road 168 to 

         13   Road 244.  Fifty percent of this 13-mile segment will be 

         14   impacted by the towers that will be well within the 

         15   viewship and will constitute a visual intrusion as defined 
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         16   by the California State Guidelines.  Contrary to what was 

         17   said last night, there is an application pending for that 

         18   stretch.  Consider the extension scoping period due to the 

         19   embargo of information by the corporation.  As you know, 

         20   they have not been publicized.  And you don't get much out 

         21   of phoning the corporation.  Consider the seemingly 

         22   insensitive and surreptitious manner in which the 

         23   corporation made their decisions.  There seems to be a 

         24   cultural and regional disconnect between Rosemead and the 

         25   San Joaquin Valley.  

>
                                                                       18

          1             Thank you.  

          2        MR. COVER:  Brian Blain, and next is Tom Logan.

          3        MR. BLAIN:  Thank you for the opportunity to speak on 

          4   this important issue.  My name is Brian Blain.  I live in 

          5   Visalia, California.  

          6             I own and farm a 45-acre walnut orchard that will 

          7   be cut in half by the proposed route 1 alternative for this 

          8   cross valley loop.  I also farm property under and adjacent 

          9   to the existing transmission lines and have dealt with the 

         10   problems associated with farming near those lines for over 

         11   30 years.  The route being considered will have a 

         12   substantial impact on the environment where it passes 

         13   through existing orchards between Lemon Cove and Visalia.  

         14   Edison representatives have informed me that this project 

         15   will require the removal of all tree cops now growing under 

         16   the proposed easement and will prevent the planting of any 

         17   new trees.  Unclear are the easements negotiated almost 100 

         18   years ago under the existing record line.  They have been 
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         19   costly and hazardous for both Edison and the growers to 

         20   maintain over the years.  So it's understandable that 

         21   Edison would prefer that any new easements would not allow 

         22   any new trees in the 100-foot easement area.  PG&E recently 

         23   clear cut trees in the Fresno area explaining that new 

         24   Homeland Security laws mandated the removal of trees that 

         25   had been growing under power lines for decades.  
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          1   Unfortunately, the clear cutting of the trees on route 1 

          2   will create a permanent negative impact to our air quality.  

          3   The removal of these trees will reduce the contribution 

          4   these trees make in removing carbon and particulates in the 

          5   air in this part of the state that has a significant 

          6   problem meeting State and Federal mandates for air quality.  

          7   In some cases, it has been possible to replace trees in the 

          8   areas with pasture that will not interfere with the wires.  

          9   This is no longer possible for several reasons.  

         10             One, a large portion of this route is over 

         11   unlevel citrus orchards that grow in a climate where other 

         12   crops will not grow.  In orchards where other crops will 

         13   grow we are now prevented by law from using farm chemicals 

         14   not registered for different crops where drift can occur.  

         15   A 100-foot easement throughout an orchard is an impossible 

         16   for drift to be contained.  We've also been informed it 

         17   will be necessary to construct a road providing access to 

         18   the entire easement area.  This roadway will further 

         19   complicate the ability to grow crops in the easement area, 

         20   especially when the need for irrigation conflicts with the 

         21   needed access to the easement area by utility.  The net 
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         22   result will require that the right-of-way area be abandoned 

         23   as farm land.  This will result in a permanent decrease in 

         24   carbon conversion and an increase in dust and erosion, as 

         25   hundreds of acres become permanently fallow fields.  
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          1             Route 2, which passes through the Elderwood area 

          2   just north of this would have the same effect due to the 

          3   large number of orchards in that area.  By comparison, the 

          4   route identified as route 3 in Edison's application will 

          5   not affect a single orchard, tree, or crop.  It is my hope 

          6   that the EIR will look at the adverse impact of farm lands 

          7   and the impact on our environment and eliminate route 1 as 

          8   the environmentally superior alternative when compared to 

          9   other options.  

         10             Thank you.  

         11        MR. OVER:  Tom Logan and next is George McEwen.

         12        MR. LOGAN:  I'm Tom Logan.  I'm a citrus farmer.  I 

         13   have some property that's down south of avenue 292 between 

         14   the Friant-Kern Canal and Road 208.  

         15             Before I go into some of the other reasons, I'd 

         16   like to really explain -- we need to know who the enemy is.  

         17   It pays to know the enemy.  Edison is our enemy.  Believe 

         18   me, they do not care about us.  They act like a bully.  

         19   They won't respond to your phone calls.  They won't respond 

         20   to your questions.  When you -- I had a problem with a 

         21   bill, which was an Edison problem, I might add, on some of 

         22   my meters.  They couldn't explain it woefully.  I asked to 

         23   speak to a supervisor and they said, "Don't know the name 

         24   of our supervisor." 
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         25             And I said, "Well, how about the manager"?  
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          1             "Don't know the name of our manager."  

          2             Finally got ahold of someone two days later and 

          3   said, "Gee, I'd really like a letter explaining this."  

          4             "We don't write letters."  So this is the kind of 

          5   person you're dealing with.  

          6             Bill DeLange, I called him on this subject on 

          7   several things because I'm unsure as to where this line is 

          8   going to go.  Is it going to go through my orchards, going 

          9   to go through my neighbor's orchard?  He couldn't tell me.  

         10   He didn't know.  I had other comments.  He said he would 

         11   pass those on to the engineer.  

         12             And I said, "Well, will you give me an answer"?  

         13   And he was very evasive, and wouldn't say whether he was 

         14   going to send me a letter -- was going to send me anything.  

         15   When he did send me something, I think a first-grader made 

         16   up the map because I couldn't read it.  Then when I called 

         17   back to get clarification, he said there would be one 

         18   coming out later -- never got it, though.  I find that 

         19   they're totally unreliable.  

         20             When I had the same problem -- another problem 

         21   with Edison I really need to sit down with someone and 

         22   discuss this.  And a woman said, "All right.  You'll have 

         23   to come to our Barstow office."  

         24             And I said, "Well, what happened to your office 

         25   in Hanford"?  

>
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                                                                       22

          1             "Well, we don't have an office in Hanford 

          2   anymore.  It's in Barstow.  You'll have to drive to 

          3   Barstow."  

          4             Well, I don't want to say it, but they're liars.  

          5   That's all they are.  They're the enemy.  They're liars.  

          6   They're slick.  They'll do everything they can to keep the 

          7   truth from us and probably from the CPUC.  

          8             Now, one of the other things that I did -- back 

          9   when the world was young, I did a lot of work for Edison.  

         10   As a matter of fact -- and I remember in a meeting with one 

         11   of the managers -- and it was quite clear.  In fact, words 

         12   as close as I can remember was something to the effect of, 

         13   "We're always right.  We're never wrong, and don't ever let 

         14   anyone know we're wrong, because we never are."  Well, 

         15   that's why they have route 3 instead of going with route 1 

         16   is because they're stubborn down there.  They won't get off 

         17   the dime and do something about it.  

         18             There's new types of wire, I understand, that 

         19   they can use which will give you 50-percent more 

         20   transmission ability.  I don't know if that's true or not.  

         21   I do have a letter I'm going to leave with you, so I won't 

         22   go into everything, but I want to point out a couple 

         23   things.  Number 1 is property values will decrease.  I have 

         24   a man who works for me part time, and he has a pacemaker.  

         25   He's been told he can't work underneath transmission lines.  
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          1   Well, there's a loss of somebody.  How do I replace a 
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          2   part-time person?  Where does he get some part-time work?  

          3   He's not the only one that this will affect.  I come from a 

          4   family that has had some pacemakers.  I may have to have 

          5   one.  Can I still work in my grove because of Edison?  I 

          6   don't know.  No one will answer this for me.  I have no 

          7   idea.  

          8             One of the things is the -- the view that's going 

          9   to be blocked.  The Sierras are absolutely beautiful, even 

         10   the hills going up there.  Every morning I have coffee with 

         11   a bunch of guys down at Sierra Sporting Goods -- if you 

         12   know where that is.  We sit and have coffee, and there's a 

         13   lot of tourists that go in there.  And they comment on how 

         14   beautiful the route is.  Now, what's Edison going to do?  

         15   Are they going to put up signs that say, "Come and see our 

         16   beautiful power lines"?  That's what it boils down to, 

         17   doesn't it?  

         18             It's a mess, folks.  They need to go with route 

         19   3.  And the other thing is -- and I don't know if it's been 

         20   considered or not.  It's my understanding that this tower 

         21   is not going to help us around this area, the Lemon 

         22   Cove/Exeter/Lindsay area, but really the increase in power 

         23   is for the people in Visalia, Hanford, and Tulare.  Well, 

         24   if that's true, you've got a nice triangle over there.  Why 

         25   don't you put a plant right there for the people that are 
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          1   going to use it?  They can put up the power plants instead 

          2   of coming through here and destroying our citrus acreage 

          3   and causing other problems.  The other thing is if they're 

          4   going to clear cut and it's going to go through your 
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          5   property, you're now going to incur a lot more legal 

          6   problems because there's a lot of ATVers and dirt-bikers 

          7   that go through property.  I have problems with that all 

          8   the time.  If they fall and get injured, I will guarantee 

          9   you they will find an attorney, and they will sue you.  

         10   Now, is Edison going to indemnify and defend us on this?  

         11   The question isn't will they or won't they.  I doubt it 

         12   very much because, remember, they are never wrong.  

         13             Thank you very much.  

         14        MR. COVER:  George McEwen and next is -- I'm sorry if 

         15   I mess this up -- Robert -- begins a "B" -- Bierbaum.  I'm 

         16   sorry.  

         17        MR. McEWEN:  Good evening.  I'm George McEwen.  I 

         18   reside at 22114 Boston Avenue.  I certainly thank you for 

         19   the opportunity to speak to you tonight.  

         20             The following are concerns I have for proposed 

         21   route 1.  

         22             One:  Route 1 goes over fine farmland and citrus.  

         23   Finite conditioned soil and water makes this premium land 

         24   for growing oranges and lemons.  SCE's application states 

         25   that this is a clear cut of 100 feet.  I farm 60 acres of 
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          1   citrus in the paths of both routes.  This means I lose five 

          2   percent of my acreage.  My question:  How much do my trees 

          3   and the orchards that will be affected -- likely to be 

          4   clear cut -- contribute for taking in carbon dioxide and 

          5   releasing oxygen every year?  My five-percent loss of trees 

          6   in the production of oxygen and for eternity, I plan to 

          7   farm for another 30 years.  That includes the 90 acres of 
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          8   lost production of all property.  

          9             Some people have wells located under the power 

         10   lines.  If a pump goes down, it needs to be fixed.  And the 

         11   power -- the grower calls the company to pull the pump -- 

         12   to remove the pump with a boom truck.  The boom truck 

         13   comes.  The driver looks at the wires.  He does not pull 

         14   the pump due to the wires.  What revision has there been 

         15   made to remedy this problem?  

         16             Number three:  It's my understanding that utility 

         17   companies must look for renewable energy -- solar, wind, 

         18   and thermal.  We have enough sun in this valley during the 

         19   peak time of energy to accommodate a solar panel farm.  Has 

         20   Edison given any consideration for a solar panel farm to 

         21   help alleviate the demands for energy in our area?  And if 

         22   they have not, what -- and if they have, what environmental 

         23   impact would this have?  There's no need to destroy fine 

         24   farm land when other alternatives are available.  If no 

         25   consideration has been given to the solar panel farm, has 
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          1   Edison considered some sort of incentive for homeowners to 

          2   install solar panels for their homes to help alleviate the 

          3   demand for energy in our area?  If so how many homes with 

          4   solar panels are needed and what environmental impact would 

          5   that have?  

          6             The 3M Company makes a new transmission wire.  

          7   It's my understanding that this new wire has been used in 

          8   an area to increase the efficiency of the transfer of 

          9   electricity.  In this particular case, there was no need to 

         10   build new towers but to use the existing ones replacing old 
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         11   wire with 3M wire.  Did Edison give any consideration to 

         12   the 3M wire and what environmental impact would this have 

         13   when installing new 3M wire?  

         14             There's always concerns for wildlife, whether it 

         15   is foothill pastureland or the orchards and fields that we 

         16   farm.  I would say that we have more wildlife per square 

         17   mile than the foothills of our area.  We have squirrels, 

         18   gophers, jack rabbits, moles, cotton tails, opossums, 

         19   raccoons, and in the orchards next to the foothills we have 

         20   deer, bobcat, occasionally mountain lion, and bear.  And 

         21   let's not forget all the birds and reptiles we have.  What 

         22   impact will we have by putting up these new towers and 

         23   stringing new wires on our wildlife?  

         24             In the 1850s we had over 2,000 indians living 

         25   along the Kaweah River.  Land being divided between the 
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          1   Potwisha and Wutchumna tribes.  This is a quote:  Potholes 

          2   in the rocks made by the grinding of acorns shows that the 

          3   early Indian settlers camped all through the foothills 

          4   where there was water.  One such camp was Tophandga meaning 

          5   buckeye, located along Whitney Creek, the exact same 

          6   location where the proposed power lines will tie in with 

          7   existing lines.  Did Edison give any concern for this 

          8   archaeological site?  

          9             In conclusion, it's hard for me to believe that 

         10   Southern California Edison has given no consideration for 

         11   the people of Tulare County, for the development of the 

         12   Farmersville industrial park, for the wildlife sanctuary, 

         13   our scenic corridor along Highway 198 -- the gateway to 
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         14   Sequoia National Park, the removal of half-a-million-dollar 

         15   homes, and taking prime farmland out of production, 

         16   particularly fine citrus orchards, which can be grown only 

         17   in finite dirt.  And, finally, the many archaeological 

         18   sites located in the Lemon Cove area.  

         19             The least destructive route for business, 

         20   agriculture, and environment is using the existing 

         21   right-of-way that Southern California Edison already has.  

         22             Thank you.  

         23        MR. COVER:  So Robert Bierbaum, Sierra Drive?  No -- 

         24   hasn't rung a bell yet?  

         25             Harold Anderson?  Pass?  
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          1             Bill Gargian, and next is Rosemary Ward.  

          2        MR. GARGIAN:  I'm Bill Gargian, been a resident of 

          3   Lemon Cove for 26 years.  I am a class A general 

          4   engineering contractor doing business -- and have been 

          5   doing business throughout the San Joaquin Valley now for 35 

          6   years.  My business specializes in the design, engineering, 

          7   installation, service, and repair of agricultural deep-well 

          8   turbine pumps, horizontal booster pumps, pump electric 

          9   systems, irrigation systems, irrigation filter repair 

         10   maintenance, as well as agricultural well drilling and well 

         11   rehabilitation.  I employee approximately 25 employees.  

         12   Most of them live in Farmersville or Visalia.  

         13             My concern centers on whether Southern California 

         14   Edison has factored into their projected costs for 

         15   alternate route 1 the pulling and replacement of 

         16   agricultural irrigation pumps, the abandonment and 
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         17   replacement of agricultural wells, and the replacement of 

         18   irrigation filters and booster pumps and underground 

         19   pipelines that will certainly be affected because they are 

         20   under the proposed power lines and towers.  

         21             Another concern includes not only the wells, 

         22   pumps, and electrical wells and irrigation systems that are 

         23   directly under the proposed lines and towers, but also the 

         24   same facilities within 100 feet that will be conductor 

         25   lines.  Being a company that uses cranes, hoists, 
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          1   pump-pulling rigs, I will be unable to do any work within 

          2   100 feet, either direction, of the power lines because of 

          3   the amount of voltage that these lines will carry.  

          4             For example, a typical well-drilling rig is at a 

          5   height of 150 feet or more.  Most pump-drilling rigs are 35 

          6   feet or more in height and lifts and hoists have an 

          7   extension capacity of 60 feet to 90 feet.  All are subject 

          8   to static electricity charges.  Being closer than 100 feet 

          9   to electrical conductors with this capacity increases the 

         10   risk of static electricity creating a charge that can cause 

         11   injury or death to those working on or near this equipment.  

         12   The power lines in the 100-foot right-of-way effectively 

         13   influence not just the 100 feet of cropland under the lines 

         14   but rather an additional 100 feet on either side of those 

         15   lines.  That means 300 feet of agricultural property will 

         16   be affected when you -- the actual impact of pump, 

         17   irrigation, and electrical facilities.  These facilities 

         18   within the 300 feet of influence will most certainly have 

         19   to be abandoned and relocated.  Our state is in the midst 
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         20   of a very prolonged drought.  

         21             The California farmer is always the first to feel 

         22   the effects of a drought, the first to be affected by 

         23   political decisions to making the drought, and the first to 

         24   conserve during the drought.  Most of my customers from the 

         25   proposed path of these lines all have very sophisticated 
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          1   and highly engineered pump irrigation systems designed to 

          2   conserve water and energy.  To replace these existing wells 

          3   and pumps in an era of falling water tables, higher 

          4   production costs, the cost of fuel, steel, labor and world 

          5   commodity cost is extremely expensive.  

          6             For example, the cost to replace an old well and 

          7   pump with a new well and pump in the area that SCE has 

          8   proposed to put alternate route 1 is approximately 50 to 

          9   $80,000.  Also, the cost to replace permanent irrigation 

         10   systems that will be damaged or displaced is 800 to $1200 

         11   per acre or higher if the crop is nursery or specialty 

         12   plants.  Displaced by towers or because fields in groves 

         13   have been dissected by the power lines can amount to 

         14   several thousand dollars.  

         15             So the question I have is:  Have the costs I have 

         16   mentioned that are associated with proposed alternate route 

         17   number 1 been included in SCE's projected costs, not only 

         18   for the proposed 100-foot right-of-way but also the 100 

         19   feet or so area on either side of the proposed lines?  If 

         20   those costs are not part of the proposal by SCE, who will 

         21   bury those costs to remove, replace, and retrofit those 

         22   facilities?  
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         23             It is my vote that you are calculating and 

         24   determining all the information necessary to the EIR and 

         25   that you also consider those actual costs that I have 
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          1   mentioned as well as the costs such as, lost production, 

          2   increased labor burden as well as replanting costs due to 

          3   tower construction that the land owners and farmers will 

          4   incur as a result of those lines being put through one of 

          5   California's prime productive farming area.  

          6             Thank you.  

          7        MR. COVER:  Rosemary Ward and next is Kent Kaulfuss.

          8        MS. WARD:  I'm Rosemary Ward.  Bob wanted to be here 

          9   but couldn't because of a back problem.  

         10             The proposed power lines will directly impact us.  

         11   The plan is to come through two 20-acre parcels of 

         12   beautiful naval orange trees, taking out six acres.  This 

         13   prime citrus is on the east side of Kaweah between Highway 

         14   198 and Exeter.  The six acres have a property value of 

         15   about $120,000.  The average yearly loss of the naval 

         16   orange crop would be estimated at 21,000 per year for the 

         17   next 30 years.  This makes about $630,000 in lost income 

         18   over that 30 years.  We figure also that the total property 

         19   value could go down by as much as 50 percent.  

         20             If this proposal should happen, our primary 

         21   concern is for our 38-year-old son who farms with us.  He 

         22   farms that property.  In 2000 he had a heart pacemaker 

         23   implanted, and pacemakers have come a long way, but they 

         24   still have warnings, like microwaves and welders, and he is 

         25   not to come in close contact with an ignition system of 
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          1   70,000 volts of a running car motor.  So you can understand 

          2   why we would be concerned with him working near or being 

          3   around 220,000 volts of electricity.  We also have two 

          4   grandchildren that live within 800 feet of the proposed 

          5   power lines.  We know that the safety of the children near 

          6   the lines has not been proven.  Of course, we also have a 

          7   farm worker safety issue.  That's another real concern of 

          8   ours as they do the fieldwork, and aluminum is an excellent 

          9   conductor of electrical current, and there's ladders, 

         10   forklifts, other equipment that could be in the field.  

         11             I'm attaching an article, and it talks about the 

         12   warnings of power -- around power lines.  To clear the 

         13   areas under the power lines will be a permanent path for 

         14   possible thieves on dirt bikes and all-terain vehicles.  

         15   They will be able to come and go from the other side of the 

         16   Farmersville area to Lemon Cove.  We have already seen this 

         17   when we had a railroad right-of-way going through our 

         18   property.  It creates dust problems from the riding and 

         19   also allows more dumping of trash.  

         20             My husband Bob is a 4th-generation citrus grower, 

         21   originally growing citrus in Los Angeles County until their 

         22   property was taken by eminent domain for the building of a 

         23   college.  We hope our family farming can continue for our 

         24   sons and grandchildren.  Farming is a wonderful, rewarding 

         25   way of life.  
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          1             This beautiful prime citrus will be a permanent 

          2   void and change our landscape forever.  In this grove we 

          3   have seen a family of kit foxes, coyotes, raccoons, 

          4   squirrels, skunks, opossums, rats, field mice, snakes, 

          5   lizards, doves, quail, roadrunners.  They are here for the 

          6   irrigation, trees, and vegetation.  We suggest route 3, 

          7   which has a much less impact on agriculture land.  It has 

          8   little impact on areas of water and far less wildlife.  

          9             Thank you so much.  

         10        MR. COVER:  Kent Kaulfuss and then Gail Kaulfuss.

         11        MR. KAULFUSS:  Good evening.  My name is Kent 

         12   Kaulfuss.  My wife Gail and I reside at 32265 Road 244 in 

         13   Lemon Cove, and we appreciate the support of the 

         14   supervisors in the CEQA process that allows due process to 

         15   fact-finding and scoping process.  And earlier speakers 

         16   tonight and last night have already provided dynamic 

         17   testimony regarding the socio-economic environmental and 

         18   agricultural issues, so I'll stick to the facts regarding 

         19   my personal impact.  Although, I am somewhat intimidated 

         20   after hearing -- I hope that's not factual what I heard at 

         21   first -- that would be implemented in the process.  

         22             My wife Gail and I spent the better part of our 

         23   careers pursuing the American dream -- work hard, raise 

         24   your family, save money, pay off your homestead as soon as 

         25   possible, retire.  This, our first home, a 45-year-old 
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          1   homestead, is our investment, and in 2004 we spent over 

          2   $250,000 on phase I remodeling of our home to include all 

          3   the possible energy efficient items that are available as 
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          4   well as a 5kw solar system in order to reduce our costs and 

          5   living expenses for our retirement years as well as not 

          6   being dependent on the grid.  

          7             Currently, SCE has a right-of-way with 66 kVA 

          8   line outdated and in poor condition that is four feet from 

          9   our home on the north and east side -- two sides of our 

         10   home already, which bisects our entire five acres.  The 

         11   proposed 220 kVA line, by the way, would run parallel 

         12   through this existing 66 kVA line with only 80 feet in 

         13   between them with our house and driveway in between.  There 

         14   would be 20 feet from our home on the south side 

         15   essentially, putting us right in the middle of three major 

         16   SCE right-of-ways, creating an island of our property.  

         17   This also creates a major health concern for us being 

         18   sandwiched between these three power lines -- see the 

         19   attached plot plan.  

         20             We have had no communication from SCE regarding 

         21   this impact that would diversely affect our living 

         22   standards and property value.  Additionally, we are now in 

         23   a holding pattern for phase II of our remodeling due to 

         24   this adverse action.  All further planning and contract for 

         25   hire have been withdrawn, thereby delaying our plans for a 
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          1   small home addition to the old shop building, which, if 

          2   this application for alternative route 1 was approved, 

          3   could not be completed because they will fall between these 

          4   two -- three right-of-ways.  Because the proposed route 1 

          5   will follow our property value for approximately 650 feet 

          6   to our property, it would essentially isolate a strip of 
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          7   our property of approximately 65,000 square feet.  That's 

          8   about a third of our property.  We have a five-acre parcel, 

          9   that's an acre and a half.  SCE might avoid acquisition or 

         10   compensation costs relative to our parcel because they 

         11   would not actually be in our right-of-way or on our 

         12   property.  

         13             SCE's preferred route is -- has caused 

         14   controversy throughout the region, and it's very obvious 

         15   that route 1 requires the least amount of right-of-way 

         16   acquisition of the three proposed routes, and it's my hope 

         17   that the CPUC will find that -- in the least case, SCE has 

         18   been remised and negligent -- for whatever reason, in their 

         19   choice in route 1 over the -- as proposed to route 1 over 

         20   route 2.  

         21             Thank you for the opportunity to speak.  

         22        MR. COVER:  Gail Kaulfuss and next is Shirley 

         23   Kirkpatrick.

         24        MS. KAULFUSS:  My husband has already addressed most 

         25   of the issues, but I did want to say that last night, I 
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          1   heard some people speak very intelligently and eloquently 

          2   and passionately about a number of different things that 

          3   affected not only their lives but of the lives of people 

          4   past whose homes these power lines are going to be run.  

          5   Many people don't feel that they have a say in this.  

          6             As my husband mentioned, we never received any 

          7   notification from SCE about this project because the 

          8   right-of-way was on the land right next to ours, and so 

          9   they didn't feel that they had to notify us.  Well, we 
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         10   choose not to be invisible in this.  I heard people talking 

         11   last night about being a cancer survivor and having sold a 

         12   home in the city so they could move to the country and 

         13   invested everything they had in building a home, only to 

         14   find out that this woman that is a cancer survivor is now 

         15   going to have the power pass right over her house.  

         16             As my husband mentioned, if this power passes by 

         17   our house, we will be hemmed in on three sides by 

         18   electrical lines.  SCE might say that there's no definitive 

         19   data on EMS.  I would tender an invitation to an SCE 

         20   executive who would like to come and live in my house after 

         21   those power lines are installed and while they're waiting 

         22   for this data to be confirmed.  

         23             I'm not a cancer survivor.  I don't want to be 

         24   one.  I want to be able to have a say in this process and 

         25   for -- and to really feel that somebody is listening, not 
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          1   only to my plight but to the plight of many other people 

          2   who are being affected.  Route 1 seems to be the most 

          3   damaging as far as people and -- are concerned and I would 

          4   suggest that SCE would consider the alternate route 3.  

          5             Thank you.  

          6        MR. COVER:  Shirley Kirkpatrick, next is Bob Scott.  

          7        MS. KIRKPATRICK:  Do you know what day it is?  It's 

          8   September 18th, and it's my birthday.  But to paraphrase an 

          9   old song, "It's my birthday and I'll cry if I want to, cry 

         10   if I want to cry, if I want to, and you would cry too if it 

         11   happened to you."  

         12             This whole thing makes me want to cry.  We 
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         13   wouldn't be in this conversation if SCE had used good 

         14   judgment in the first place and common sense in picking the 

         15   right route.  It's all about sense of place.  Wallace 

         16   Segner had it.  Linda Hagerstrom had it, and Trudy Washman 

         17   told us all about it last night.  All the people in this 

         18   room had it.  We know who we are.  We know where we are.  

         19   We know why we are here.  We feel strongly about our area 

         20   and don't treat lightly the idea of big bullies coming in 

         21   from outside and ruining it.  

         22             Please, CSE, look at the aesthetics and the facts 

         23   first.  Clearly, some engineers in a windowless room in 

         24   some far off city drew a few lines on a map not caring 

         25   about the human consequences.  This is down right wrong.  
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          1   We know that you can come up with a plan for a transmission 

          2   line that affects far fewer people and our scenic highway 

          3   into the Sierra National Park.  

          4             Reduce, reuse, recycle.  Edison Company should be 

          5   required to adopt the mantra.  They can so easily reduce 

          6   the clutter of power lines by using existing rights-of-way 

          7   to reach their goals.  With group one, they will be blazing 

          8   a whole new destructive path across productive farmlands, 

          9   homes, schools, and businesses.  They will create more 

         10   roads under these new lines which will only invite our 

         11   urban road warrior neighbors to race their quads and 

         12   motorcycles on the dirt surfaces creating dust that damages 

         13   crops and adds to the air quality problem that we already 

         14   have.  

         15             And speaking of air quality, please and tell us 
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         16   how Edison plans to comply with AD32, the Greenhouse Gas 

         17   Bill passed last year.  Our dairymen and others applying 

         18   for permits in Tulare County have to meet this bill's 

         19   mandates.  What will Edison do?  

         20             Still under the heading of reuse and recycle, if 

         21   SCE is granted this new line, especially along route 1, 

         22   shouldn't they be required to take down the other poles and 

         23   lines?  For example, along a stretch of road, the new poles 

         24   parallel about five miles of the current service lines.  

         25   Couldn't they hang these lines from the new poles and take 
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          1   the other ones down?  

          2             How high is high?  In its PEA, SCE claims our 

          3   views are already blocked by wind machines.  That's 

          4   ludicrous.  These units which protect our citrus crops 

          5   during the winter time are only about 32 feet tall.  Edison 

          6   says their poles and towers will only enter intermittently.  

          7   I wouldn't call four times as high a small increment.  It 

          8   will be much more intrusive.  

          9             Before and after pictures Edison uses in its PEA 

         10   of what a location will look like when a line is installed, 

         11   is also extremely deceptive.  We will cite page and number 

         12   and show actual comparisons when we send the letters before 

         13   September 22, and that's another item.  

         14             What is the cumulative effect of all plans now on 

         15   the drawing board?  Many rumors are afloat about PG&E 

         16   bringing solar power through the Mojave Desert through our 

         17   area, even the possibility of using Edison on the Big line.  

         18   When will all of this be laid out for us, and is somebody 
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         19   studying the cumulative effects of all these lines?  Will 

         20   this be shown in the EIR?  

         21             And one more point, our son was the biologist and 

         22   principal investigator for the Vernal Pool Project on the 

         23   rector line.  He said work can easily be done on route 

         24   number 3 in the off season when the pools are dry.  This 

         25   will not affect the ferry shrimp one little bit.  He will 
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          1   be sending you names and resources to follow up with in 

          2   this area of study.  

          3             We sincerely hope your environmental studies for 

          4   all proposed routes for this new high-voltage line will 

          5   lead you to an environmentally preferred path that is not 

          6   route 1, thus returning our sense of place and beauty back 

          7   to us.  

          8             Thank you.  

          9        MR. COVER:  Bob Scott and next is David Cairns.  

         10        MR. SCOTT:  Thank you, panel members.  Thank you 

         11   neighbors for showing up in Woodlake tonight.  I want to 

         12   just take a little different approach.  

         13             I'm south of here a few miles, and I want to just 

         14   share something.  I looked at the public utilities' website 

         15   earlier.  It is says, "The Public Utilities Commission 

         16   betters the lives of all Californians."  And the previous 

         17   folks who have spoken very well, talked about some kind of 

         18   micro-issues and I think from a macro-issue, there is 

         19   something else that I think is very important, and that is 

         20   that I'm in opposition to proposed route 1 because of the 

         21   potential impact on the view on the scenic -- I think the 
Page 36



Scoping Meeting Transcript_09182008 Hearing.txt

         22   towers in that location are ugly.  Can I use the word 

         23   "ugly" in this crowd?  And what I've noticed through the 

         24   years is that -- earlier a lady said there's about 1.4 

         25   million folks that come up 198 to visit the parks.  I don't 
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          1   know whether -- that number's probably low, but if you 

          2   folks noticed driving through California, most places in 

          3   California, you're prohibited from getting off the highway 

          4   and stopping and looking at the view.  Where the towers 

          5   come through right about at Badger Hill, where I call 

          6   Merryman Station, I see a lot of people who are probably 

          7   headed to the park, stop and enjoy that view.  The erection 

          8   of those towers in that location will spoil the scene scape 

          9   very substantially forever, and I would really request that 

         10   you think about that.  It's really -- at the present 

         11   time -- where the freeway there at approximately Road 204, 

         12   people I see frequently stop and enjoy the beginning of the 

         13   view.  And that affects a lot more Californians than are in 

         14   this room, so I think that's a message I wanted to get 

         15   across because that's the purpose of CPUC, to better the 

         16   lives of all Californians.  

         17             And I'd also like to share the fact that we're 

         18   lucky enough to be in a memorial building.  A lot of good 

         19   folks have died in this area and my grandfather.  So I want 

         20   to let the staff know that it's very important that you 

         21   carry successfully the opposition of all the folks that 

         22   have been in this room -- people that aren't in this room 

         23   too.  This is not a elected process.  This is a very 

         24   important process that you understand the opposition from 
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         25   the community -- the public, from the county to this 
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          1   proposed route 1.  

          2             Thank you.  

          3        MR. COVER:  David Cairns and John Pehrson.

          4        MR. CAIRNS:  Yeah, my name is David Cairns.  I'm from 

          5   the Lemon Cove area.  And, really, what has been said, I 

          6   can't really speak any better for a lot of folks.  

          7             I do have documentation here I represent Kaweah 

          8   Lemon.  I'm in partnership and also secretary manager for 

          9   Lemon Cove, and and we want to submit a lot of 

         10   documentation as to what we think that you should be 

         11   looking at.  And the rest of it is -- we just want to 

         12   follow what the other speakers have been saying.  I can't 

         13   do it any better than say that.  But I would like to submit 

         14   this document.  

         15             Thank you.  

         16        MR. COVER:  John Pehrson and Joe Ferrara.

         17        MR. Pehrson:  My name is John Pehrson, and it's 

         18   spelled an unusual way, P-E-H-R-S-O-N.  I live at 1571 

         19   North Filbert in Exeter, California.  That makes me a 

         20   property owner about three-quarters of a mile below where 

         21   the transmission lines will go just north of my property.  

         22             I do have a historical experience with 

         23   high-tension lines.  We lived in Southern California and 

         24   were there when the Boulder Dam power lines came through.  

         25   They were, like, over 300-foot towers with six lines on it.  
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          1   And on foggy nights, which are prone to happen in Southern 

          2   California, they buzzed very loudly, and I could hear them 

          3   in our house.  So I've had some experience with 

          4   high-tension lines.  

          5             I'm also retired from the extension service.  I 

          6   spent a portion of my career right up in the extension 

          7   center, and my specialty was citrus and citrus culture, so 

          8   a good portion of my remarks will relate to some of the 

          9   things that you've heard here, but some of the specific 

         10   things that would apply to the impact that would apply to 

         11   the EIR.  

         12             I am coming to these remarks on the basis that 

         13   there will be what's called a clear cut next to these 

         14   towers, and I think that does have a bearing on what EIR 

         15   will have to address.  

         16             One, the removal of these trees represents, in my 

         17   judgment, a loss of prime agricultural land.  If you're 

         18   looking at a ten-acre orchard, each row that's removed 

         19   represents three percent of that farm.  Now, there are ways 

         20   that EIR has addressed the loss of primary agricultural 

         21   land and conservation reserves and things like that, but I 

         22   think we will let the preparers of the impact report decide 

         23   what they want to propose in that report.  

         24             The creation of this -- let's call it pathway.  

         25   People have described it in various ways.  It's open space.  
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          1   It's my judgment that open space in an orchard results in 
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          2   some change in the micro-climate.  In one facet, this 

          3   change in micro-climate, I would perceive to believe is 

          4   represents -- let's say, on a night when it's cold, the 

          5   open space is going to move -- radiate to the open sky more 

          6   rapidly.  If there's a wind machine operating, this vacant 

          7   land is still a part of the wind regime pattern.  I would 

          8   propose for every row, there's a three-percent wastage of 

          9   fuel, which that impacts the atmosphere or the air quality.  

         10   And if there's several rows removed, it's maybe up to nine 

         11   or ten percent of the fuel that's being wasted and 

         12   contributing to a loss of air quality.  Incidentally, we 

         13   sometimes have as much as 100 hours of cold temperatures 

         14   during the cold hours when wind machines are running.  One 

         15   of the other things that the open space will have an impact 

         16   on since in the summertime the open area is -- and this has 

         17   been measured in water use by plants when we refer to the 

         18   evaporation losses due to this open spaces.  The waste 

         19   effect, I think it's several rows missing in the orchard 

         20   that represents an oasis that can be analyzed and evaluated 

         21   and maybe mitigated.  

         22             Probably another important thing there is since 

         23   we have this open space, there's going to be traffic.  

         24   Traffic means dust.  Dust means impact on air quality, but 

         25   another important thing is dust on the leaves of the citrus 
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          1   trees interferes with the activity and the ability to 

          2   integrate pest control.  That may add to the cost of pest 

          3   control, which means different or more applications, which 

          4   also contribute to air quality.  
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          5             From the standpoint of my own interest in the 

          6   air, you will address in EIR things like accumulated 

          7   impacts.  I think Shirley commented on that.  And also a 

          8   possible alternative over the five or so or six or possibly 

          9   seven EIRs.  And I'm always impressed with the proposed 

         10   project is always the one that comes out as the superior 

         11   one, environmentally.  No bias there.  I would, though, 

         12   request that in the preparation of these things, such as 

         13   the analysis of project alternative, that the data and the 

         14   analysis techniques used be made available for public 

         15   scrutiny.  In one case we were told that it was privileged 

         16   information and that the decision that such and such was 

         17   the preferred alternative wasn't obvious.  I think it 

         18   should be made available to the public.  

         19             You've heard quite a bit about the aesthetics, 

         20   and I certainly add my bitch to that.  I perceive that the 

         21   transmission lines on route 1 devalue -- devalue seriously 

         22   the beautiful view that's out there at the present time.  I 

         23   look at it this way:  The loss of that scenic view cannot 

         24   be mitigated.  

         25             Thank you.  
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          1        MR. COVER:  Joe Ferrara, next is Dee Dee Wilson.  

          2        MR. FERRARA:  Good evening.  Thank you for the 

          3   opportunity to speak tonight on this very important issue 

          4   for all my neighbors and friends, the farming community, 

          5   and the cities that are represented and come into play on 

          6   this project.  I'd also like to say I was quite interested 

          7   in Bill Gargian's comments because I live at 3305 North 
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          8   Gill Road in Exeter with my wife Mary, and the proposed 

          9   line -- route 1 is staked right now and it falls right 

         10   along our border in the orchard that belongs to Bob and 

         11   Rosemary Ward.  And I guess at some point the proposed 

         12   route 1 is the selected route, which we hope it isn't, 

         13   should get on Bill Gargian's  well, which we're drilling a 

         14   new well, because I'm within the 100-foot line right now.  

         15   So getting a well drilled right now is hard, so I hope that 

         16   can be accomplished at some point in time.  And I hope that 

         17   somebody pays the $80,000.  

         18             Good evening.  My name is Joe Ferrara.  I am the 

         19   third generation of my family to farm citrus in the Exeter 

         20   area, having farmed right around Exeter myself for the last 

         21   37 years.  My family has farmed in the Exeter to Lemon Cove 

         22   district now for approximately 90 years.  In addition to 

         23   farming, I'm a licensed pest control advisor by the State 

         24   of California and a licensed pest control operator.  I hold 

         25   a national certification as a nationally certified crop 
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          1   advisor.  I spent the last 35 to 37 years consulting with 

          2   local growers on their cultural needs, including 

          3   fertilization, irrigation, pest control.  Citrus by nature 

          4   is a very unique crop.  Unlike many trees, it's an 

          5   evergreen which requires farming demand 365 days a year.  

          6   For example, the irrigation season may go out eight months 

          7   or more with additional demand during frost season.  There 

          8   have been years when we've continued to irrigate for 12 

          9   months, maybe slowing the schedule during the winter months 

         10   but continuing our irrigation schedules the entire 12 
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         11   months.  Naval oranges are a premier variety has a unique 

         12   pod-tree holding ability for up to eight months from the 

         13   start of harvest.  This is accomplished through the use of 

         14   horticultural practices and the variety manipulations that 

         15   have been developed over the last 40 to 50 years.  This 

         16   ability to hold mature fruit on the tree for extended 

         17   periods of time allow the citrus farmer to harvest their 

         18   naval crop over an extended period based on market demand 

         19   to achieve maximum return.  Valencia oranges or other major 

         20   varieties blooms in the spring, is not ready for harvest 

         21   for 12 months, sometimes not being harvested for 17 to 18 

         22   months after maturity.  The horticultural needs of these 

         23   two major varieties require attention 365 days of the year.  

         24   The farming requirements are mostly on-demand as needed and 

         25   are not scheduled very far out in advance.  Many times 
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          1   these farming demands are accomplished within hours of 

          2   recognized needs.  

          3             I am concerned with the physical, environmental 

          4   impact of our scale transmission line installation project 

          5   would have on our daily farming practices.  Such an 

          6   installation, which would include but not limited to, clear 

          7   cutting into the citrus blocks, bringing of large trucks 

          8   and equipment into our fields and the presence of many 

          9   utility employees for an extended period of time.  All of 

         10   these could contribute to a major disruption of our farming 

         11   and harvest operations.  It has been my experience, more 

         12   than once, to find a utility crew unannounced in one of our 

         13   blocks doing routine maintenance such as replacing a pole.  
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         14   This all sounds well and good except for that more than 

         15   once, I've been irrigating at the time when I found them 

         16   replacing the pole.  The physical impact on the ground, if 

         17   you can imagine, of heavy equipment compacting the ground, 

         18   is not appreciated.  There have also been instances of 

         19   pesticide applications that were in progress when a utility 

         20   crew would arrive unannounced.  The regulatory issues that 

         21   arrive from these situations can cause the farmer much 

         22   grief as well as liability concerns.  Since harvest plants 

         23   can change on short notice, due to market conditions, any 

         24   installation possible for maintenance after installation, 

         25   be they short-term or long-term, planned or unannounced, 
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          1   could create hardships on the farming operation.  

          2             The citrus parcels that exist from the west edge 

          3   of Exeter up to to the Highway 198 corridor to Lemon Cove 

          4   are unique, not only for the ability to grow world-renowned 

          5   citrus, but also because they are, for the most part, small 

          6   family farm parcels.  These parcels are for the most part 

          7   are in 10-, 20-, and 40-acre parcels.  These parcels are 

          8   generally smaller than many of the citrus parcels in the 

          9   business on the north and south Tulare County border.  The 

         10   clear cutting, as John Pehrson stated, of one row of 

         11   oranges on a ten-acre parcel would consume approximately 

         12   three percent of the farm grounds.  The physical and 

         13   environmental impact of taking of prime agricultural 

         14   farmland by clear cutting actions is wrong.  The demand for 

         15   these parcels is always high by both local family-owned 

         16   farms and investors alike.  This demand can be confirmed by 
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         17   the lack of real estate listings for citrus parcels in this 

         18   area.  Given the unique climate, soil, and water condition 

         19   of the Lemon Cove corridor is truly an agricultural 

         20   treasure for the state of California.  This area, highly 

         21   regarded for the quality of citrus, can never be 

         22   duplicated.  

         23             In summary, the physical impact on the 

         24   environment for our small parcel include both the 

         25   disruption of our year-round farming practices during 
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          1   installation and long-term maintenance of proposed lines 

          2   and the bisecting of transversing across and/or alignment 

          3   of the proposed lines alongside these parcels.  In 

          4   addition, the loss of prime agricultural farm ground, long 

          5   recognized as the finest area to grow naval oranges in the 

          6   world, is not logical or acceptable.  For all of the 

          7   above-mentioned reasons, I'm opposed to the alternative 

          8   route 1 for the San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission 

          9   Line.  In addition, I would like to state that the most 

         10   logical route is route 3.  It offers the least negative 

         11   physical environmental impact and loss of prime farmland 

         12   and also the least negative impact to people.  

         13             Thank you very much.  

         14        MR. COVER:  You don't look like Dee Dee Wilson and 

         15   then Dean Gordon.

         16        MR. WILSON:  Good evening, ladies and gentlemen.  I'm 

         17   Gary Wilson.  I'm representing my better half.  My wife Dee 

         18   Dee and I reside in Lemon Cove.  I did not come with a 

         19   prepared statement tonight, but I did come with questions 
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         20   hoping for answers.  I'll keep my comments brief.  I'm not 

         21   familiar with the rules of engagement, but I did have 

         22   questions regarding loss of agriculture, decline in real 

         23   estate value, health concerns, effect on satellite and 

         24   cellular disruption, as well as the aesthetic value of the 

         25   surrounding foothills.  And with that being said, I'd like 
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          1   to reiterate what Tom Logan and Bob Scott on the aesthetic 

          2   value of the area surrounding Lemon Cove and the tremendous 

          3   beauty to view the Sierras.  It's probably the best in the 

          4   Western Sierra.  

          5             Thank you.  

          6        MR. COVER:  Dean Gordon and John Kirkpatrick.

          7        MR. GORDON:  Hi, my name is Dean Gordon, and I didn't 

          8   have a lot of time to prepare a speech, but a different 

          9   situation involving people.  It does impact my wife and I 

         10   and our lives.  The project requires the removal of my 

         11   home.  And currently -- this is the hardest situation 

         12   because mine is only one.  My wife and I moved out from Los 

         13   Angeles a year ago to get away from the city and get into 

         14   the country life.  We buy this home -- purchase it, and 

         15   Edison had known this home had been on the market for over 

         16   a year -- didn't do anything about it, didn't notify the 

         17   realtors in the area, nothing.  Sold us this home with a 

         18   lock in escrow.  About four days before escrow was about to 

         19   close -- and we were living in this home, Edison shows up 

         20   and tells us what they are trying to do.  We said, "What 

         21   can we do to fix this"?  

         22             "Oh, you can write your Congressman."  But they 
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         23   looked like they knew they had it in the bag.  They knew 

         24   what they were going to do.  

         25             My wife said "Well, can you give us a letter so 
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          1   we can review this and back out of this sale of the home"?  

          2             They said, "Sure.  No problem."  I never heard 

          3   back from them.  I heard from the other -- realtors from 

          4   the other side said they told them they would notify them 

          5   when they found out.  

          6             Finally, we notified Visalia Times Delta 

          7   newspaper on June 17th of this year.  They even quoted in 

          8   the paper that the Gordons and other property owners had 

          9   known for years what was going on.  We had just moved from 

         10   Orange County.  We didn't even know what Exeter was until 

         11   about seven months ago.  We've been living here.  We put 

         12   our entire life savings, $135,000, into this home.  And 

         13   now -- we haven't even moved into the house yet.  We're 

         14   hoping to move in next week.  What, were we going to have 

         15   our house for six or seven months?  You know, we could lose 

         16   everything.  And I'm afraid Edison has already told us fair 

         17   market value is all they're going to pay.  I don't have as 

         18   much as these guys.  I don't have landowners.  I'm not 

         19   citrus.  I'm not any of this, but we bought our dream home 

         20   here.  And I think it was really underhanded the way that 

         21   Edison handled that.  I don't think it was very 

         22   professional.  I think the realtor should have told us.  We 

         23   would have never put our entire life savings into this home 

         24   knowing this.  We do have livestock in this home.  We do 

         25   have some wildlife.  I'm right in the heart of everything.  
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          1   They want to take my house down, and they also want to use 

          2   it as an easement, and I have several neighbors around me 

          3   that have acres that will be taken out.  They're maybe 

          4   100 -- 150 feet away from me, right down -- straight down 

          5   the center.  They're going to see these lines buzz in 

          6   there.  

          7             So that's all I can really tell you guys.  I 

          8   appreciate you guys listening to me.  Thank you.  

          9        MR. COVER:  John Kirkpatrick and Del Strange.  

         10        MR. KIRKPATRICK:  Good evening, Mr. Cover, Mr. Uchida.  

         11   I apologize for being late and asked my wife to give me a 

         12   grievance so I might not duplicate what was said before at 

         13   this meeting tonight.  

         14             By way of background, I've been farming citrus 

         15   for 66 years.  Because of my age, I was 11 years old when 

         16   older men went to war and three boys went to work, and I've 

         17   been doing it ever since.  Over my lifetime I have seen a 

         18   short career in the banking business as a commercial 

         19   banker, as a real estate trust officer.  I have managed and 

         20   farmed properties for my family has their own properties 

         21   and was an employee for a corporation and managed several 

         22   hundred acres of citrus in the Exeter/Lemon Cove area, as 

         23   well as several thousand acres of foothill range land east 

         24   south of Orange Cove.  

         25             I'd like to bring to the table my perspective on 
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          1   the alternatives.  I think that there has been inadequate 

          2   treatment of what you and I call renewable energy, which 

          3   would engage and employ the emerging technologies of solar 

          4   energy, biomass, methane production from dairies, 

          5   cogeneration from burning waste.  All these things are 

          6   inherent to geography and the economy of our area and are 

          7   readily available.  It seems to me that the issue of 

          8   reliability here is that we need to be able to keep power 

          9   during hot summer afternoons, but people in business 

         10   buildings, homes, et cetera, are running their air 

         11   conditioners.  That's the time of day when the sun shines 

         12   the brightest, and it always occurs in the summertime on 

         13   those hot days.  In addition to that there are programs 

         14   that might be better implemented to interrupt power or 

         15   air-conditioning supplies and other conservation measures.  

         16   Because all of the alternatives must be considered, I think 

         17   that the scope of this EIR has to seriously address the 

         18   alternative in opposition to the no project alternative.  

         19             I'd like to mention a few things about the spokes 

         20   alternative -- whatever number you choose to call it.  

         21   There seems to be some confusion, but I choose to call it 

         22   the spokes alternative.  This alternative was to use 18 

         23   miles of existing -- or 18 is the mileage of existing 

         24   right-of-way on the Big Creek rector or Big Creek number 1 

         25   rector line.  And that line is now roughly 100 years old, 
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          1   and we believe that it is probably in need of repair or 

          2   replacement or reconstruction.  And Edison's communication 

          3   tells us that part of the 25-percent increase that we may 
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          4   face in January of 2009 is the need to replace ancient 

          5   infrastructures, some of which are more than 50 years old.  

          6   I think that rector at Big Creek number 1 qualifies as more 

          7   than 50 years old; therefore, if that is to be done, then 

          8   why don't we say let's take credit for that being done as a 

          9   matter or routine replacement, perhaps subject to other 

         10   rate-setting applications and that leaves us with the 

         11   scopes alternative, really, over foothill range land, and I 

         12   will speak a little further about range land on down the 

         13   line.  But that alternative certainly avoids many of the 

         14   significantly -- impact that have been discussed here 

         15   tonight.  

         16             The impact to agricultural farming operations, I 

         17   think, have been pretty well covered, but I do think I 

         18   would like to speak to the importance of recognizing that 

         19   the town of Lemon Cove got its name for a good reason 106 

         20   years ago because of its unique climate, its unique water 

         21   supply, and it became a world-renowned source of 

         22   winter-grown lemons, and it continues to do that until this 

         23   day.  And that is done with a minimal amount of frost 

         24   protection or wind machines.  The water resources there are 

         25   marginally generated from the water of the Kaweah.  That 
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          1   water supply is marginally dedicated to the future.  If we 

          2   look at the water supply for other water citrus-producing 

          3   locales in the San Joaquin Valley, almost all of these are 

          4   subject to the -- by reason of overdraft or by reason of 

          5   environmental concerns and regulations.  

          6             Concerning range land, I hope that others may 
Page 50



Scoping Meeting Transcript_09182008 Hearing.txt

          7   have invested some time as well.  I have had some 

          8   experience of miles of Big Creek number Springfield line.  

          9   There is an access road that prevents Edison Company to 

         10   access that line and inspect the towers, service the 

         11   towers, whatever they need to do.  And the impact of 

         12   those -- of that transmission line is very permitable.  

         13   First, from an aesthetics point of view, it's generally 

         14   located more than one mile away from roads and centers of 

         15   population.  Number two, the access road presents an 

         16   excellent firebreak.  There have been three times in my 

         17   lifetime that I have set firebreaks as access roads at our 

         18   foothills.  It also gives access to fire engines and other 

         19   emergency vehicles.  It provides for the easy movement of 

         20   cattle from lower elevation to higher elevation for 

         21   watering facilities.  It gives the management and the 

         22   livestock care personnel easy access to the rotation of 

         23   grading and the grazing in the various pastures.  

         24             It seems to me that I have used up my time, and 

         25   I'm sorry if I've infringed on others.  I must apologize.  
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          1   I arrived late this evening because of demand of my farming 

          2   operation, and I hope I haven't duplicated the efforts of 

          3   others.  

          4             Thank you very much.  

          5        MR. COVER:  Del Strange.  

          6        MR. STRANGE:  Del Strange.  Good evening.  My name is 

          7   Del Strange.  I reside in Tulare, California, and I have 

          8   several issues that I would like to bring to the attention 

          9   of the California Public Utilities Commission and to have 
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         10   it included in the drafting EIR.  

         11             My primary issues, which should be considered 

         12   above all else, is public health safety and development.  

         13   It is incumbent upon our governments -- city, county, 

         14   state, and federal -- to protect the public safety and 

         15   welfare at all costs.  This project and the impact -- the 

         16   potential impact thereof need to be heavily evaluated in 

         17   light of those issues.  We've heard about the EMFs, the 

         18   noise.  We've heard about other safety issues.  We've heard 

         19   about loss of business in the cities of Exeter and 

         20   Farmersville and Tulare County as a whole, loss of tourism, 

         21   all social issues, all part of the welfare of the people of 

         22   this county.  We've heard about people losing jobs and 

         23   their homes being taken away from them, losing the very 

         24   ability to raise a revenue and raise -- make a living, and 

         25   these all need to be addressed as well as the issues of 
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          1   alternatives.  We see -- looking at all of the comments and 

          2   everything that have been made regarding projects to 

          3   alternative number 1, it is clearly the least 

          4   environmentally superior alternative; it is in fact 

          5   inferior.  And alternative 3 is the environmentally 

          6   superior alternative for all of the various reasons that 

          7   have been stated, and especially the public health and 

          8   safety welfare as well as the supporting of agriculture.  

          9             And, finally, I would like to ask a question of 

         10   the Yokohl Valley Ranch Project and the Roswell interests 

         11   therein.  What benefit does that Yokohl Valley Ranch 

         12   Project in Roswell gain from project or alternative number 
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         13   one as it's been presented?  It seems to me that the power 

         14   lines -- it's going to be going right through their 

         15   property and would best benefit the new development of the 

         16   property in Yokohl Valley.  What kind of benefits and what 

         17   kind of pressure is being put on the system by Roswell 

         18   interests.  

         19             Thank you very much for the opportunity comment.  

         20        MR. COVER:  So that's all of the speaker cards I have.  

         21   Did I miss anybody?  

         22             Okay.  Thank you so much for coming this evening 

         23   and sharing your comments with us.  I really appreciate 

         24   hearing your comments.  Thank you.  

         25            (The proceedings concluded at 8:30 p.m.)
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          1   STATE OF CALIFORNIA                )
                                                 )    ss
          2   COUNTY OF FRESNO                   )

          3   

          4           

          5           I, Melissa Gleason, CSR No. 13279, a Certified 

          6   Shorthand Reporter in and for the County of Fresno, State 

          7   of California, do hereby certify:

          8           I am the person that stenographically recorded the 

          9   transcript of proceedings held on September 18, 2008.  

         10           The foregoing transcript is a true record of said 

         11   proceeding.

         12        

         13        

         14           IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto subscribed my 

         15   name this _____ day of __________________, 2008.
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         16        

         17        

         18        ____________________________________
                   Melissa Gleason
         19        Certified Shorthand Reporter No. 13279

         20   

         21             

         22             

         23             

         24             

         25             
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From: Heaton, Joel [Joel.Heaton@titlegroup.fntg.com] 
Sent: Sunday, September 14, 2008 11:23 AM 
To: San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Project 
Cc: Dianeminerva@aol.com; GEIGERBR@aol.com 
Subject: Scoping meeting 

September 14, 2008 

  
  
Mr. Jensen Uchida, 
  

I’m not able to attend the Scoping Meeting set for Sept. 17th or 18th regarding the 
San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop line, but would like to express my concerns. 
  
I’m concerned that the application submitted by SCE was full of fluff with little 
truth. 
They say that there was no controversy going on in the area this proposed Route 
I will take. As you know by now, this is not true and is upsetting to hundreds of 
people. 
  
I know that value to property is not to be a concern that the PUC really care 
about, but to some one just a couple of years from retirement, losing $100,000 in 
property value could keep me in a life style that I’m accustomed to for another 5 
years during retirement. I had two neighbors sell this past year, and because of 
the disclosure of the possibility that the transmission line was within 300 feet of 
their property, each of the owners had to settle on $100,000 less then the listing 
price. 
  
Questions should be asked on why in just one year’s time, SCE costs grew to 
such a huge amount. They need to make improvements to their existing line 
heading north through Visalia, it’s going to be done, let’s let them do it now 
instead of causing another increase in the next couple of years. 
  
My wife has an immune disorder that was discovered 10 years ago and the 
uncertainty of exactly how the effect of the line will have on her the rest of her life 
is very unsettling. 
  
As being a homeowner, you have what’s called a bundle of rights that go with it, 
you own from the center of Earth to infinity. Living in the country we use only the 
antenna for television reception, I feel the power line will interfere with this basic 
fundamental joy. 
  
Edison’s preferred route is a devastating 19 mile path through farms, cities, and 
parallel to our scenic Hwy 198 corridor; let them take the path that’s so much less 
destructive. 
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Please make sure that all alternatives routes are analyzed. 
  
  
Sincerely 

  
Joel and Diane Heaton 

3014 N. Filbert 
Exeter, Ca.  93221 
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From: QOECMW@aol.com 
Sent: Friday, September 12, 2008 6:35 PM 
To: San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Project 
Subject: RE: San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop 

September 11, 2008 
  
Dear Mr. Uchida, 
  
            As homeowners who live on Badger hill, we would like to take a moment to express our 
concerns regarding the San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Project. There are several reasons why we 
oppose the alternative 1 route. 
            We believe that the location and the size of the towers would directly impact our property 
values. Our subdivision consists of several million dollar custom homes. The value of our properties is 
based largely on the views as seen from the top of our hill.  Looking out and seeing enormous 
electrical towers would not only significantly lower our property values, but also sadden and outrage 
many of the homeowners that believed they had built their dream homes overlooking a dream view. 
            We are also greatly concerned about the issue of safety with regards to having electrical towers 
placed so near our home. We have heard that there are instances where the installation of these towers 
have caused medical issues for the residents and are deeply concerned that it may affect the health and 
well being of our family and friends. We also understand that these towers hum loudly and are 
worried about the noise that would be generated surrounding our peaceful community. 
            Another concern would be its aesthetic impact on highway 198. This highway is the gateway 
to Sequoia National Park. Much has been done to preserve the oak trees along this route to maintain 
the natural beauty of this area. As it is, this scenic corridor is already marred by telephone poles and 
lines along the entire length of the highway. If the towers, as it is proposed in the alternative 1 route, 
are erected, we will have a new land mark. As you are driving toward the Sierras, you will have to 
pass through two enormous, silver, 160 foot electrical towers standing guard on either side of the 
freeway. This would be a complete travesty to the natural landscape. 
            Although we understand the need for these powerlines, we ask that you reconsider your choice 
of routes. We believe the cumulative negative impact of this placement should outweigh the need for 
choosing the most cost effective and efficient choice. Thank you for your time and consideration. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
Christine & Wade Wong 
258 Valley View Drive 
Exeter, CA. 93221 
559-592-6059 
  
 
 
 

Psssst...Have you heard the news? There's a new fashion blog, plus the latest fall trends and hair styles at 
StyleList.com. 
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From: Suttlemyre [suttlemyre@ocsnet.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 16, 2008 7:30 PM 
To: San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Project 
Subject: FW: San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop 
  
 

From: Suttlemyre [mailto:suttlemyre@ocsnet.net]  

Sent: Tuesday, September 16, 2008 7:08 PM 
To: sjxvl@esassoc.com 

Subject: San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop 

 
  
  
Mr. Jensen Uchida 
Environmental Science Associates 
225 Bush Street, Suite 1700 
San Francisco Ca. 94104 
  
  
Dear Sir, 
  
  
 I am writing to protest the the building of the power line in the proposed route 1. To have this huge line go up 
along the scenic route that leads to our National Park would truly 
be a eyesore and would have an adverse effect on the property values and lifestyle of  those who's property it 
abounds. 
I understand the need for the power line, but feel either route 2 or route 3 would have less economic or line of 
sight impact. 
Thank you for your consideration. 
  
  
Jack Suttlemyre 
355 High Sierra Drive 
Exeter, Ca. 93221 
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289 NORTH L STREET 
PO. BOX 715 
DINUBA, CA 93618 
(559) 59 1 -0800 September 15,2008 
FAX (559) 59 1-5 1 90 

Mr. Jensen Uchida 
OF DlRECT0RS San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Project 

NORMAN B. WALDNER C/O Environmental Science Associates 
PRESIDENT 

225 Bush Street, Suite 1700 
DAN ASTlASUAlN 
SCOTT BELKNAP San Francisco, CA 94104 
JERRY HALFORD 
JOHN KRAHN 
TOM MARSHALL Re: San Joaquin Cross Valley Lope Transmission Line3 Project (A.08-05-039) 
ROGER WARKENTIN 

CHRIS M. KAPHEIM Please be advised that Alta Irrigation District is in receipt of your letter dated 
GENERALMANAGER/sECRETARY August 22, 2008 regarding NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL 
IRMA PANTOJA FARIA IMPLACT REPORT AND SCOPLING MEETING. In review of this matter, Alta 
CONTROLLER/ TREASURER 

lrrigation District would offer the following comments: 
DARLENE F. STEWART 
ADMINISTRAJIVE MANAGER/ COLLECTOR 

1. Alta lrrigation District owns and operates easements for open canals and 
pipelines in the project area; 

2. If the Board of Directors of Alta lrrigation District approve the placement 
of transmission facilities on its easement, an Encroachment Agreement 
would be required. 

Sincerely, 

ALTA IRRIGATION DISTRICT 

General Manager 

Cc: Doug Jensen; Baker, Manock and Jensen 















S O N N E N S C H E  I N  N A T H  

Facsimile Transmittal Sheet 

625 Market Streot 
26th Flooi 
Son konclsro. CA 9P105-270E 
41 5,882.5COO 
415.882.0300 fax 
www.sonnenscheln,com 

DATE. September 17,2008 

PLEASE DELIVER THE FOUOWING PAGES TO: 
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VIA FACSIMILE AND FEDERAL EXPRESS 

Mi.  Jenscn Uchida 
San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Project 
G/O Environmental Science Associates 
225 Bush Street, Suite 1700 
San Francisco, CA 941 04 

Rc; Comments on.Appropriate Scope of Environmental Impact Report on San 
Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Line Project (CPUC Application No. 
08-05-039) 

Dear Mr. Uchida; 

I am writhe;, on bebalf of the Merryman Ranch Corporation, Sierra View Ranch, Valley 
Vicw Ranch, Barbrae Lundbarg, Kenneth and Susan Fitzgerald, and Gayle Mosby (collectivQy, 
"Merryman"), to providc cornrnmts on the appropriate scope of the Environmental Impact 
Report C'EIR;') on the Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Line Project (the "Project"). 
Based on the information reviewed to date, Merryman's comments are as follows: 

1. Project Description 

Under CEQA, a "project" is defined as 'Yhe whole of the action," Cal Code Regs tit, 14, 
§ 14378. An accurate, stablc, and finite project description is "the sine qua non of an 
idormative and legally sflicient EIR." CounQ of lnyo v. Los AngeEes, 71 Cal, App- 3d 185, 
193 (1977). such a description must include all reasonably foresocable future activities 
associated with the regulatory approvals under consideration. See Laurel Heetghrs Impr~vsm~nt  
Association v. Regents of the Univevsib of California, 47 Cd. 3d 376,396 (1 988). Accordingly, 
the EIR for the Projcct must describe and analyze any new or expanded electrical transmission, 
maintenance, and/or generation facilities or sr~tivitiss which could foreseeably result from the 
proposed actions of the Caiifomia Public Urilides Commission or my respoosible agency. 

Bfusels Choflotie Chicago Dallas KOnSaS GIN 10s Angclot Now Yorlc Phoenl~ St, lawis 

Son Ffoncbco Shod Hllls. N. J, Silicon Valley Injashln~ton~ D. C, Wed Palm Beach 
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2. Scope of Envirornmental Analysis 

An. E R  must evaluate reasonably foreseeable environmental impacts of a proposed 
project, including &ect impacts, indirect impacts, and cumulative impacts. The environmental 
analysis in the EIK should include all potential impacts identified in Appendix G of the CEQA 
Cruidelines. However, such an analysis-while necessary-may not be sufficient to satisfy 
CEQA. 

Therefore, the EIR must evaluate all reasonably foreseeable impacrs associated with the 
Pro,jcct. It does nut appear that the Proponent's Environmental Assessment ("PEA") does so. 
The PEA improperly minimizes or ignores scvcral potentially significant impacts ofthe Project, 
including, withou~ limitation, the following: 

-Impacts associated with blasting, inc!uding, withouf, limitation, noise, dust, and 
hazardous materials; 

7bnpacr;s ssocia~ed with const~uction autivitits, inclucling short-term or temporary 
impacts; 

-Impacts of the Project on climate change; 

-Site-specific impacts on agricultural operations; 

-Impacts of the Project on spe~j.nl-status species, including, without limitation, the Valley 
Elderberry Longhorn Beetlc; 

-Impacts ofthe Project an the cuI1ual landscape of thc region; 

-Growth-inducing impacts: ;, 

-1ndircct iri~paots associaled with the cdnetructjon or ripansion @iplectlicity . . .gencj'aing 
facilities wlich will b~ served Gy the Project; 

-Noise im~dcts on sensitive receptors; 

-inconsistency wi,th existing and planned land uses in Fmcrsville; and 

-Soc~oeconamic irnpac& capable of affeoting the physical enviro&ent. 
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3. Alternatives 

An EIR must include a reasonable range of alternatives to a prbposed project. Cal. Code 
Regs. rit. 14, 15d26.6. Thc purpose of an EIR's discussion of alternatives and mitigation 
measures (and, indeed, of the EIR process as a whole) is to identi@ ways to reduce or avoid 
potentially significant environmental impacts. See Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. 
Regents ofthe University of Calfornia, 47 Cal, 3d 403,396 (1988). 

The PEA fails to satisfy either the letter or the spirit of these requirements. Alrhough the 
PEA considers three alternatives to the proposed alignment for new transmission lines, none of 
the alternative alignments will reduce or avoid significant environmental impacts. Moreover, the 
PEA fails to identify or discuss any potentially feasible alsematives which might attain most of 
the basic objectives of the Project without requiring the construcrion of significan~ new 
infxastruciuic in a predominantly apicultural area 

The EIR should correct thcsc deficiencies by identifj4ng and evalu&ing potentially 
feasible alternative alignments capable of reducing or avoiding significant envitonmental 
impacts, and by idkntifying and evaluating potenually l'easiblc alternatives which might attain 
most of the basic objectives of the Project without requiring the consmcrion of significant new 
mfiastructue. 

4. Mitigation 

An EIR must propose and describe mitigation measures to minimize signifknit 
environmental. effects, Because the PEA fails to identify all potentially significant impacts of the 
Project, it also fails to satise CEQA's mitigation requirements. The EIR must provide bbth a 
reasonable, good-fdth evaluation of all potentially siguficant environmental impacts of the 
Project and a description of  feasible mitigation measures capable of reducing or avoiding those 
impacts. 

To- 
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Thapk you very much for the opportuoity to comment on the appropriate scope of the 
EIK on the Project. Thcsc comments may be supplemented following the public scoping 
meetings scheduled to take place in Farmcrsvillc wid Woodlake. Please feel free to contact me 
or Matt Adams (415-882-0351) if you would like t o  discuss thesc ~omments. 

Very mly yours, 

SONIYENSCHEN NATH & ROSENTHAL LLF 

Ivor E. Samson 
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From: Tom Kelm [tkelm@montereyagresources.com] 
Sent: Thursday, September 18, 2008 4:52 PM 
To: San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Project 
Subject: FW: Comment on Proposed Cross Valley Loop 
  
  
Dear Mr. Uchida,  
  
I am opposed to alternate #4 the route will severely impact farm families and particularly walnut farms along the 
route by taking away valuable land for the right away itself not to mention the loss of production from the severe 
pruning of trees that is required near power lines. If walnut trees are not allowed to reach their potential 30ft plus 
heights they are not worth growing. If you don’t believe me look at Walnut trees growing along the existing ROW 
that runs S/E of the Rector Substation. This land along alternate #4 is some of the best walnut ground in CA due 
to its deep profile and sandy loam texture. The land is expensive and the farms are small but very productive. 
This area produces almost 20% of the states 325,000 ton Walnut Crop. More Power lines in the area will lower 
property values and the quality of life for which people have paid so dearly for. Our family farm is already 
impacted by an easement for Tulare irrigation district and if we loose more land for a ROW it will take away 
productivity, income, and enjoyment of the farm my grandparents worked and died to keep in the family for 70 
years. 
  
 I attended my first scoping meeting and was disturbed to hear that this loop is necessary because of a proposed 
40,000 resident development in the Yokohl Valley by the Boswell Corporation. I thought they where farmers? I am 
certainly opposed to development in this pristine area and the Cross Valley loop providing the power. A project 
such as this would take away habitat, grazing land, and the views that the early settlers of this area laid there 
eyes upon hundreds of years ago. Progress at what price, developers are building houses that no one can afford 
on land that could produce such bounty. The San Joaquin Valley is THE IDEAL place in the US for growing tree 
fruits, grapes and nuts. The climate is just right we receive the right amount of chilling and heat to produce fruits 
and nuts like nowhere else in the world.  If we do not limit growth and development of prime San Joaquin Valley 
farm land this country is doomed. We will be an island of consumers dependant on foreign countries to produce 
our food so a bunch of greedy land developers can get richer then leave a wake of destruction for the future 
generations. Money is nice, a comfortable home is nice, but farms and wide open space are hopefully becoming 
just as valuable to people as the few extra bucks they might make flipping a 3 bedroom 2 bath tract house.   
  
Thomas Kelm 
27293 Rd 148 
Visalia, CA 93292 
559-696-3865 
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SEP-18-2008 11:31A FROM:SLIN-GFIZETTE TO : 14158960332 P. 1 

Southern California Edison's San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Project 
Public Scoping Meeting 

Wednesday, September 17,2008 6:30pm-8:30pm 

Commenter Name/Nombre: 
GEORGE WALTON 

rn€ i i~~ '  C!%%22 1 
9 

Address1 Direcc , 18 J+d- '08 
Comment/ Comentario: 
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From: AAA Quality Services [aaaqs@wirelesstcp.net] 
Sent: Friday, September 19, 2008 9:30 AM 
To: San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Project 
Subject: SJXVL 
Mr. Uchida, 
  
Please accept my comments for the scoping on the San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop. Environmentally, I do not see 
this alternative as having more or less environmental impact as the Alternate 3. Both have wildlife but the loss of 
trees in Alternate 1 should be considered to the loss of trees in Alternate 3. Most of Alternate 3 is rangeland. I was 
taken by some of the comments at the meeting in Woodlake last night. This project is needed for the continued 
growth of the valley. To delay it for several more years is not a reasonable alternative. My greater concern lies 
with the existing power lines and structures that are over 100 years old. They will need to be renovated in the 
near future. Alternate 3 would upgrade 14.6 miles of towers and lines. That project has the same environmental 
concerns today as it will when it is upgraded. I would urge your department to seriously consider the big picture 
and long term effects of both Alternative 1 & 3.  
  
Thank you, 
  
  
Terry Thompson 
AAA Quality Services, Inc 
P.O. Box 535 
Farmersville, CA  93223 
559-594-1128 
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From: LOIS BRANNAN [loisbrann@msn.com] 

Sent: Friday, September 19, 2008 10:42 PM 

To: San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Project 

Cc: public.advisor@cpuc.ca.gov; Lois Brannan 

Subject: Protest of SJXVL Project /Alternative 1 

  

  

  

  

Lois L.Brannan 

1310 Bradley Ct. 

Exeter, CA 93221 

559-594-9398 

  

Sept.19, 2008 

  

RE: San Joaquin Cross Valley Line Project 

  

Mr. Jensen Uchida 

CPUC Project Manager 

  

Mr. Doug Cover 

Esa Project Manager 

  

Sirs: 

  

I am filing this protest of SCE's Alternative Route 1.  I am a concerned Exeter resident,actively involved 

with Exeter by Design, an organization  dedicated to the beautification of Exeter, and a board member of 

the very successful Exeter Historical Museum and Art Gallery.  We have been successful in transforming a 

decaying downtown into a beautiful, charming tourist destination.  We have many tourists who come to see 

our murals, shop in our antique stores and quilt shops, and visit our museum and gallery.  We have tourist 

buses coming from many places including the L.A. area.  One tourist said, "It looks like Disneyland, so 

pretty and clean."  Our many parks, attractive schools and civic buildings add to that look. 

  

It has been named one of the 100 best places in the nation to live and visit.  Sherman-Williams named it 

"The prettiest painted town" in the Southwest U.S.  It has a great deal of civic pride and is a wonderful 

place to live. 

  

Alternative 3 would put the huge towers and lines with clear-cut land, not maintained, along the main 

entrance to Exeter, giving it the look of an industrial area, not a place where people would choose to 

come.  The towers would be taller than our water tower, which can be seen for miles.  The negative 

financial impact to the businesses is immeasurable, but would certainly be significant. 

  

The beauty of the drive from Exeter along Hwy.198 to Sequoia National Park is priceless and irreplaceable.  

It is rightly a proposed scenic route. 

The damage the towers and lines in their clear-cut pathway would do to the view is obvious and horrible to 

contemplate. 

  

Please do not OK Alternative 1.  Alternative 3 would impact far fewer property owners and general 

populations, would be seen by far fewer people, and, very importantly, would not take precious prime 

agricultural land which impacts the world.  

  

Lois L. Brannan 
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From: John Coffey [jnpcoffey189@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Sunday, September 21, 2008 9:12 PM 
To: San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Project 
Subject: San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Project 

 

Dear Mr. Uchida, 
I attended the public scoping meeting on September 18 in Woodlake.  As was so eloquently stated by 
the multiple speakers, choosing the Route 1 alternative would have far reaching adverse consequences.  
I urge you to support the selection of alternate route 3. 
Respectfully, 
John M Coffey 
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Mr. Jensen Uchida 
San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Project 
c/o Environmental Science Associates 
225 Bush Street, Suite 1700 
San Francisco, CA 94104 
 
I bought my home 30 years ago and over those years I have spent over $80,000 getting it 
to be a nice home, it is not big or show place but a comfortable home.  Last year I was 
flooded out of my home and I was one of the lucky ones as I had flood insurance.  It did 
not cover all the cost of repair and the replacement are not of the same quality as I had 
put in originally.  These are cheap imitations of wood.  Now SCE wants to come and 
finish destroying my home.   
 
When we moved here we found all sorts of horseshoes, very old coins, and some 
arrowheads.  We went to Mrs. Montgomery, who with her parents was the first white 
family to come and live in the area with the Indians, to find out about our place.  We 
found out it was a stagecoach stop and housed a blacksmith shop.  Now if my place was a 
stagecoach stop what was the rest of the Lemon Cove.  Visalia was a swamp and 
travelers went around it to go north or south.  When we get enough rain pools form in my 
back 2.5 acres and you will find all sorts of amphibians, wild life and wildflowers.  
Wildflowers you don’t see elsewhere.  I have seen mountain lions come and drink water 
out of my drip system as well as bobcats.  I occasionally see bears going through the 
orange grove behind me and have seen Lynx crossing the Sierra Drive (Hwy 198) early 
in the morning.  I know there are Indian burial grounds all around the area and other 
historical sites that no one seems to take notice of or seem to care about.  We have 
destroyed or ignored most of our history and well on are way to destroying all of our 
history.  We must learn from history or we make the same mistakes over and over again. 
Then monopolies like SCE comes along and all the rules go out the window because they 
say it is for the greater good.  This is a bunch of bull; just look at the greed going on now 
with the financial collapse and the government expects us taxpayers to pay for this.  SCE 
takes out property at a fraction of what it is worth and expects us to smile and say thank 
you for taking away everything that I worked all my life for and making me homeless 
because I cannot afford to buy another home now.  
 
There are other routes that will be better for the so call greater good, will not take farm 
land out of production for no good reason.  Did everyone involved think that because this 
is a small town that no one would care or that we were all a bunch of hicks?  We live here 
because it is small town and people know their neighbors. We may not be the sharpest 
pencils in the box but we are not stupid.  
 
Linda L. Dias 
32324 Sierra Drive 
Lemon Cove, CA 93244 
Phone 559 597-2337 
 
 



























September 21, 2008 
 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

 
 

 
 
 
 
DOCKET NO. A08-05-039 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PROTEST TO SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON,S APPLICATION 

FOR A CERTIFICATE OF CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY FOR THE 

SAN JOAQUIN CROSS VALLEY LOOP 220 KILOVLOT(KV) 

TRANSMISSION LINE PROJECT 
 
 
I would like offer the following areas for addition to the list of environmental areas to be 
investigated prior to the decision on the SJXVL.  I will compare Route 1 to Route 3 on 
each issue. 
 
Water Wells:  Kaweah Pump Company, who services my agricultural irrigation and 
domestic water wells and pumps, has told me they cannot set up their boom repair 
equipment within 100 feet of the proposed power lines.  This is an OSHA regulation.   
This does not affect me, however there are probably 25 plus water wells within 100 feet 
of  proposed route 1 which will have to be abandoned and moved.  Cost of each well 
relocation could be as much as $100,000.00 dollars.   This will have an affect on water 
quality and possible underground water contamination from the abandonment process.  
There are no waterwells affected if route 3 is selected. 
 
Dust Control: The current Rector lines are over the west side of my property and dust 
from the dry soil of the right of way is a definite problem.  During the hot summer 
months, the right of way is used by motorcycle riders and 4 wheel drive vehicles for 
recreational purposes.   The amount of use probably qualifies the area for inclusion in the 
San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District regulations, and requires dust control 
programs to be implemented. (REGULATION VIII - FUGITIVE PM10 
PROHIBITIONS)    Using route 1 provides another 18 miles for open ground where dust 
control should be done throughout the summer season and this should be investigated and 

In the Matter of The Application from 
Southern California Edison 
Company(SCE) 
For A Certificate of Public Convenience                
And Necessity for the San Joaquin Cross 
Valley Loop 220 Kilovolt(KV)  
Transmission Line Project 
 



documented in your review.  Route 3 adds 6 miles of mountain right-of-way which is not 
accessible by dust creating recreational vehicles.   
 
Rodent and weeds:   SCE discs the right of way once each year in the spring to control 
weeds.  The remainder of the year the area is basically abandoned and becomes a home 
for rodents, such as squirrels and gophers which then go the adjacent irrigated farmland 
for food. The gophers also burrow into the ground resulting in water waste and tree death. 
Weeds also grow which then produce seeds which are wind blown into adjacent farm 
land.  All of these are environmental contaminates not being controlled by SCE on the 
existing Rector right of way.  Route 1 adds another 18 miles of these neglected pests 
while route 3 adds none. 
 
EMF’s:  If you select route 3  EMF levels will be reduced to all residents near the 
existing Rector right of way while route 1 exposes a minimum of an additional 250 
people.  You must provide undisputed scientific proof that EMF’s have no effect on 
humans before you can approve another 250 plus people being exposed. 
 
Loss of Prime Ag Land:  The loss of prime agricultural land and its affect on the 
economy and environment must be well researched and route 1 should be compared to 
route 3 by an unbiased third party. 
 
Loss of Jobs:    The number of low income agricultural workers who will loose their jobs 
if route 1 is selected, and the cost of retraining them should be documented and financing 
for this process provided by SCE.  No jobs will be lost if route 3 is used. 
 
Heat retention in soil:  The bare soil under the power lines will collect heat all day and 
radiate it back into the environment at night.  A through study must be conducted to 
document this affect on global warming and local micro climates.  This is a small issue 
but each small step which can reduce disasters such as global warming will help give us a 
future.    Route 1 adds 18 miles X 100 plus feet to global warming while route 3 adds 
nothing.   
 
Replace Rector lines from Big Creek:   The current rector lines were built in 1912.  They 
are out of date and unsafe and must be replaced within the next few years.  If all 
environmental and health issues are properly considered the only acceptable alternative is 
to replace them now and forget the cross valley loop.  Plan long range and it will be less 
expensive to all rate payers and not impact any property owners. 
 
 
Sincerely 
 
Louis Whitendale 
15199 Ave 292 
Visalia, California 93292 
559 625 2295 
 



From: bill pensar [pensar3@netzero.com] 
Sent: Sunday, September 21, 2008 8:56 PM 
To: San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Project 
Subject: Scoping: SJXVL Project 
 
Attachments: Farmland Foothill.pdf; ATT36634.htm 
P.O. Box 1 
Lemon Cove, CA 93244-0001 
September 21, 2008 
 
Mr. Jensen Uchida 
San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Project 
c/o Environmental Science Associates 
225 Bush Street, Suite 1700 
San Francisco, CA 94104 
 
Dear Mr. Uchida: 
 
Thank you for having offered the opportunity to respond locally to Southern California Edison's proposed project in the recently conducted 
scoping meetings in Farmersville and Woodlake. At the Farmersville meeting, Supervisor Allen Ishida cited the proposed Scenic Highway 
project for the area affected by the proponent's preferred route. The attached document will hopefully clarify the actual location of the 
Farmlands to Foothill Scenic Highway proposal, as submitted to CalTrans officials in Fresno and Tulare County Planning officials. 
 
Although it could be said that all of the proposed routes pass through scenic areas, the one most traveled and upon which the County is 
most dependent for tourism revenue is Edison's preferred Route 1. Not only would the Highway 198 view be compromised, but but the 
lines would also obstruct the views from State Highways 216 and 245. Regardless of the route chosen, the possibility of constructing the 
towers and poles of Corten or comparable bronze or green materials should be taken into consideration. The glare and reflection off bright 
galvanized material would make these unwelcome elements even more unsightly. Should the CPUC in its wisdom chose to ask S.C.E. to 
replace the aged lines in the Rector/Big Creek right-of-way, the more pleasing appearance would be more palatable to the City of Visalia, 
which has a great deal of existing and proposed development surrounding them. Monopoles such as the ones proposed by S.C.E. that were 
bronze in color were seen at the Fort Snelling National Cemetery near St. Paul, Minnesota. 
 
A recommendation to upgrade and use the existing right-of-way for the Cross Valley Loop Project would certainly avoid achieving a short-
term goal to the disadvantage of the long-term goal of protecting the interests of the majority of Californians, as well as those who reside 
in this county. 
 
It is our understanding that Southern California Edison provided you with a tour of the area. Should you ever in the ensuing months desire 
to see the countryside from our point of view, please consider this an open invitation.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Bill and Peggy Pensar 
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Farmlands to Foothills Scenic Highway
Visual Assessment

                                 September, 2008

Overview

     The Farmland Foothill Scenic Highway portion of State Route 198 is thirteen miles 
long and joins the Kaweah Scenic Highway at its eastern segment, taking travelers from 
the fertile valley floor just west of the intersection of Road 168 and Avenue 296, past the 
remarkable Kaweah Oaks Preserve, and past some of the most productive groves and 
orchards in the state. It also takes them past the divergence toward Yokohl Valley, 
through the small, but historic town of Lemon Cove and up through the foothills just 
below Kaweah Lake and Terminous Dam. The journey affords the first spectacular 
views of the Sierras Nevada mountains beyond, as well as visual evidence of our 
connection to the land through agriculture in a way no longer possible in other parts of 
California. 
    

The drive is segmented into three parts, the first starting 300 feet west of Road 
168, including the  the eastern most section of the James Rapozo Memorial Highway 
which runs from  from Highway 99 to Route 245, where the first segment also 
terminates. This is the Kaweah Oaks segment, named for the very prominent and 
permanent feature of the drive. It is contrasted by rich farmland with both deciduous 
orchards and evergreen citrus groves, which offer varied and spectacular displays 
depending on the season.
     

At Route 245, the second segment commences. This route is replete with much 
citrus, grazing land and rural agricultural elements. Mountain and foothill vistas provide 
a dramatic backdrop for this segment. An important aspect of this portion of the drive, 
and that from which its name is derived, is the intersection with Yokohl Drive, the first 
of many beautiful and historic back road routes that embark from this highway. It 
terminates in what is commonly known as Mehrten Valley at Mehrten Drive.
     

From Mehrten Drive to the connection to the Kaweah Scenic Highway at Road 
248, the journey becomes a more intimate foothill experience as the highway courses 
through Allen Gap on its way to the historic community of Lemon Cove, which lends
its name to this segment.

 



Segment 1 – Kaweah Oaks Segment

Road 168 to Route 245 (Spruce Avenue) – (Mile 0.0 to 4.6, length of 4.6 miles)

Percentage Visual Intrusions

Moderate:

Minor:

Segment 1  Summary

This segment of the route is defined by its close relationship to the particular protected 
treasure that is the Kaweah Oaks Preserve. In addition to the unique beauty of the land 
trust, the many crops to be seen offer the opportunity to see nut, stone fruit, olives kiwi 
and multiple varieties of citrus through the seasons. A constant, minor intrusion along 
this route are the old-fashioned power poles, which were once ubiquitous in the west. 
The under-grounding of utilities has become common in more populated areas, but is not 
cost-effective or compatible with agricultural practices in rural areas such as these. The 
road is a wide, four lanes, and is seldom crowded, even though it is an interurban 
connector. This segment also crosses the historic Friant-Kern Canal. 

Segment   1 Route Detail

Mile 0.0 Just past the large Entrance to Farmersville sign, commencing 100 yards 
west of the intersection of Road 168 and Avenue 296, the Farmland Foothill Scenic 
Highway begins. The first five miles of this Scenic Highway is also the eastern portion 
of the Officer James Rapozo Memorial Freeway,  dedicated in 1999 to the memory of a 
local police officer who died in the line of duty. Here are  walnuts on the left and plums 
on the right, with native oaks and elderberry scattered along the highway shoulder. A 
picturesque barn on the right gives way to the remnants of what used to be called the 
seven sisters on that side of Highway 198–now just five stately oaks in a tight row on 
the shoulder with a background of large mature walnuts.  Walnuts also occupy the other 
side of the frontage road. On the right, the walnut groves abut oak studded fields. On the 
left are oaks with deep riparian vegetation, and nestled in this natural landscape is the 
barely visible Quaker Meeting House, a recent architectural gem.  A small, unlighted 
billboard there displays timely messages from their congregation. Crossing Deep Creek 
on the right side is cattle grazing land mixed with oaks and flora typical of seasonal 
waterways. At Mile .9, we begin the natural savanna  of the Kaweah Oaks Preserve. 



The Preserve, established in 1983, is a 324 acre parcel indicative of the thousands of 
square miles of woodlands and riparian flora that once covered the valley floor. Its oaks, 
sycamores, cottonwood, elderberry and willows are visible on the left. The preserve is 
home to numerous bird species and other fauna, and a favorite spot for bird watchers. 
The Kaweah Oaks Preserve continues until Mile 1.5. Alfalfa fields and more grazing 
land are on the right. Starting just before Road 180 and continuing past Road 182, a 
distance of about .4 mile, there are minor to moderate intrusions due to residential 
activity.  Slightly beyond Road 182, there are mature walnuts on the right and mature 
oranges on the left. At Mile 2.0, there is the minor intrusion of residential, and then tree 
crops on both sides of the highway until Mile 2.3, where there is more minor intrusion 
from residential agriculture. From there, are tree crops of both plums and citrus at 
various stages of maturity. In the springtime the display of blossoms and the aroma of 
the bloom are breathtaking. Here can be seen the first of many wind machines on this 
route that keep the precious crops from freezing. There is then citrus on both sides of the 
highway. The railroad overfly at Mile 2.7, the first of two,  provides sufficient elevation 
for vistas depicting the intensive agrarian character of the area, as well as the railroad 
tracks below. It is here at the top that the majestic panorama of the Sierra Nevada 
mountains, capped with snow much of the year, present themselves. To the right is a 
field being prepared for replanting and at Mile 2.8 are kiwis on the left side and olives 
on the right, exemplifying the variety of agriculture to be found on this route. This 
diversity is made abundantly clear by the blue signs identifying crops which are 
provided by CalTrans, local Kiwanis Clubs and the Tulare County Farm Bureau. There 
is a minor intrusion at Mile 2.9, a firewood lot and small, unlit billboard. There is then 
citrus on both sides of the highway. The citrus continues and at Mile 3.0 there is nicely 
landscaped residential, then citrus on both sides of the highway, with the minor intrusion 
of small billboards directing people to the town of Exeter.  At the intersection of 
Highway 65 and Highway 198, there is moderate intrusion with an old barn contrasted 
by a modern service station, and on the right, the historic red brick Southern California 
Edison   Company's substation at Mile 3.5. After the stoplight is another railroad overfly 
with great vistas of citrus plantings on both sides of the highway which stretch for miles 
to the foothills on the left and the first clear view of Badger Hill and Rocky Hill in the 
distance on the right.  At Mile 4.1 there is the minor intrusion of an agricultural 
structure, then oleanders on the south and more citrus on the north. At Mile 4.3, is the 
historic  Friant-Kern Canal, dedicated in 1951,  which forever altered the cropping 
patterns of the southeastern San Joaquin Valley. A fallow field on the right and citrus on 
the left border this historic waterway. At Mile 4.6 there is a second stoplight at the 
intersection of Spruce Avenue (Route 245) and Highway 198. This concludes the 
Kaweah Oaks Segment, or Segment 1.  



Segment 2 – Yokhol Segment

Spruce Avenue to Mehrten Drive (Mile 4.6 to Mile 8.2, a length of 3.4 miles)

Percentage Visual Intrusions
Major:
Moderate:
Minor:

Segment 2  Summary

Segment two starts to transition out of the grid work of the valley floor as the road is 
gently affected by the proximity of the foothills. Half-way through this segment, the 
road bends into the foothills and begins to leave behind the straight-lined valley roads. 
On this segment traces of the Visalia Electric Railroad can be seen, and named 
geological landmarks such as Rocky Hill, Badger Hill and Homer's Nose come into full 
view, as well as the mouth of Yokhol Valley. It is on this segment of the drive that the 
magnificent scent of orange blossoms begins to delight travelers fortunate enough to 
visit at the right time of year. Just before the segment's termination at Mehrten Drive, 
Highway 198 sees its first road cut in many miles.

Segment 2  Route Detail

At Mile 4.6, after the intersection and the western-style sign, directing visitors north on 
Route 245 to the town of Woodlake,  there is citrus on both sides of the Highway, which 
then reduces to two lanes but with very generous shoulders. These wide shoulders , 
marked by a white fog line, often serve as a well-used, de-facto bicycle lane. The 
oranges continue through Mile 4.9. At Mile 5.0, on the left side there is a fruit stand and 
strawberry field, and at the former site of Merryman Station, is the adaptive reuse of 
what was once the Dofflemeyer packing house into mixed-use retail. Nearby is the 
Orange Blossom Junction restaurant, a new building constructed in a style to mimic an 
early 20th century packing house. On the right side there are oranges, and then the minor 
to moderate intrusion of a mix of agricultural yards, another fruit stand and residential 
on the right. At Mile 5.4 is the landscaping from the historic Merryman mansion.  A.C. 
and R. C. Merryman were citrus growers who planted groves in the area at the turn of 
the last century and the location of the present restaurant was once their packing house. 
The Visalia Electric Railroad once crossed the highway here. Oranges continue on both 
sides until Mile 5.6, where there is a single farmhouse on the right. The drive continues 
through citrus until Mile 6.0, where the well landscaped entrance to Badger Hill Estates 
on the right side of the highway creates a minor intrusion. There, in the background, 
behind a grove of citrus trees, is the housing development of Badger Hill Estates. 



Houses there are clustered tightly at the top of the hill beyond the olive-lined drive, 
leaving the hills below in natural pasture. After a small block of citrus, there is then a 
moderate intrusion of a temporary material stockpile site, a gas station and fruit stand 
and residential properties on the right side of the highway. The left side continues in 
citrus with residential on the right through Mile 6.3,  where there is a moderate to major 
intrusion at Mile 6.5 with an agricultural yard and storage building and additional 
residential. A small amount of residential lies the left side of the road just before the 
Yokohl Creek bridge. After Yokohl Creek, a turnoff onto Yokohl Drive affords a visit to 
the Jordan Trail  Monument just yards from the intersection. The Jordan Trail , built in 
the 1860's, was a conduit to the high country for silver miners and cattlemen who drove 
their cattle up to feed in the mountains each year. Yokohl drive continues through the 
foothills connecting  the towns of Lindsay, Springville and Porterville and numerous 
southern Sierra  sites of interest. After the bridge at approximately Mile 6.6,  are olives 
on the left and grazing land, with vernal pools and olives beyond on the right. The olives 
change to citrus and back to olives on the left and on the right is grazing land and vistas 
of citrus and plums and mountains in the distance. On the right, the grazing land extends 
to rocky foothills with scattered oak trees. At Mile 7.3,  citrus are on the left with the 
minor intrusion of the old railroad right-of-way in the foreground. On the right there is 
the nicely landscaped entrance to two residences barely visible on the hills, while on the 
left at Mile 7.6 there are more citrus trees and the Foothill Ditch, a possible minor 
intrusion, which predates the Friant-Kern Canal. On the right at Mile 7.7, there is more 
grazing land on the hillside. A road cut with an exfoliated granite formation on the north 
face gives clues to the geology of the area. As the road continues, there are eucalyptus at 
Mile 8.0 on the right and on the left are  citrus in the background and grazing land with 
the occasional willow in an area that often floods in the winter and spring. This area is 
often populated by egrets and birds of prey. On the right side, at Mile 8.2, is the minor 
intrusion of rural residential with citrus on the left as we approach Mehrten Drive.  At 
the intersection of Mehrten Drive, there is the minor to moderate intrusion of mixed 
residential and retail on the left, and  rural residential  on the right. This is the conclusion 
of Segment 2.

Segment 3 – Lemon Cove Portion
 Mehrten Drive to Road 248  (Mile 8.2 to Mile 13.0,  length of 4.8 miles)

Percentage Visual Intrusions
Major:
Moderate:
Minor:

Segment 3   Summary

Segment three runs 4.8 miles to its termination at the intersection of Highway 198 and 



Road 248, the beginning of the Kaweah Scenic Highway. The segment is characterized 
by more hillside citrus and intimate foothill views. Here in the spring the hills are bright 
green, except where carpeted by wild flowers. The drive also travels through the once 
bustling, now sleepy town of Lemon Cove, for which the segment is named. Lemon 
Cove, once home to nine packing houses, was one of the hubs of the burgeoning citrus 
industry in the region. The first lemon trees to survive in the county were planted there.

Segment 3   Route Detail

At the intersection of Mehrten Drive, there is the minor to moderate intrusion of mixed 
residential and retail on the left and rural residential, characterized by many equine 
enthusiasts on the right through Mile 8.7. At Mile 8.7,  farmland resumes with  citrus, 
pomegranates and plums on the left in the foreground, and rugged, oak-studded foothills 
with stunning rock formations in the background. There is a nursery on the right with 
rural residential in the foreground and the foothills beyond. On the left are citrus trees 
near the highway with plums and rocky outcroppings rising hundreds of feet on both 
sides through Allen Gap. Residential diminishes at Mile 9.4, and gives way to more 
citrus groves, though on the left there is a minor intrusion of citrus greenhouses at Mile 
9.5. On the right is the minor intrusion of underutilized retail and commercial recreation 
and residential,  and natural grazing land on the left which gives way to citrus and 
pomegranates on that side. At Mile 10.0 there is a block of olives on the right and 
grazing land with rock outcroppings and oaks on the left.  At Mile 10.1 there is the 
moderate intrusion of the last billboard on this route as well as a mobile home park. 
Beyond that begins very natural pasture land on both sides of the highway. All this is 
back-dropped by stunning, steep, oak and buckeye-dotted, rock-strewn hills. At Mile 
10.5 there is a farm and pasture and a tree-studded, public campground. Opposite the 
campground is a small, residential development with a maintenance shop fronting the 
highway. As the road descends slightly, the hills open up into a bowl formation, 
displaying intensive citrus cultivation. This is the “cove” from which Lemon Cove got 
its name. Citrus resumes at Mile 10.8 until Mile 10.11. There is now pasture on the left 
and a mix of residential and under utilized commercial which gives way to residential on 
both sides of the highway approaching the intersection of Avenue 324.  At Avenue 324, 
citrus is displayed on both sides, save for a small parcel occupied by the County Fire 
Station at Mile 11.3. From here, on the left, the largely bare, grassy prominence known 
as Wutchumna Hill, named for the Native Americans who once inhabited its oak-
covered northern slopes, can be seen. Past the firehouse, the road bends to the right, and 
the community of Lemon Cove comes into view as the highway turns to the left again. 
The community is mostly on the left, save for two buildings on the right, straddling both 
sides of Avenue 328. The first one is the painstakingly restored Lemon Cove Women's 
Clubhouse. It was built in 1879 as a hotel and residence and once served silver miners 
and timber men on their way to the mountains. The next structure is one built by the late 



Simon Tyson in the early part of the 20th century. Across the street is a partially restored 
service station of about the same age. Lemon Cove's retail area includes the 
community's post office, an antique store and a market and service station on the left, 
with citrus on the opposite side of the highway. The town continues on the left, 
terminating with the local church with its gold spire. The highway bends abruptly right 
and then left and at Mile 12.0 there is again citrus on both sides of the highway. At Mile 
12.1 there is a bed and breakfast establishment and small motel, with possibly the last 
remaining “giant orange”, a fruit and juice stand, on the right. At Mile 12.2 the citrus 
groves resume with oak-studded hills behind. At Mile 12.5 is the minor to moderate 
intrusion of a boat yard, the Prince Market and service station on the left at the 
intersection of Route 216, also known as Lomitas Drive.  This turn off affords a close 
view of the Kaweah River and exploration of Dry Creek and the community Woodlake, 
a short distance away. A bait and barbecue establishment, Rack-em Out, is on the right. 
These businesses catering to fishermen and campers reflect the proximity to Kaweah 
Lake and the National Park beyond. At this point, the highway passes a short 
commercial district on the left, slowly ascending past citrus groves towards  Lemon Hill, 
Terminus Dam, Lake Kaweah  at Mile 13.0 and the end of segment 3 at Road 248. This 
concludes the Farmlands to Foothills Scenic Highway narrative.   
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From: kanez@pacificcrestequine.com
Sent: Monday, September 22, 2008 6:22 PM
To: San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Project
Subject: Edison

Please accept this email in support of PACE and their fight against so cal edisons 
route 1 proposal.
Kelly anez
31984 fritz dr
Exeter
Sent from my Verizon Wireless BlackBerry
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From: Nytc@aol.com 
Sent: Monday, September 22, 2008 11:32 AM 
To: San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Project 
Cc: Nytc@aol.com 
Subject: Issues of Concern 

Dear Gentlemen, 
� 
Thank you for your time and patience. Here are my issues of why Route # 1 would not be good.  
� 
1. Physical Environment - I went into the Exeter Mural Souvenir store today Saturday 9/20/08, here 
are some of the countries names I saw listed in the sign in book.  
� 
HOLLAND, FRANCE, SPAIN, KOREA, GERMANY, SWEDEN, ITALY, BRAZIL, ISRAEL, AUSTRALIA, 
SOUTH AFRICA, CANADA, IRELAND, ARGENTINA, ENGLAND, HONG KONG, CHINA and JAPAN. 
� 
People come here for the physical beauty and to see the beautiful murals. The physical environment and 
the beauty of the town and the murals is esthetically pleasing. The 120 poles and towers would be 
unsightly and damaging to the town's esthetics. 
� 
2. Birds - There is a bald eagle that has been nesting on J-21 - Dry Creek Road in Lemon Cove for the 
past 20 years. The nest is 3-5 miles up the road. I will find the pictures I have if needed. Also many 
white egrets are always down in the water canals and wet lands at the base of the Badger Hill area. I 
fear that they will suffer hitting the wires. 
� 
3. Physical Environment - The featured aspect of the official Tulare County web-site on the home page� 
states that it is home to the most Pristine Natural Reserves. Route #1 towers would be diametrically 
opposed to this statement as they are not natural or having to do with nature. 
� 
Under visitor's guide the number 2 & 3 top listings are the Sequoia national Park and the Kings Canyon 
National Park. Again, the towers would be a contradiction to the stated asset of the County. 
http://www.co.tulare.ca.us/ 
� 
4. Physical Environment -� Exeter Chamber of Commerce web-site http://www.exeterchamber.com/� 
First of all, you will be struck with the shear beauty of the natural photos. Under the Community 
Information tab it states that Exeter is known for growing the "Sweetest Oranges in the World."� It 
also states that it is the "Citrus Capitol of the World." With this in mind, it seems that you would be 
doing physical damage and harm to remove any of the orange trees which is part of this quaint town's 
charm and identity.  
� 
5. Esthetics - It was mentioned that esthetics fall under this process but not as to it's economic effect. 
I� do not understand how esthetics which is in it's very essence, placing a value judgement on an item, 
cannot have an associated economic effect or value judgement.� Below is where I see possible harm of 
the towers to esthetics and the negative effects.�  
� 
First of all, I would recommend listening to John O'Donohue's CD on Beauty for guidance. He is an Irish 
author, poet and Catholic scholar. He talks about what a different world it would be if City planners and 
businesses used Beauty as a guidepost. I think you would find it of interest and helpful. You can find it at 
www.soundstrue.com�� He states that Beauty brings in Hope. I'm afraid towers along Scenic 198 does not 
add to the beauty in the equation but detracts from it. 
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� 
A.� Tourism - 1.4 million�people each year�visit our National Parks. Hwy 198 is the main artery for getting 
there. 9/4/08 Visalia Times Delta article states that tourism is increasing because of local residents not 
being able to travel far away because of increasing gas prices and the declining value of the dollar� has 
put Europe out of reach.  
� 
7/24/08 Valley Voice front page article is on increased Hotel rooms being built in Visalia. The trend is to 
have more people here and towers in plain site would be detrimental to this expansion and income source. 
 
I propose that a study be done of where tourists to our area go and what roads they use most. All routes 
should be evaluated as to which would have the least harm on visual sight and esthetics. A car traveling 
along side a line of towers for 10-15 miles would have a 10-15 time higher negative impact as opposed to 
cars just passing under a tower which will have like a one minute visual impact. 
 
Our Valley is beautiful and the drive to�the Kaweah Reservoir on the way to�the� beautiful Sierra 
mountains should also be beautiful. High power towers along this route and through Lemon Cove would 
destroy the beauty. The experience and pleasure of the tourist would have to be postponed until you 
reach the National Parks. The towers are an unnecessary hindrance to the quest for seeing beauty by 
residents and tourists alike. 
� 
5. Physical Environment - Exeter and Tulare County already have the branding and brand equity of being 
known for the pristine natural resources and for the charm of a 1950's town decorated with some 30 
historic murals. Their brand equity does not include 120 foot high towers and these towers would be 
damaging to the environment.���  
� 
When you say San Francisco or Sausalito, certain images automatically pop into your mind. This is brand 
equity which companies and cities spend multi-millions of dollars to advertise, promote and protect.� The 
physical intrusion into the Exeter landscape would be an eye sore and�a physical blight�plus it�would 
damage and adversely affect Exeter's small town, back in time persona.�The high towers along 198 and 
close to our town would put the high value of our branding efforts and equity into jeopardy.�  
� 
6. Physical Environment - The July 17, 2008 cover story of the Fresno Bee shows an ugly poor town with 
the words "Worse than Appalachia." Then it says, to continue reading see "Poor" on the back page. The 
article refers to the quality of life in the San Joaquin Valley and is based on a "Human Development" 
standard. One Valley area (Fresno) has the lowest ranking in the country. The proposed area of Route 1 is 
under Congressman's Devin Nunes jurisdiction and ranks in the lowest 15 percent of� the country. 85% of 
the country is better off then we are. The physical intrusion of the electrical towers along scenic 
Highway 198 which leads up to the National Parks can only add a negative esthetic and�negative monetary 
impact to an already poor area. The commission should have the stated goal of do no further harm to our 
area and suggest a route that is least seen and not on a main artery.�  
  

7. Physical Environment - Fire Hazard - Badger Hill Estates is on a hill top and is surrounded by high 
wild grass growth.�We graze cows so that they can eat but also in an effort to keep�the grass lower. 
Some homes�elevations are 1,000 feet�and higher. We celebrate our almost constant winds but we do 
constantly worry about fire. My home�has old growth trees and is surrounded by 18 redwood pines.� 
  

The community of 84 homes has a high concentration of wealth for the area. A ball park value of� homes 
and land is $110,000,000.00.�A fire up in this area would be fast moving and a disaster.� 
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A 4 legged corner�tower is presently proposed at the base of Badger Hill. This is not a good idea. 
I�suggest another route be taken or this tower and the lines be moved away from the base of the hill 
side. 
 

I did mention some of these issues when I spoke on Wednesday 9/17/08 in Farmersville. I thought it 
would be better and easier for you to cut and paste if necessary into other documents. 
� 
Respectfully Yours, 
Tony Calcagno 
273 High Sierra Drive 
Exeter, CA 93221  
� 
  
 
 
 

Looking for simple solutions to your real-life financial challenges? Check out WalletPop for the latest news and 
information, tips and calculators. 
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Nichole Yeto 

From: Nytc@aol.com
Sent: Monday, September 22, 2008 11:35 AM

To: San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Project
Cc: Nytc@aol.com

Subject: Badger Hill Estates - Physical Impact

9/24/2008

  
Issue - Esthetics & Physical Environment 
  
I live in Badger Hill Estates. Badger Hill is an actual hill with some of the elevation reaching in the 
1,000 feet level. Some homes are at a lower elevation. It is known for its views and beauty 
overlooking the Orange fields, valley floor and views of the Sierra Mountains.. It's one of the most 
prestigious places to live in Tulare County.   
  
It has the cache of being a physically beautiful place with beautiful esthetic vistas. 
  
 The High Power lines aim directly at Badger Hill. It is as if this was done on purpose. As it 
approached the community (84 homes) it suddenly takes a 90 degree turn North. I believe a tower will 
either be on or touching our property. 
  
There is a proposed giant, ugly, industrial 4 legged blight of a tower that will be about 500 feet from 
our main guard house and entrance. Every resident will have to go under them daily.  
  
Every day, children wait by our Gate House in the mornings and afternoons for the school busses to pick 
them up or drop them off. This is where they wait until their parents pick them up.  
  
This tower's close proximity to our main entrance is extremely unsightly and will be a physical 
disaster to the exclusiveness of the community and to the esthetics of the Hill. This hill has a 
tremendous value and economic importance to the area and county because of its inherent beauty. 
  
Below are pictures of the views from my home.  It would be physically impacted in a negative way 
because of the proximity of this towers. 



 
  

 
  

9/24/2008



 
  
Respectfully Yours, 
Tony Calcagno 
273 High Sierra Drive 
Exeter, CA 93221   
 
 
 

Looking for simple solutions to your real-life financial challenges? Check out WalletPop for the latest news and 
information, tips and calculators. 

9/24/2008
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Mr. Jensen Uchida 

San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Project 

c/o Environmental Science Associates 

225 Bush Street, Suite 1700 

San Francisco, CA  94104 

 

Re: Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and Scoping 

Meeting for the San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Line Project. 

 

Dear Mr. Uchida: 

 

The Tulare County Resource Management Agency (RMA) is submitting comments on 

Alternative routes shown for the proposed SJCVL Transmission Line Project. Tulare 

County is currently participating in an initiative to designate portions of Highway 198 as 

an official state scenic highway.  In 1963, the state legislature established the California 

State Scenic Highways program.  In the same year, the State Master Plan for Scenic 

Highways identified those California State highways scenic enough to be determined 

eligible for state Scenic Highway designation.  Highway 198 east of Highway 99 to the 

Sequoia National Park boundary was one of two eligible highways in Tulare County.  

 

In recent years, a citizen initiative for formal state scenic highway designation of a 16 

mile stretch of Highway 198 from Road 248 to the National Park border has neared 

completion, and official designation is imminent.  In the mean time, a second initiative to 

extend the official state highway designation from Road 168 through Lemon Cove to 

Avenue 248 is also underway.  When the designation process is complete, Highway 198 

will be Tulare County’s first designated state scenic highway.   

 



 

 

 

RMA is particularly concerned by Alternative 1, which shows the transmission lines 

crossing Highway 198 in multiple points, and paralleling it for some distance.  If visible 

from the scenic highway, the transmission towers would provide significant visual 

intrusions that could jeopardize scenic highway designation.  RMA recommends that the 

impacts of the transmission route to the Scenic Highway 198 be evaluated in the EIR.  

 

Thank you, 

 

 

 

Ann Chapman 

Project Planner/Countywide Planning 

Tulare County Resource Management Agency 

(559)733-6291 

   











































Jay and Nancy Cutler 

125 Carmel St. 

San Francisco, CA 94117 

(415) 664-0980 

 

 

Via: Email (sjxvl@esassoc.com) and U.S. Mail 
 

Mr. Jensen Ushida 

San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Project 

c/o Environmental Science Associates 

225 Bush Street, Suite 1700 

San Francisco, CA 94104 

 

RE:  Edison’s San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Application, A08-05-039 

 Scoping Comments 

 

Dear Mr. Ushida: 

 

 We have farmed citrus in the area of the Proposed Project for over 20 years.  We 

located in this area because of the prime agricultural soils, abundant water and scenic 

vistas. Several of our properties would be affected by the Proposed Project and two of our 

citrus farms—one near Lindcove and another in Lemon Cove-- are directly in its path.  

We belief that the Proposed Project, specifically Proposed Route 1, would have 

significant adverse effects on the environment, especially as compared with  viable 

alternatives.  

 

 The Lemon Cove/Lindcove area which the Proposed Project would traverse is 

intensively farmed prime farmland.  It has a very long history of top-quality citrus 

production.  And for good reason—the well-drained granitic soils, warmer foothill 

climate and air drainage, and abundant water in the Kaweah River delta are nearly 

unique.  Proposed Route 1 would eliminate and/or limit the “farmability” of ultra-prime 

farmland.  This, we believe, would be a tragic and permanent adverse environmental 

impact.  Other alternatives would avoid this impact. 

 

 The Kaweah River delta and Highway 198 corridor through which Proposed 

Route 1 would run are very scenic.  Those who live or work in the area are frequently 

treated to grand and inspiring vistas of the foothills and the peaks of the High Sierra.  The 

multitudes who visit the quaint communities or travel through the area to Sequoia 

National Park and other destinations are blessed with awe-inspiring views.  Proposed 

Route 1 would negatively and permanently degrade this scenic corridor, an adverse 

environmental impact which other alternatives would avoid. 

 

 We understand that Proposed Route 1 would cross the lands of several hundred 

property owners and be within the immediate viewsheds of many more.    The placement 



of towering transmission lines will detrimentally and cumulatively affect the use, 

enjoyment and value of each and every one of those properties.  These adverse 

environmental impacts would be avoided with other alternatives. 

 

 In summary, the Proposed Project, specifically Proposed Route 1, would 

significantly and adversely impact the environment.  Other alternatives, in particular 

Proposed Route 3, would avoid most of those impacts. 

 

    

 Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

 

       Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

 

 

 

 

       By: ________________________ 

 

       Jay and Nancy Cutler 

       Tulare County Citrus Farmers 

       June 23, 2008 

 

       125 Carmel St. 

       San Francisco, CA 94117 

       (415)664-0980 

       (415)664-1935 (fax) 

       Jnjcj1@aol.com  
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Mr. Jensen Uchida 
San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Project 
c/o Environmental Science Associates 
225 Bush Street, Suite 1700 
San Francisco, CA 94104 
sjxvl@esassoc.com   
 
RE: Protest to Edison’s San Joaquin Cross 
       Valley Loop Application A-08-05-039 
VIA: email 
 

The purpose of this letter is to protest and object to the selection of alternative 
one (1) as the preferred route for the San Joaquin Valley Loop. 

This selection fails to fully consider the negative economic, aesthetic and 
environmental impact upon Tulare County.  Alternative three (3) is a far better selection. 

The problems created by alternative one (1) have been well expressed by others 
 Here are further comments:   
 
SCENIC CORRIDOR 

In the l960's the Tulare County Board of Supervisors designated Highway 198 as 
a scenic highway.  County codes established rules for signs and other land regulations. 
 No billboards are allowed and business signs are limited.  The scenic value for 
Highway 198 has been protected.  The route favored by Edison for the towers and 
transmission lines would affect the scenic landscape and its enjoyment for tourists and 
residents. 
More than one million tourists each year travel Highway 198 to Sequoia and Kings 
Canyon National Parks and visit the foothill businesses.  The Edison project would be a 
blight on the landscape. 

We own an RV Park/Campground within 500 ‘ of the proposed route of 
alternative one(1) and would be adversely affected economically.  Also the value of our 
house and property would be reduced by replacing a view of the foothills and mountains 
with a view of unsightly towers and transmission lines. 
 
IMPACT ON LEMON COVE 

The first route proposed for alternative one (1) would skirt Lemon Cove and route 
the transmission lines north of the community. 

Alternative one (1) now proposes a route through Lemon Cove near to many 
homes and Sequoia Union School.  This route will affect the quality of life for families, 
reduce the value of houses and have a negative affect on the community. 

The tall towers are ugly.  There is a blight effect on the cleared land under the 
lines that attracts trash dumping and results in weed growth, blowing dust and provides 
a pathway for thieves. 



 
ENVIRONMENT 

The proposed route east and west of Highway 198 will affect the wildlife habitat 
in this area.  Citrus orchards and oak trees afford cover for raccoon, rabbits, frogs and 
many birds particularly during the rainy season. 

Other areas within the transmission line route will also be negatively affected.     
Wildlife in the area are dwindling and should be protected. 
 
MAJOR CONSIDERATION 

When evaluating the alternatives it should be remembered that the location of 
the lines will have a lasting affect upon this area for many generations to come. 
        The wonderful scenic values should be maintained and the blighting affect upon 
people and communities fully considered.   
   Alternative one (1) is a poor choice and alternative three (3) should be selected. 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 

Roger Disinger 
Margaret Disinger 
32075 Sierra Drive 
P. O. Box 44269 
Lemon Cove, CA 93244 
Lemseqrv@theworks.com 

 
 





















































Neal and Judy Fisher 
2351 N. Filbert Road 
Exeter, CA 93221 
559-594-5804 

 
 
Mr. Jensen Ushida 
San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Project 
c/o Environmental Science Associates 
225 Bush Street, Suite 1700 
San Francisco, CA 94104 
Phone: (415) 962-8409 
Fax: (415) 896-0332 
 
Dear Mr. Ushida: 
 
Thank you for your consideration of the following: 
 

Areas of Concern 

 

SCE’s chosen Route 1 is the most disruptive to family, agriculture and commerce.  Route 
1 has caused the most controversy and disapproval of homeowners, farmers, businesses, 
ethical and environmental. 
 
Route 1 cuts a divisive line across a proposed Industrial Park in the City of Farmersville 
rendering it useless for its intended purpose.  Much time, money and planning has been 
placed in the studies of the Industrial Park, grants have been secured and will have to be 
abandoned. SCE initially told Farmersville’s local government that it would choose 
Route 3 and not Route 1, in an “about face” they applied for Route 1 to the PUC.  This 
decision will severally impact this small community comprised of minorities and restrict 
its ability to bring in large commerce offering jobs, sales tax and property tax etc.  The 
town of Farmersville is counting on the Industrial Park to help stabilize its economy and 
provide jobs to its low income citizens. This is in the process and far more than in the 
foreseeable stage.  The huge power poles are a permanent fixture in the main entrance to 
Farmersville and will have a significant blight presence. 
 
Route 1 has caused tremendous upheaval.  We continue to express our disdain for Route  
 

1 The proposed transmission towers cut across prime agriculture.  The hundreds of 
acreage that will be impacted are one of the United States last such viable farm 
land; its soil is known for its ability to produce some of the best citrus in the 
world.  Farmland is being lost to developers through out California.  Exeter has 
intentionally limited such development on farm land in order to preserve 
agriculture.  Farming is one of our main commodities.  Some of the land on Route 
1 has been passed from generation to generation.  Many resources and ways of 
life will be greatly disrupted.  Farming is an important market for thousands of 



 
 

 
 

people on Route 1. It has a rich agricultural heritage built on more than 100 years 
of tradition.  If the Towers/Lines are allowed to be constructed on Route 1, our  

ability to continue our way of life (farming) will be greatly diminished as much of our 
agriculture grows tall and the lines would limit what we can produce.  Given the fact 
that Edison would have to mitigate our crop losses for an estimated period of thirty 
years coupled with over 300 farms involved, this is a big expense if Route 1 is chosen 
over Route 3. 

 
Exeter has been named as a “Place to stop and visit” it was also voted one of “America’s 
Prettiest Painted Places” by the Paint Quality Institute of America” and also cited as “One 
of the top 100 places to live in the U.S.”  I’ve attached copies of such newspaper articles 
for your review.  The Powers Poles are permanent and will be a significant blight to over 
1.4 million tourists that will drive by our entrance on an annual basis. 
 
The proposed Transmission Towers/Lines will go right through the main entrance to the 
City of Exeter.  Tourism will be greatly impacted; many businesses count on tourism 
dollars to help supplement their livelihoods.  Downtown Exeter consists of specialty 
shops, antique stores, galleries, restaurants and over 26 outdoor murals and it has recently 
opened a historical museum which will house many fine pieces of art and history.  Exeter 
has worked very hard to keep its town clean and to maintain its small town charm.  Its 
spectacular views of the snow capped Sierra Nevada draw many tourists. Route 1 
severally impacts the Scenic Corridor toward the Sequoia’s.  
  
A country home in Exeter was recently purchased on the outskirts of Exeter; if Route 1 is 
allowed to go through this home will be demolished by SCE. The owners of this recently 
acquired home have poured their life savings into this property.  They chose this location 
because of its desired country setting, pristine views of the Sierras and agriculture.  
SCE’s choice to plow right their land does not demonstrate “their good neighbor image”, 
Route 3 does not directly affect any home/land owners. 
 
Homes have already begun their devaluation at the mere mention that SCE will be putting 
up lines in the path of Route 1.  Sellers of homes have seen their asking prices plummet 
by several thousand dollars as a result of proposed Route 1. The devaluation of property 
severally impacts many homeowners.  A widowed woman who had been counting on the 
sale of her home to assist her in her final years was recently forced to sell way below 
market value ($100,000) because interested parties had heard of the “potential 
transmission lines going through”. 
 
Route 1 has created a great fear factor of potential cancer causing Electro Magnetic 
Fields.  Just the mere mention has caused people great apprehension. 
 
Route 1 has hundreds of people directly impacted.  Route 3 is a better alternative, while 
initially it may appear to be less costly initially the cost to construct the Transmission 
Lines/Towers on Route 1 will be considerably higher after any mitigation; monies paid 
out to farmers for loss of future earnings; monies paid out to acquire land; and monies 
paid out for any legal settlements, etc. 



 
 

 
 

 
Route 3 already has a substantial right of way acquired by SCE several miles of such 
 
Route 3 does not disrupt vital agriculture; 
 
Route 3 has little if any environmental issues; 
 
Route 3 has little if any opposition by land owners; 
 
Route 3 does not force people from their homes; 
 
Route 3 does devaluate property 
 
Route 3 does not affect tourism or take away tourism dollars; 
 
Route 3 does not affect a scenic corridor; 
 
Route 3 may or may not affect 7 or so landowners, Route 1 has hundreds 
 
Route 3 does not meet with any controversy; 
 
Route 3 requires no mitigation; 
 
Route 3 allows SCE to update lines in dire need of attention; 
 
Route 3 does not meet with any fear of EMF’s; 
 
Route 3 does not come near (300 feet) a State Licensed Day Care; 
 
Route 3 does not border a public school; 
 
Route 3 allows SCE to be seen as the “good neighbor” it strives to project; 
 
Overall and respectfully, Route 3 appears to be the most logical choice. 
 

Respectfully submitted, 

By: Judy & Neal Fisher 
       
September 16, 2008 
 
Judy and Neal Fisher 
2351 N. Filbert Road 
Exeter, CA  93221 
559-594-5804 



 

 

 

 

Neal and Judy Fisher  

2351 N. Filbert Road 

Exeter, CA  93221 

559-594-5804 

hookme@fisheads.net 

 

 

January 12, 2007 

 

US Representative Devin Nunes 

113 N. Church Street 

Visalia, CA  93291 

 

RE: Letter of Protest concerning the proposed Edison Cross Valley Loop  

Transmission Project 

 

Honorable US Representative Nunes: 

 

It is with great concern that we address this letter to you.  As I am sure you are aware 

Southern California Edison has proposed the Edison Cross Valley Loop Transmission 

Project which will go before the California Public Utilities Commission sometime this 

January.  The suggested route referred to as Route No. 1 crisscrosses over Highway 198 

and through many farms/ranches (our neighbor’s homes will be personally affected as 

the over 140 ft/220 ft., 220,000 volt Power Line Towers will be within 150 ft. from their 

property!) homes and preserves.  

 

We believe that when Route 1 was initially introduced that Southern California Edison 

did not take into account the number of homes and residents that would be personally 

affected which a more current census and/or aerial map may have provided.  While it 

would appear that we are in the “country” many acres of land have been sold in the 

recent years and homes developed.  This proposed route is located on prime agricultural 

land in the very heart of citrus growing and while our very livelihood is at stake what 

concerns us most is our “way of living”. 

 

We moved to Exeter last year leaving behind Los Angeles, its traffic, concrete and 

power poles seeking a calm, peaceful environment in which to raise our children.  We 

found our little peace of heaven in Exeter on five acres with an orange grove and a 

tranquil, beautiful view of the Sequoia Mountains.  We poured our savings into what we 

believed would be our final home.  Now it has come to our attention that we may be 

living with Massive Power Poles within ¼ mile of our property and right in our line of 

vision and our hearing.  That in itself is most disconcerting but what is most upsetting 

are the many health issue studies 
1
 (see Footnotes) that show probable cause by  

                                                 
1
 Wertheimer and Leeper, Childhood Cancers 

  Ahlbhom and Feychting – Childhood Cancers 

Niehs Report on Health Effects from Exposure to EMF’s 

  CAUSE – A Consumer Advocate Organization 

Dr. Richard Luben, Expert Witness on EMF’s & EMR’s University of California 



 

 

EMF’s (Electromagnetic Fields) to childhood leukemia, cancers, Alzheimer’s and many 

others diseases. While some may argue that some of the studies are not 100% 

conclusive, even a minor percentage resulting in terminal illness is more than enough to 

be gravely concerned for the health of our children, family and neighbors.  In addition to 

the many homes, there is a school located in the path of Route 1, as well as a youth sport 

facility. 

  

Even if it were to be stated that the percentage is relatively low (which in my researching 

it does not appear to be so), the question would be “What if that “low percentage” fell 

upon your loved one? What if your child or spouse developed cancer or another fatal or 

debilitating illness as a result of the immediate or near proximity to the power lines? 

What would you do, who would help you”? Some time not so long ago, the Tabacco 

Industry stated that smoking cigarettes was not harmful to your health, if they had been 

forthcoming and truthful, millions of lives could have been saved.  Are EMF’s the new 

“could have, should have – Cancer Threat?”. 

 

It would seem most logical to me and to many others that the Alternative Route 3 is a 

more favorable route which affects less people, families, livelihood, quality of life, the 

proposed Kaweah Scenic Corridor, farmland and so many  notable factors. 

 

We implore you to take whatever action necessary and within your power given the 

opposition to Route 1 by hundreds of concerned citizens to assure that the more 

favorable/logical Alternate Route 3 which would move the project further north and 

away from scenic route 198, placing its 140 ft./220 ft. towers with their EMF’s/EMR’s 

predominately over grazing land, low growing crops and would have less of an impact 

on ranchers, rural residents, agriculture and present less health issues. Route 3 just 

makes more sense! 

 

                                                                                                                                                
Worldwide EMR Alliance states “ We believe that electromagnetic (EMR) radiation is hazardous to life 

and constitutes a significant threat to public health” 

Demers – Male Breast Cancer Study – Strong study concluded that male electricians, telephone linesmen 

and electric power workers were six times more likely to develop breast cancer than those not so exposed 

to transmission lines. 

Kuijten – Brain Tumors.  This study found that children whose fathers worked as electrical repairmen with 

EMF exposure prior to the child’s conception were eight times as likely to develop brain tumors. 

Doctor Clark Heath of the American Cancer Society stated that EMR’s are linked to childhood cancers 

and leukemia’s and those experiments on animals have shown birth deformities, behavioral change, 

changes in the immune system and other symptoms. 

U.S. National Council on Radiation (official advisers to the U.S. government) stated in a report according 

to New Scientist Magazine (1995) that the safety levels for radiation from electric power transmission 

lines have been grossly incorrect and must be reset to reflect the real danger as revealed by more recent 

studies. 

Robert McNaughy, a leading expert on Electromagnetic radiation of the US Environmental Protection 

Agency (EPA) states that the EPA’s own report on the connection between EF’s and the risk of cancer 

concludes that their study is similar to the concerns of other studies and that even exposure to low EMF’s 

is a possible risk factor for cancer. 

Also New Science Magazine reveals that “static electricity produced by power lines interferes with the 

bioelectrical life process causing illnesses cancer and premature aging. 

These are just a few of the hundreds of studies being done on EMF’s and ERF’s. 



 It is our hope that Route 3 be presented to the PUC rather than Route 1 as currently 

being considered by SCE.  Your immediate assistance in this most important matter is 

greatly appreciated. 

 

Respectfully submitted,  Judy and Neal Fisher 

Judy and Neal Fisher 



 

 

 

Neal and Judy Fisher 

2351 N. Filbert Road 

Exeter, CA 93221 

June 10, 2008 

Docket Office 

California Public Utilities Commission 

505 Van Ness Avenue 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

 

Re: Protest to Edison’s San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Application, A08-05-039 

 

Via:  U.S. Mail 

 

Pursuant to the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure (Rule 2.6),  

Neal and Judy Fisher wish to protest to Southern California Edison’s Application for a 

Certificate of Convenience and Necessity for the San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop 

Transmission Project, Docket A08-05-039.  

 

Timeliness of Protest 

 

Neal and Judy Fisher are filing this protest within 30 days of the date the notice of the 

filing of the application first appears in the Daily Calendar. 

 

Areas of Concern 

 

SCE’s chosen Route 1 is the most disruptive to family, agriculture and commerce.  Route 

1 has caused the most controversy and disapproval of homeowners, farmers, businesses, 

ethical and environmental. 

 

Route 1 cuts a divisive line across a proposed Industrial Park in the City of Farmersville 

rendering it useless for its intended purpose.  Much time, money and planning has been 

placed in the studies of the Industrial Park, grants have been secured and will have to be 

abandoned. SCE initially told Farmersville’s local government that it would choose 

Route 3 and not Route 1, in an “about face” they applied for Route 1 to the PUC.  This 

decision will severally impact this small community comprised of minorities and restrict 

its ability to bring in large commerce offering jobs, sales tax and property tax etc.  The 

town of Farmersville is counting on the Industrial Park to help stabilize its economy and 

provide jobs to its low income citizens. 

 

Route 1 has caused tremendous upheaval.  We continue to express our disdain for Route 

1 and also our disapproval of the CPUC ruling on these issues without holding any 

hearings.  We request that the CPUC schedule a hearing on this application to get a 

complete record in order to make a sound decision.  



 

 

 

 

We ask that the CPUC schedule a Public Participation Hearing in order to get a complete 

evaluation of this project by way of public input. This is the honorable thing to do. 

 

The proposed transmission towers cut across prime agriculture.  The 19 miles (plus) of 

acreage that will be impacted are one of the United States last such viable farm land; its 

soil is known for its ability to produce some of the best citrus in the world.  Farmland is 

being lost to developers through out California.  Exeter has intentionally limited such 

development on farm land in order to preserve agriculture.  Farming is one of our main 

commodities.  Some of the land on Route 1 has been passed from generation to 

generation.  Many resources and ways of life will be greatly disrupted.  Farming is an 

important market for thousands of people on Route 1. It has a rich agricultural heritage 

built on more than 100 years of tradition.  If the Towers/Lines are allowed to be 

constructed on Route 1, our ability to continue our way of life (farming) will be greatly 

diminished as much of our agriculture grows tall and the lines would limit what we can 

produce.  Given the fact that Edison would have to mitigate our crop losses for an 

estimated period of thirty years coupled with over 300 farms involved, this is a big 

expense if Route 1 is chosen over Route 3. 

 

Exeter has been named as a “Place to stop and visit” it was also voted one of “America’s 

Prettiest Painted Places” by the Paint Quality Institute of America” and also cited as “One 

of the top 100 places to live in the U.S.” 

 

The proposed Transmission Towers/Lines will go right through the main entrance to the 

City of Exeter.  Tourism will be greatly impacted; many businesses count on tourism 

dollars to help supplement their livelihoods.  Downtown Exeter consists of specialty 

shops, antique stores, galleries, restaurants and over 26 outdoor murals and it has recently 

opened a historical museum which will house many fine pieces of art and history.  Exeter 

has worked very hard to keep its town clean and to maintain its small town charm.  Its 

spectacular views of the snow capped Sierra Nevada draw many tourists. Route 1 

severally impacts the Scenic Corridor toward the Sequoia’s.  

  

A country home in Exeter was recently purchased on the outskirts of Exeter; if Route 1 is 

allowed to go through this home will be demolished by SCE. The owners of this recently 

acquired home have poured their life savings into this property.  They chose this location 

because of its solitude, pristine views of the Sierras and its proximity to prime 

agriculture.  SCE’s choice to plow right their land does not demonstrate “their good 

neighbor image”, Route 3 does not directly affect any home/land owners. 

 

Homes have already begun their devaluation at the mere mention that SCE will be putting 

up lines in the path of Route 1.  Sellers of homes have seen their asking prices plummet 

by several thousand dollars as a result of proposed Route 1. The devaluation of property 

severally impacts many homeowners.  

 

Route 1 has created a great fear factor of potential cancer causing Electro Magnetic 

Fields.  Just the mere mention has caused people great apprehension. 

 



 

 

 

 

 

Route 1 has hundreds of people directly impacted.  Route 3 is a better alternative, while 

initially it may appear to be less costly initially the cost to construct the Transmission 

Lines/Towers on Route 1 will be considerably higher after any mitigation; monies paid 

out to farmers for loss of future earnings; monies paid out to acquire land; and monies 

paid out for any legal settlements, etc. 

 

Route 3 already has a substantial right of way acquired by SCE several miles of such 

 

Route 3 does not disrupt vital agriculture; 

 

Route 3 has little if any environmental issues; 

 

Route 3 has little if any opposition by land owners; 

 

Route 3 does not force people from their homes; 

 

Route 3 does devaluate property 

 

Route 3 does not affect tourism or take away tourism dollars; 

 

Route 3 does not affect a scenic corridor; 

 

Route 3 may or may not affect 7 or so landowners, Route 1 has hundreds 

 

Route 3 does not meet with any controversy; 

 

Route 3 requires no mitigation; 

 

Route 3 allows SCE to update lines in dire need of attention; 

 

Route 3 does not meet with any fear of EMF’s 

 

Route 3 allows SCE to be seen as the “good neighbor” it strives to project; 

 

Overall and respectfully, Route 3 appears to be the most logical choice. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

By: _ 

       

June 10, 2008 

 

2351 N. Filbert Road 

Exeter, CA  93221 

559-594-5804 



 

 

 

 

 

cc:  Susan Nelson, SCE Project Manager, Regulatory Affairs 

Bill DeLain, SCE Regional Manager 

Michael Mackness, Attorney for SCE 

 Jensen Uchida, CPUC Energy Division 

 Sean Gallagher, Director, CPUC Energy Division 

 Johnathon Reiger, CPUC Legal Division 

 

CPUC Commissioner Michael R. Peevey,  

CPUC Commissioner Dian Grueneich 

CPUC Commissioner John Bohn 

CPUC Commissioner Rachelle Chong 

CPUC Commissioner Timothy Alan Simon 













To: Mr. Jensen Uchida, c/o Environmental Science Associates 

e-mail: sjxvl@esassoc.com 

From: Mary Gorden 

 P.O. Box 44066, Lemoncove, CA 93244 

 magorden@msn.com 

Date: September 22, 2008 

Subject:  Scoping Comments for Southern California Edison Company San Joaquin Cross  

Valley Loop Transmission Project 

 

Energy Conservation and Alternative Energy Sources 

 Provide a full range of alternatives. 

 Evaluate cost of new power lines compared to amount saved through a dynamic 
energy conservation program. 

 Evaluate distributed power, solar, biomass, dairy, etc., as an alternative to new 
lines. Include rate and buy-back structures as they apply to the repurchase of 
locally produced power. 

 Evaluate other methods, such as peaking plant(s) to manage needs. 
 
Route Evaluation 

 Evaluate improvements and benefits to Route 3 as a result of reconductoring and 
retowering in existing R.O.W. 

 Evaluate the cumulative impacts of the preferred project when coupled with 
upgrading the Rector Station and aligning in tandem to PG&E's C3ETP line. 

 Evaluate the routes for their growth inducing impacts. 

 Evaluate this project’s contribution to greenhouse gas emissions, as well as the 
effect of the combination with other projects such as upgrading the Rector 
Station. 

 Evaluate the community impacts along each route due to temporary and 
permanent loss of crop land and related job losses. 

 Evaluate the impact on Farmersville’s General Plan and the long term viability of 
the community. 

 

Cultural Resources 

 Under the pending application for Scenic Highway status from Road 168 to Road 
244, the towers will impact fifty per cent of the thirteen mile segment because 
they are in the viewshed, which constitutes a visual intrusion as defined by 
California state guidelines. 

 Evaluate the historic and prehistoric resources along each route in a 
comprehensive manner, using scientific methods. 

 

mailto:sjxvl@esassoc.com


From: CmonLuke@aol.com 
Sent: Monday, September 22, 2008 1:48 PM 
To: San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Project 
Cc: Geiberger@aol.com 
Subject: CROSS VALLEY LINE COMMENTS 
 
Attachments: PACE Jensen Uichida ltr.doc 
Mr. Uchida - I am attaching a file for inclusion in the EIR for this project, or if more appropriate as a comment 
directly to the CPUC.  My knowledge of the information in the files stems from my time of the CEO of the 
organization that handled the 1999 disaster relief program in the citrus belt -to that time the first NGO ever to do 
so in California, and as immediate past-president of Exeter-By-Design, the organization of organizations in 
Exeter (business and arts entities) engaged in making this town a charming place to live and visit. 
  
Thanks for your participation in the hearings.  It is much appreciated out here. 
  
Jim Gordon 
(559) 901-4926 
 
 
 

Looking for simple solutions to your real-life financial challenges? Check out WalletPop for the latest news and 
information, tips and calculators. 
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E-mail to: 

September 22, 2008 

Mr. Jensen Uchida 

San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Project 

c/o Envirnomental Science Associates 

225 Bush Street, Suite 1700 

San Francisco, CA 94104 

 

Please consider the following two issues for discussion in the 
Environmental Analysis, or if not appropriate for that study, for referral to the 
CPUC for its consideration of the route. 

1. PERMANENT JOB LOSS FOR AGRICULTURAL WORKERS   The amount of 
citrus and tree fruit acreage permanently removed from production impacts the 
number of jobs in the fields, for transporting product, and packing and shipping 
product.  While a facile reply may be that acreage permanently removed can be 
re-planted elsewhere it is factual that local farm acreage is in a rapid decline due 
to water and trade issues.  Published farming plans are that a 250,000 acre 
reduction is anticipated for 2009.  Agricultural workers have limited skills that are 
transferable to other jobs and virtually no formal education – the median is 6 
years.  They have extremely limited resources to fall back on.  In similar 
situations they have been retrained for demand jobs in the regional labor market.   

Information for the number of field jobs required per acre can readily be 
calculated from information published by the Cooperative Extension Service. It is 
recently been updated.  The ratio of field jobs to post harvest jobs can be 
calculated from information of the Labor Market Information Division of the 
California Employment Development Department, and also estimated by EDD 
staff and California Citrus Mutual staff. In January 1999 I had the responsibility of 
providing disaster relief to workers impacted by the citrus freeze.  Tasked with 
estimating the number of impacted workers affected by the acreage loss from the 
freeze for FEMA and the Governor’s Office of Emergency Services, the original 
estimate was well within 5% of the actual number (actually just over 3% of the 
more than 14,000 impacted workers). The job loss from the permanent removal 
of farm acreage could quite as readily be calculated within the same degree of 
accuracy. 

Calculated retraining costs will vary widely with the occupations then in 
demand in the labor market.  In 1999 it varied from $3,000 to $10,000 per worker 
and averaged nearly $7,000 a worker.  In addition to the cost borne by the 
worker these costs are taxpayer paid through the public school system adult or 
career technical education programs, the community college system, or federal 



payments through the U.S. Department of Labors Workforce Investment System 
either or both through local and state governments, or by selected programs from 
the United States Department of Education or the US Health and Human Service 
Agency through local nonprofit organizations, or the Tulare County Workforce 
Investment Board. 

2. LOSS OF JOBS AND INCOME IN EXETER DUE TO ENVIRONMENTAL 

DEGREGATION DUE TO PLACEMENT OF TRANSMISSION TOWERS AT 

THE NORTH ENTRACE TO TOWN   The City of Exeter recently has been listed 
in a publication as one of America’s 100 most charming communities, by a 
second publication as one of California’s five top communities to visit (its top 
small city), and by a national trade journal as the prettiest painted town in 
America’s Southwest, besting Carmel and Taos. 

This type of publicity helps underlay Exeter’s local downtown economy based on 
retail sales of antiques and boutique items, and its restaurants and wine bar, and 
its murals and art galleries and shops.  Tour busses frequent the city coming 
from other valley towns, but also from Southern California and Coastal 
communities as well.  Tour bus operators have a wide choice of places to drive to 
and it remains a question whether they would continue to choose Exeter if its 
approach was downgraded from citrus orchards to industrial type transmission 
towers. 

Exeter businesses and arts organizations collaborate in a nonprofit organization 
called Exeter-By-Design.  This is an organization of organizations formed to 
create and maintain the small town charm of Exeter.  To examine the potential 
(or perceived potential impact) of the transmission towers affected the entrance 
to town, it commissioned the Exeter Chamber of Commerce to survey its 
members and have them report back on the percentage of sales to out-of-town 
visitors, and their estimates of the extent by percentage of sales decline the 
towers were likely to have. 

While the numbers generated are speculative, the information is coming from 
those businesses owners who are responsible for deciding on how much to 
invest and whether they will add or subtract employees.  Survey results could be 
contrasted with actual impacts caused by 160 foot transmission towers on 
similarly impacted communities (if any exist). 

Survey results are planned for tabulation late in October 2008 and can be made 
available to the EIR consultants and to the CPUC. 

 

 

 

 

















From: Stacey Hughart [staceygirl78@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Monday, September 22, 2008 8:14 PM 
To: San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Project 
Subject: San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Lines Project (A.08-05-039). 
 
Attachments: Cross Valley Loop Letters.doc 
To whom it may concern:  
My name is Stacey E. Hughart. I have enclosed a letter of concern regarding the proposed San Joaquin 
Cross Valley Loop Transmission Lines Project (A.08-05-039). I hope you will consider Route 3 instead 
of the currently proposed Route 1, as noted in the enclosed letter. I thank you for your time. Please 
contact me if you have any questions or I may be of further assistance.  
Stacey E. Hughart, BSN, RN. 
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 Stacey E. Hughart 

17394 Ave. 288 

Exeter, CA 93221 

(559) 592-7266 

 

Mr. Jensen Uchida, Project Manager 

California Public Utilities Commission 

505 Van Ness Avenue 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

Tel. (415) 703-5484 

Fax (415) 703-2200Mr. Jensen Uchida 

sjxvl@esassoc.com 

RE: San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Line Project (A.08-05-039). 

 

To Whom It May Concern: 

 

My name is Stacey E. Hughart. I am a Registered Nurse and resident of Exeter, California. I am 

writing this letter to voice my serious concerns regarding Southern California Edison’s proposed 

construction of Route 1 of the San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Line Project (A.08-

05-039). 

 

I live within close proximity of the proposed Route 1 of the San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop 

Transmission Line Project (A.08-05-039), and have most of my life. I am 29 years of age.  

I believe that there are many very serious concerns and reasons to abandon Route 1. Instead, I 

urge the California Public Utilities Commission to direct the location of Southern California 

Edison’s San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop project of high voltage transmission lines and towers to 

its proposed more rural northern Alternative Route 3. I believe that there are numerous 

socioeconomic, historic, anthropological, environmental, agricultural, and health related reasons 

to move the power line route to a more rural, less impacting area, which is that of proposed route 

3. Reasons of concern for the proposed Route 1 are listed below: 

 

Socioeconomic 

• Route 1 will directly affect over 200 property owners whereas Route 3 only directly 

affects approximately 8 property owners, as noted by the Protect Agriculture, 

Communities, and the Environment Coalition (P.A.C.E.).  

• Disruption and potentially halt of the proposed Farmersville business park. 

• Long-term economic costs to the affected communities of Visalia, Farmersville, Exeter, 

Oak Ranch, Lindcove, and Lemon Cove. 

• Route 1 would do little to repair and upgrade the 100-year old Rector Line, where Route 

3 would improve and replace lines above homes and trees, especially those in Oak Ranch, 

as noted by P.A.C.E.  

• Decreased property value.  

• Decreased aesthetic value.  

o Highway 198 is currently considered a “scenic corridor”, consisting of valley oak 

trees, agriculture land, and the Kaweah Oaks Preserve, and is the route to gain 

access to the Siearra Nevada parks.  



 

 

 

 

 

Archaeological 

• Disruption of historic and archeological Native American habitations and burial sites, 

which according to Mary Gorden, resident and historian, there are at least 12 historically 

sensitive sites that would be directly and severely impacted by the insertion of power 

lines along rout 1. 

 

Agricultural 

• Destruction and loss of highly productive farmland including more than 5,000 acres of 

citrus, field and row crops, nuts, fruit, olive, and avocado trees between Visalia and 

Lemon Cove. 

• Potential affects on irrigation lines and existing wells. 

 

Health  

• Concern of health affects and risks caused by the 220 kilovolt 120-160 foot tall power 

lines in a residential area. For example, those with pace makers, cardiovascular 

conditions, or other pre-existing health problems. 

• Studies correlate that electric and magnetic fields, such as those caused by the proposed 

power lines of Route 1, can cause direct interference with implanted pacemakers.  

• Effects of high voltage power lines on children: Route 1 is in closer proximity to schools 

including Sequoia Union Elementary in Lemon Cove, Kaweah High School, Exeter and 

Farmersville High Schools.  

 

Environmental 

• Route 1 would include the destruction and clear cutting of private homes and productive 

agricultural land.  

• Affect on Kaweah Oaks Preserve and animals in the surrounding area. Kaweah Oaks 

Preserve is within ¼ of a mile of the proposed Route 1 power lines.  

 

In summary, there are numerous concerns and valid arguments against proposed Route 1 of the 

San Joaquin Valley Loop Transmission Line Project (A-08-05-039). One of the key points noted 

by Southern California Edison representatives in favor of Route 1 has been that it is the most 

cost effective to install, however, this may not be the case. The overall long term affects and 

costs on the surrounding area and communities may be far greater than those saved by one 

company, Southern California Edison. I strongly urge that these points and concerns be taken 

into consideration and that the San Joaquin Valley Loop Transmission Line Project proceed with 

the less impacting Route 3.  

 

Thank you for your time and consideration.  

 

Sincerely,  

Stacey E. Hughart, BSN, RN. 







September 22, 2008 
 
 
 
Mr. Jensen Uchida 
San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Project 
c/o Environmental Science Associates 
225 Bush Street, Suite 1700 
San Francisco, CA 94104 
 
RE: SAN JOAQUIN CROSS VALLEY LOOP TRANSMISSION LINE PROJECT 
 
Dear Mr. Uchida, 
 
 We appreciate your continued interest and that of your consultants in the issues 

and concerns of the Kaweah Delta Water Conservation District (District) with regard to 

the proposed San Joaquin Valley Loop Transmission Line Project (A.08-05-039) 

(Transmission Line Project) proposed by Southern California Edison. Attached to this 

letter, please find an overview of the issues which the District feels should be addressed 

in the proposed environmental document related to the Transmission Line Project. The 

proper addressing of these issues in the CEQA document, which is to be prepared to 

provide advice to the CPUC, is hereby requested by the District.  

 

 We appreciate the consideration of the CPUC of the specific issues which have 

been described which are of concern to the District in determining the scope and 

content of the proposed CEQA document.  

 



Very truly yours, 
 
 
 
Mark Larsen 
Assistant General Manager 
 
ML:kh 
 
Enclosure 
 
Cc: Mr. Bruce George, General Manager 
 Mr. D. Zackary Smith, Attorney-At-Law 
 Mr. Dennis R. Keller, Consulting Engineer 
  
 
 
 



ATTACHMENT A 
 

 
SCOPING COMMENTS 

PROPOSED ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
SAN JOAQUIN CROSS VALLEY LOOP TRANSMISSION LINE PROJECT (A.08.05.039) 

KAWEAH DELTA WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT 
 
 

 
GENERAL 

 
 These comments of the Kaweah Delta Water Conservation District (District) have been 

prepared with regard to the proposal of Southern California Edison (SCE) to construct a 

Cross Valley Loop Transmission Line Project (Project). The comments are in response to the 

August 22, 2008 Notice of Preparation issued by the California Public Utilities Commission 

(CPUC) and request the addressing of a number of specific items. The scoping comments of 

the District are divided into two (2) categories. The first of these is related to the impact of the 

Project on environmental features of the valley floor portion of the Kaweah River Basin. The 

second area, which the District feels needs to be addressed, is specific to properties of the 

District and the manner in which those properties are currently being utilized or are proposed 

to be utilized in the future with respect to habitat and species issues, including the recovery of 

recognized endangered species. 

 
KAWEAH RIVER BASIN CONCERNS 
 
 The District feels that a properly constructed document addressing the potential 

environmental impacts of the Project on the Kaweah River Basin must address the following 

issues: 

 

1. The EIR should research, examine and define the nature of characteristics of the 

Kaweah River corridor from the base of Terminus Dam to the westerly termination of 

the Project. The efforts to define the Project area should include the specifics of the 



Kaweah River riparian corridor itself, as well as those related to alternate alignments. 

In particular, the examination should undertake a delineation of the habitat features, 

species which inhabit the Kaweah River corridor and the environs of the alternative 

alignments and specifics as to listed Threatened and Endangered Species. The 

document should contain a complete delineation of existing threats to the identified 

habitat area and specific species, as well as existing trend information related to those 

habitat areas and defined species. The District is specifically concerned with respect to 

the cumulative impacts of the Project on both habitat areas and species; and 

 

2. The EIR should incorporate a thorough discussion of the published recovery plans of 

both state and federal agencies with respect to Threatened and Endangered Species. 

As the District has ongoing efforts to improve habitat conditions and improve 

survivability of defined Threatened and Endangered Species, the District feels that the 

EIR must adequately address these issues relative to the Project. Any impacts which 

would cause deviations from the recovery plan efforts must be adequately defined and 

explained. 

 
DISTRICT HCP/NCCP EFFORTS 
 
 As part of the District’s 20-year capital and operation and maintenance plans, the 

District has engaged in a process to put into place both a Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) 

and a Natural Communities Conservation Plan (NCCP). In support of these plans, the District 

has purchased land with varied habitat value which is a key to both the impact areas 

associated with District construction and maintenance activities, as well as addressing 

desired species habitat and recovery issues as defined by the State Department of Fish and 

Game and the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service. The District has very specific concerns with 

respect to the impacts of the preferred project alignment on District owned lands which are to 

be included into the District HCP/NCCP. The District encourages the CPUC and its 

consultants to take into account the impacts of the Project on properties of the District and 



the full benefits to be gained by the environment as a result of the implementation of the 

proposed HCP/NCCP efforts. 

 

 As the CPUC consultant has provided an initial CEQA checklist related to the NOP for 

the proposed EIR, the District offers the following specific comments.  

 

Section IV. Biological Resources 
a) Adverse effect on candidate, sensitive or special status species.  The 

District believes that the impact might be significantly greater than “Less 

Than Significant” especially as related to the native riparian habitat 

established on APN’s 111-230-010, and 111-230-011 referred to by the 

District as the Paregien Basin Site, and proposed for incorporation into the 

HCP/NCCP; 

b) Adverse effect on riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities.  

The District believes that the impact might be more than “Less Than 

Significant” as the District has an approved Workplan for the HCP/NCCP 

which includes APN’s 111-230-010, and 111-230-011 referred to by the 

District as the Paregien Basin Site, and  APN’s 113-010-017, 113-280-008, 

and 113-280-009 referred to by the District as the Hannah Ranch South 

Basin Site.  This Workplan has identified significant habitat issues related to 

these parcels; 

c) N/A; 

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of wildlife species on migratory 

wildlife corridors.  The District believes that the impact might be more than 

“No Impact” as the above mentioned parcels are part of a wildlife corridor 

starting at Lake Kaweah and moving in a southwesterly direction; 

e) N/A; 



f) Conflict with and adopted HCP.  The District believes that the impact might 

be more than “No Impact” as the District has an approved Workplan for 

HCP/NCCP documents for the above mentioned properties.  Several other 

parcels have been purchased for inclusion into the proposed plans. 

Section IX Land Use and Planning 
a) N/A; 

b) N/A; 

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural communities 

conservation plan.  The District believes that the impact might be more than 

“No Impact” as the District has an approved Workplan which is being 

implemented for completion of a HCP and a NCCP for the above mentioned 

properties. 

 

The District appreciates this opportunity to comment on the issues which it feels 

should be addressed in the Project EIR which is being scoped. The District pledges its 

resources to challenge the impacts on endangered species recovery within the 

Kaweah River Basin and specifically on efforts of the District to assist in these 

recovery efforts. We encourage the CPUC to take advantage of the willingness of the 

District to engage in this process and to address the specific concerns of the District 

with respect to the potential impacts on the efforts and plans of the District which may 

be impacted by the Project.  

 



































From: Susan.Nelson@sce.com 

Sent: Monday, September 22, 2008 3:58 PM 

To: San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Project 

Cc: Thomas.Burhenn@sce.com 

Subject: Southern California Edison’s Comment to the Scoping 

Presentation for the San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop 

 

 

 

Southern California Edison (SCE) is pleased to provide the Commission with comments 

regarding the Public Scoping Meetings on September 17, 2008, in Farmersville and 

September 19, 2008, in Woodlake. 

 

SCE wishes to remind the public, ESA, and Commission staff that SCE has dismissed 

Alternate 4 as a viable alternate route for this project because it performs in an inferior 

manner electrically. 

 

As stated on page 2-9 of SCE's Proponent’s Environmental Assessment, “ … the 

Alternate 4 route would result in greater transmission line length of the proposed Big 

Creek 3-Rector No. 2 220 kV transmission line, resulting in greater line impedance.  This 

greater impedance decreases power flows on the transmission line and increased the need 

for reduced power generation at the Big Creek Hydroelectric Project during outage 

conditions.  As a result, the Alternative 4 route is the least effective at meeting the project 

objectives of increasing transmission line capacity between the Big Creek Hydroelectric 

Project and the existing Rector Substation, and minimizing the need to reduce the Big 

Creek Hydroelectric Project generation under transmission line outage conditions.  

Consequently, the Alternate 4 route is eliminated from further consideration in this PEA, 

...“ 

 

The materials presented at the Public Scoping Meetings did not contain information 

related to the non-viabality of Alternate 4, and thus may have left the public with the 

impression that Alternate 4 is a viable route even though it does not meet the project’s 

objectives. 

 

 

Susan J. Nelson, AIA 

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON 

Regulatory Affairs 

2244 Walnut Grove Avenue,  Quad 3D, GO1 

Rosemead, California 91770 

 

Phone 626.302.8128  (Pax 28128) 









Public Comment Card 
Southern California Edison’s San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Project 

Public Scoping Meeting 

Thursday, September 18, 2008 6:30 – 8:30 pm 

 

To: Mr. Jensen Uchida 

 San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Project 

c/o Environmental Science Associates 

 225 Bush Street, Suite 1700 

 San Francisco, CA  94104 

 

From: Ron Paregien 

 18445 Avenue 304 

 Visalia, CA  93292 

 

Property under both Route 1 and Route 3 
 

 The San Joaquin Valley Loop Transmission Line Project (Route 1) as proposed 

will transect my family’s most productive walnut orchard.  Approximately 248 trees will 

have to be removed from our orchard in order to facilitate Route 1.  This number of trees 

accounts for nearly half of our current walnut orchard.  The future loss of production we 

would sustain from Route 1 is significant if not catastrophic.  The 50 acre stretch of 

walnuts is in its prime production phase, and Route 1 of the Line Project would wipe out 

20 years worth of future production from this orchard.  In addition to the walnut orchard, 

another 20 acres of open ground will be transected in such a way as to render it 

unfarmable.  A ½ mile of pipeline will need to be installed on our land in order to irrigate 

the remaining trees as the Route 1 lines would sever the current irrigation pipeline from 

the remaining walnut orchard.  Route 1 would pass over our current pump and well.  This 

would force us to drill a new well and move the pump.  Current waiting lists for well 

drillers to drill wells and place pumps are six months to a year.  Route 1 removes the only 

working pump and well for this walnut orchard and places the orchard in jeopardy of 

going without water for an entire season.  Because Route 1 splits our orchard in two, we 

would need to drill TWO new wells and place pumps in both of them.  Needless to say, 

this would cause us to lose our entire walnut orchard due to the disruption caused by 

Route 1.  This line would cause significant financial loss to our walnut operation on land 

that our family has farmed since 1873.  In fact, the loss of future production would 

jeopardize the viability of the family farm as a whole and may prevent future generations 

from carrying on the farming operations. 

 Construction of the line would cause significant disruptions to the effective 

farming of the walnut orchard.  Additional traffic caused by construction of the line 

would disrupt normal tractor and harvest crew traffic making the remaining orchard 

difficult to farm.  Time and money would be lost due to the increased traffic and 

congestion caused by construction crews working on the Route 1 line.  Liability for hired 

crews sent in to the orchard to perform the required work, which is the normal labor 

required to maintain and farm the orchard, becomes a large concern due to the added 

hazard of construction equipment and personnel entering and exiting the property.  



Because Route 1 cuts our orchard in half, it opens our land up to trespassers as fences 

would be removed to accommodate the new lines.  This increases our exposure to 

liability. 

 Alternative Route number 3 would pass through 2500 acres of range land that my 

family owns and operates.  Though some grazing ground would be lost to roads and 

towers, the financial impact of Route 3 on our farm would be significantly less in 

comparison to the financial devastation that Route 1 would cause.  In other words, our 

cattle would graze and be “happy cows” despite the buzzing hum of the lines.  It is for 

this reason that we prefer Route 3 over the proposed Route 1.  Route 3 does not 

effectively destroy prime productive agricultural lands like Route 1 would do.  In fact, we 

would hardly notice the difference to our farming operations if Route 3 were to succeed 

as the chosen Route.  Route 1 would cause very real and immediate financial loss to us, 

to local labor, and though we understand loss in land value is not considered significant 

in the eyes of some, we consider it a huge loss to future generations that would benefit 

from the full farmable use of our walnut orchard as it now stands. 





From: Exetrade@aol.com 
Sent: Monday, September 22, 2008 3:20 PM 
To: San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Project 
Subject: scoping comments 
attn mr jensen uchida         
  
  
i own two farmsand homes which will be drastically and negatively impacted if the proposed route is authorized. 
i just got the ranch paid off after 20 yrs of freezes, droughts, and other natural and economic adversities. paying 
for your land by farming it is the hard way, let no one tell you different. 
  
i have spent thousands remodelling both homes for myself and my mom who lives  in  the other one. both 
homes are situated on commercial orange groves with absolutely beautiful views of the last natural unobstucted 
watershed in the sierra nevada(kaweah drainage) and gateway to the national treasure that is sequoia national 
park. this citrus belt is the most valuable farmland in the state. my ranch operations would be irrevocably 
infringed upon and the property values would perish. i wouldn't even be able to sell with giant ugly powerpoles  
next to the 2 houses and blocking the mountain views. also all that  e.m.f. is very harmful to our health and that 
of our workers. we have already spent much time and money trying to stop this evil plan. what are they doing 
building more houses and  subdivisions in the worst real estate mkt in recent history? who is giving these 
developers loans to build? people  can't get loans to buy, and most of all the economy here is bad and there is 
no water. development is out of the question, we dont need  these poles at all, and even if they did, then put 
them out on the northern route where it wont disrupt and ruin businesses and property values  all along its 
course. there is total opposition to this thing as far as i can tell, except for sce lackeys and shareholders (& 
maybe the devil). over peoples homes,near schools, through farmersville's   much  needed 
development areas, let alone all the hardworking small farmers'ranches and farms, who are struggling as it is to 
provide food for the world (and even food for the cpuc and sce). really biting the hand that feeds. 
this is immoral and sociopathic. if an individual acted as sce is they would be in jail. 
  
what about the historic areas? the views of the sierras for which all the tourists come and locals love...? 
what about the effect on our businesses and farms? what about the losses to my net worth as a result of 
property devaluations? what about my childrens future which is what i am working for? 
what about the land? no respect whatsoever for any of it by sce. i hope the cpuc has some morals  and will stop 
this disaster from occurring! 
  
i hope to testify if they will let me. 
  
philip pescosolido 
21302 ave 296 
(po box 1108) 
exeter , cal 93221 
559 594 5369 
 
 
 

Looking for simple solutions to your real-life financial challenges? Check out WalletPop for the latest news and 
information, tips and calculators. 
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To: Mr. Jensen Uchida, c/o Environmental Science Associates 

e-mail: sjxvl@esassoc.com 

From: Sylvie Robillard 

 P.O. Box 44161, Lemoncove, CA 93244 

 23830 Ave 324 Lemoncove CA 

 Sylvieoaks@yahoo.com 

Date: September 22, 2008 

Subject:  Scoping Comments for Southern California Edison Company San Joaquin Cross  

Valley Loop Transmission Project 

 

I am opposed to the SCE Cross Valley Loop Transmission Project for the following reasons: 

 

1) I do not believe that energy conservation and alternative energy sources have been studied and 

implement by SCE in the Southern San Joaquin Valley.  These should include solar and biomass 

technologies as well as upgrading the Rector Station and existing lines. The cost of the new lines 

should be evaluated and compared to the cost of implementing a dynamic conservation program 

and rebates for the installation of solar energy in Tulare County. 

 

2) I am concerned about the impact of the route on local communities. At the very least the lines 

will be an eyesore along 13 miles of scenic highway.  The preferred route will pass through or 

very near the towns of Exeter and Farmersville with the potential of having long term negative 

effects. Local property values will be decreased and Farmersville’s General Plan is in jeopardy. 

 

3) The negative impact of the lines on cultural recourses both historic and prehistoric has not 

been taken into consideration. There was much use of this area by the local American Indians 

which had several living sites in the area. Also the agricultural land is some of the oldest farmed 

property in Tulare County. 

 

4) The proposed route appears to run along riparian corridors. I am concerned about the impact 

of the lines on wildlife and flora especially oak species. I feel that these issues have not been 

addressed in a satisfactory manner. 

 

Thank you for your consideration of my remarks. 
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Patricia L. Whitendale 
Trustor of  Patricia L. Whitendale Revocable Trust 
 
29349 Road 152 
Visalia, Ca. 93292 
 
Home: 559-733-4951  
Cell:  559-731-0998 
Fax:  559-740-4094 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
Mr. Jensen Uchida 

San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Project 

c/o Environmental Science Associateds 

225 Bush Street, Suite 1700 

San Francisco, CA 94104 

                                                                                          
September 22, 2008 

 

1..     I am Patricia L Whitendale ( “private citizen”) residing at  

 

29349 Road 152, Visalia  California, 93292, (559) 733-4951,  I hereby submit these  

 

comments for your review when drafing your Environmental Impact Report concerning 

 

the San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Project proposed by Southern California Edison.  

 

(“SCE”) ,  Docket # A08-05-039 before the Public Utilities Commission of the State of  

 

California. 

 

2..      I object to Route 1 that Edison has selected., and support this objection with the                                                                                    
 

following points..    The pages/figures cited are referring to the  

 

--------Proponent’s Environmental Assessment (“PEA”): the application before the                  

                                                                                                CPCN, and the  

 

---------Cross Valley Loop Project, Vol I..   

 

Access is available @ www.sce.com/crossvalley. 

 

6.    The property concerned is our family ranch.  So, in an attempt to be economical and  

 

efficient with your time, and environmentally more correct regarding paper use,  I am  

 

expressing the views of all members of my family involved in our property ownership,  

 

use, and inheritance.  Each member signed a separate protest and request for hearing to  

 

the CPUC regarding this issue, however with their permission I have included them all in  

 

this statement.  Names are at the conclusion.  

 

 



 
AREAS OF CONCERN 

 

A.   History of our ranch: 

 

• Our land will be directly affected by this proposed route.  The land has been in  

 

our family since the 1860’s. It is a portion of the Richard Chatten/Mineral King  

 

Ranch property.  I am the 5
th
 generation, my heirs will be the 6

th
 generation of  

 

Whitendales to farm our ranch. 

 

• Our land is in the Williamson Act. 

                                                                                          
B. The effects of the proposed Route 1 on this property--  

 

• APN # 101-070-003.  The proposed Route 1 will take the entire southern border  

 

of this parcel. 40 year old walnuts and 20 year old walnuts. 

 

•   APN # 101-130-039:  is immediately adjacent and south of the prior mentioned. 

     

• The proposed Right of Way  (“ROW”) cuts the family ranch  

 

into 2 sections, effectively denying access from one side of the ranch to the other. 

 

• Mature orchards border the entire length of the proposed ROW. 

 

• Vegetation under transmission lines to be kept “trimmed to not exceed 15 feet”.                                                                                 
 

It is not a viable option to cut mature walnuts to a height of 10 feet. This takes into                                                                                     

                                                                                    
account the fact that the trees will have to be trimmed below the 15 foot requirement  

                                                                                      
to prevent growth beyond the acceptible level. 

                                                                                    

• A 300 year old Valley Oak  in the ROW on our property will have to be  

 

removed.  Four to five Valley Oaks of varying ages directly in the ROW. will have  

 

to removed on the proposed right of way just East of our Property. 

 

• Negative environmental impact by removing mature trees, both oaks and walnuts 

 

which filter CO2 from the air. 



  

• PEA--P. 3-15 Edison will have to clear cut for 20 ft access roads “16 ft drivable  

 

surface” w/ “2 ft” berms on either side.  The Edison access road will effectively 

 

block direct access to the south half of the ranch.  Because of this road,  

 

the only remaining option to access the south half of our family’s property for  

                                                                            
cultivation/pest control/harvesting, will be the public road. (Road 152).   We use  

 

farm equipment, tractors, large sprayers w/chemicals which at this point do  

 

not traverse the public road.   

 

• Traffic on the public road by farm equipment --more emmissions from farm 

 

equipment due to travel distance vs just cutting across the ranch.   

 

• Traveling the public road with hazardous chemicals (the sprayer, fertilizer, etc.)  

 

• Repair shop, fuel tanks, one  pump and the pipeline specifically modified for the 

 

 orchard sprayer are all on North.half. 

 

• Land preparation for the access road will  require compaction.  The compaction  

 

and the heavy equipment used will very probably damage and/or break the existing  

 

underground pipeline on our property.  We use 2 pumps (one on  

                                                                                   

the north side of the ranch, the other on the south side.   The pipelines are connected)  

 

We require both pumps for efficient/economic water use.. If we cannot keep the  

 

existing system connected and are only able to use one pump for irrigation, we will  

 

need to drill two new wells, one on North side and one on South side to  

 

supplement the existing system. 

 

• PEA--P. 3-16 site preparation of up to 200ft x 200ft for tower sites w/land graded  

 

so no “ponding” or “erosion” to new towers.  Rain will drain “in the way of natural  

 

       drainage.”  Ponding & erosion are probable in orchards when excess rain drains to  



 

areas around the compacted tower sites. 

 

• More ‘greenhouse gas’ emissions due to increased distance traveled to access 

 

the south half of the property..  

 

C.   More ‘greenhouse’ emissions & chemical applications due to  ROW 

 

• PEAVol I—P .4.210. There will be an increase in foreign traffic (trespassing  

 

 motorcycles, off-road, drag strip type driving will create more dust which promotes  

 

mites etc and other pests that can damage the walnut crop.  This will require more  

 

chemical applications and ‘greenhouse’ gas emissions in an attempt to control  these  

 

pests . 

 

• Possible inability to completely spray our orchards due to drift containment  & danger 

 

to the operator while spraying around the high tension lines could result in more cycles of  

 

chemical applications to offset the increased pest problems for the rest of the orchard.   

 

• Growing weeds and uncontrolled vegetation under ROW seeding orchards,  again 

 

requiring more ‘greenhouse’ emissions & chemical applications to control. 

 

• Holes of rodents living on the ROW may cause flooding of areas not intended. .   

 

D.   Avoidance of answering some questions about impact on land use and planning: 
 

• PEA--P 4-175—‘the project has no impact on land use and planning so no  

 

mitigation required.’   The Application refers to data gathered in 2002/2003.   I  

 

submit that in 2008, the data noted is not accurate.  For such a large project, more 

 

 recent data should be obtained.     

  

• 120-160 ft towers, visually and aesthetically negative for surrounding  property  

 

owners and passers-by.  They will be seen from Highway 198 by people traveling in  

 

either direction.  Very ugly to tourists traveling & on vacation. 



                                                                              
E. Electro Magnetic Fields 
 

• PEA--P B-5 … EMF data quoted is all 6-9 yrs old, except for the 2007 ‘WHO’ 

 

 study.  “The evidence”….. for possible harm is … “strong enough to remain a concern”.   

 

One would expect a more ‘up-to-date’ and thorough investigation of possible hazards for  

 

such an important project. 

 

• Exposure to EMF for all farm workers, hired and family, will be unavoidable with  

 

the high voltage transmission lines in the center of the farmable area..  

 

 
F.   EFFECTS ON TULARE COUNTY/ GROWTH/INCOME/ LAND USE 
 

• PEA Vol I--P. 4-72 “approximately 94% of the route is located on ‘important  

 

farmland’” based on 2006 Tulare County data. 

 

• PEA Vol I-- Figure 4.2-1,  Route 1 covers, as designated by this Edison map,  

 

“Prime Farmland”, “Farmland of Statewide importance”, and Farmland of  

 

Local Importance”. 
 

• PEA Vol I--P. 4-73 approximately 39 acres of “important farmland” will be  

 

permanently converted to non-agricultural use. 

 

• PEA Vol I--P 4-71, 4.2.4.—Impact analysis—Tulare County requires a  

 

Special Use Permit for the location and operation of public utility structures on  

 

land zoned for agricultural use.  However, according to the CPUC G.O. 131-D,  

 

Section IX.B, Edison is not required to obtain such a permit.  So “any affects would  

 

be less than significant”.   This statement totally bypasses the implied question about 

 

impact on the land.   

 

• Tulare County requires Special Use Permits for the location and operation of  

 

public utility structures on land under the Williamson Act.  However, according to  



 

the pre-mentioned CPUC GO.  Edison is not required to obtain such a permit.   

 

Again, the question is not addressed.  

                                                                                     

• PEA -P.4-167 4.9.2  the  CPUC GO--A public utility is not bound by local 

 

regulations, but should consult local areas, but it is deemed not necessary. 

 

Locals have no jurisdiction over them….1995 

 

• Some properties (including possibly our orchards) may become too small in 

 

     area to successfully farm.  This may cause further environmental changes with the 

 

     probably removal of said orchards. 

 

• Farmer’s are an endangered species also, occupationally and economically 

•  

 
F. ROUTE COMPARISON 
 

• Route 1 – 1.1 miles --replace existing lines on ROW 

                      17.4 miles—obtain new ROW on agricultural land & construct lines 

• Route 3 – 14.6 miles replace existing lines on ROW 

                       9.6 miles – obtain new ROW & construct new lines. 

*     The lines on the existing ROW are in need of replacement   

 
 

G. ROUTE 3 
 

• PEA Vol I. Figure 4.2-2  Route 3 covers, as designated by this Edison map,  

 

“non-prime”  (grazing) land until the proposed route meets the existing ROW. 

                                                                             

• Grazing land over Route 3, is unlikely to be in the direct view of passers-by, and  

 

may need access roads  which could be used by Emergency equipment such as fire  

 

engines..etc.  

 

• PEA Vol I--4.2.7. Route 3 covers 14 miles of agricultural land.  From   

 

Figure 4.2-1, it appears that this agricultural land is along the already existing  

 

ROW/power lines currently in use. 



 

• PEA Vol I--Figure 4.4-2 The existing ROW already traverses the Vernal Pools. 

 

Any work needing to be done could be arranged for the season when said work would 

 

have minimal impact.     

 

I.   PERSONAL OBSERVATIONS 

 

• I feel that the choice of Route 1 over Route 3 is a  short sighted  goal.  

 

I feel that Edison is bargaining with the immediacy of Route cost vs. the promise of  

 

economic growth in the area/tax base/industry expansion/population planning.. 

 

• I feel that using Route 1 is short term fix.  Once ROW is established Edison will  

 

need more land/lines within the few years.   Which means – more agricultural land 

 

taken, more trees lost.   

                                                                                  

• I feel the best use for the land, the environment and the people who exist here is to 

 

use a route that already has the majority of the property on an existing ROW.  Add 

 

 new lines and upgrade the old lines, all using the existing ROW.                                                                                                    

 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Patricia L. Whitendale, Trustee, Patricia L. Whitendale Revocable Trust 

 

Whitendale family members included in this____: 

 

Marjorie R. Whitendale, Trustee, Earl C. and Marjorie R. Whitendale Revocable Trust 

William C. Whitendale 

Claudia Whitendale 

William Curtis Whitendale 

Johathan Kent Whitendale 

Mathew Scott Whitendale 

 

 

 



Whitendale(addendum)_09222008.txt
From: Trish Whitendale [twhitendale@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, September 22, 2008 4:52 PM
To: San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Project
Subject: San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop: further info

Addendum:  

  The arial view of our land can be seen in 

     San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Project Road Story - Alternative 1 
           (construction version). page 3 or 21.

 --New/pole structure # 9 and #10 are on the south end of parcel  
           
 -- APN # 101-070-003.  Parcel # APN # 101-130-039 is directly south.

 --The 300 year old oak tree is directly west of tower # 9.

 --The 4 - 5 other oak trees I've noted in my other communication are 
   located within feet of tower # 11. (not on our land)

Thank you...Trish Whitendale

Page 1



Nichole Yeto 

From: twhitendale@yahoo.com
Sent: Monday, September 22, 2008 6:03 PM

To: San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Project
Subject: SJCV Loop pictures to accompany Whjtendale letter

9/24/2008

Here are pictures of the oaks and the walnut trees that will have to be removed for 
this project.  

Thank you again. T Whitendale  
 

Get Kodak prints of this picture, and all your other favorites, at www.kodakgallery.com! 
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How to save a picture 
Simply right-click on it, then "Save Image As...".   (Mac users: drag the picture to your desktop.) 

Free Software! 

Organize, print, and share your 
digital photos using FREE Kodak 
EasyShare software. Download the 
software 

 

 

Get 20 Free 
Prints 

Get started for 
free at 
kodakgallery.com 
and we'll give you 
20 free prints 
(new members 
only). Plus, 
create photo 
mugs, books, 
cards, and more!  

9/24/2008



Del Strange 
464 E. Jackson Ave. 
Tulare, CA 93274 
September 22, 2008 

Mr. Jensen Uchida, CPUC Project Manager and 
tdr. Doug Cover, ESA Project Manager 
San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Project 
c/o Environmental Science Associates 
225 Bush Street, Suite 1700 
San Francisco, CA 94104 

RE: Scopinq Comments Relatinq to the Preparation of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (DEIR) for the San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Project by 
Southern California Edison Company (sCE), Applicant. [Docket A08-05-0391 

Dear Mr. Uchida and Mr. Cover: 

I respectfully offer the following comments and those attached hereto 
relating to scopiilg of issues and content Lo be included in the DEIR for 
the above-referenced project. 

First, please find my five-page summary outline entitled "Scoping Comments" 
enclosed for inclusion in the DEIR. 

Second, please also find a copy of my three-page letter to the CPUC1s 
Public Advisor's Office, dated June 29, 2008, enclosed. Many of the comments 
contained therein differ from the first document and are therefore to be 
included as well. 

In the final analysis, it is extremely important that a thorough analysis 
of all of the issues raised be of both an objective and subjective nature, 
and include not only environmental issues, but social and economic issues 
as well. The social and economic issues cannot be separated from the 
environmental issues in the final analysis, as their interactions are 
inseparable! 

A project's total and cumulative environmental, social and economic impacts 
must be considered, as well as those impacts for which a value cannot be 
placed due t6 its intrinsic and deeply-seated social nature. 

Therefore, in the final analysis, Alternative Route 3 is the "Environment- 
ally, Socially and Economically Superior Alternative." It is the route with 
the least over all negative impacts short-term and long-range, and the route 
that is most acceptable environmentally, socially and economically. 

On the other hand, however, SCE1s preferred project (Route 1) is woefully 
inadequate and fatally flawed for all of the reasons presented thus far. 
In addition, it fails miserably CEQA's "Mandatory Findings of Significance" 
test, as follows: 

a) The project has the potential to substantially degrade the quality of 
the environment [and/or] reduce the number of endangered, rare or 
threatened animal species. [See Aesthetics & Wildlife Issues, including 
the Condor and American Bald Eagle.] 

b) The project has environmental impacts that are individually limited, 
but cumulatively considerable. [In light of the effects of all past 
projects, other current projects, and probable future projects.] 

c) The project has environmental effects which will cause substantial 
adverse effects on human beings, both directly and indirectly. 



Mr. Uchida/CPUC 
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Del Strange 
September 22, 2008 
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There is over-whelming evidence that Alternative Route 1 is the least 
environmentally, socially and economically accept.able project alternative, 
for all of the reasons presented herewith. 

That Alternative Route 3 the "preferred alternative? and the CPUC 
should adopt this project alternative as the best over all choice in the 
best interests of all human beings, wildlife and the environment as a 
whole, both short-term and long-range. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Respectfully submitted, 

P.S. There is one additional thought regarding the negative impacts of 
SCE's Route 1 to be included in the DEIR. How much heat is emitted 
from the 220 Kv high-tension power lines? It is a known fact that 
electrical current passing through a wire conductor generates heat. 
At 220 kV, how much heat is added to our already hot environment in 
the hot Summer months? 493, 

encl: "Scoping Comments," five pages, dated September 22, 2008. 
My letter to the CPUC1s Public Advisor's Office, dated June 29, 2008. 
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Del Strange 
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Human beings are a significant part of the environment, as are other 
animals. As such, there is a definite need to include public health, 
safety and welfare in the CEQA evaluation and analysis process, as well as 
the social and economic welfare of humans. 

The following are some of the key issues and concerns as they relate to 
the environment and the survival and existence of all plant and animal 
species, including human beings: 

I. Public Health, Safety and Welfare 

A. Impacts on Public Health 

1 -  Physiological -- The Precautionary Principle must be applied. 

a. EMFs, Static Electricity & Impedance Issues -- Alteration of 
the human brain, body organs and systems, and the normal 
function of each; interference with the proper function of 
medical electronic devices such as pacemakers, pumps, etc.; 
and the development of cancer and/or recurrence of cancer in 
survivors. [There is evidence that EMFs are linked to a 
variety of human cancers, including childhood leukemia.] 

b. Noise -- 220 Kv high-tension e1ectric:power lines are known 
to generate a significant noise or hum, especially in the fog. 
Tulare County has historically had months on end of Tule Fog 
in the Late Fall, Winter and Early Spring. 

c. Stress -- The above conditions (a. & b.) and the knowledge 
thereof can cause unnecessary mental anguish and consequently 
undue physical stress. In turn, such stress can initiate 
such human diseases as cancer and leukemia. 

d. Respiratory & Cardiac Distress -- The clear cutting of tree 
crops and other agricultural vegetation removal for the 
Project's Right-of-way (ROW) would reduce over all air quality 
in Tulare County, since such vegetation removes hydrocarbons 
and carbon dioxide (C02) from the air while in turn producing 
oxygen (0 ) for animals and human beings to breathe. 2 

2- Psychological -- Mental Stress which can lead to Physiological 
Stress. (Above) 

a. Aesthetics or Visual Impacts -- The Project's Big Massive 
Towers and 220 Kv power lines will have a siqnificant adverse 
impact on the viewsheds in Tulare County. How can a value be 
placed on this? It can't! Could blight be but one result of 
the Project as proposed? Such impacts to the: 

1. Hiqhway 198 Scenic Corridor to eastern Tulare County and 
our National Parks. 

2. Kaweah River Viewshed 

3. City of Exeter -- Entrance to the City. 

4. City of Woodlake -- Southern entrance to the City. 

5. City of Farmersville -- Entrance to the City; Industrial 
and Commercial Development. 
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6. City of Visalia 

7. Community of Badqer ~ill/Merriman 

8. Community of Lindcove 

9. Community of Merhten Valley 

10. Community of Lemon Cove 

11. Rural Lands 

b. Mental Stress -- Alteration in brain function due to EMF'S, 
Static Electricity and/or Impedence Issues; and Loss of 
Tourism and Local Business, and the Economic Impacts on 
Business, Agriculture and the County of Tulare and everyone 
involved. 

B. Impacts on Public Safety 

1. Failure and/or Collapse of Power Lines -- Loss of human life by 
impact, electrocution and/or fire; Loss of property. 

a. Across Roads & Hiqhways 

b. Across Residential, Commercial and/or Industrial Properties 

c. Across Aqricultural Lands, Crops, Wells and/or Structures 

d. Across Rural Lands 

2. Fires -- Resulting from Large ~ i r d  Contact, involving residential, 
commercial, industrial, agricultural and/or rural 
properties. 

3. Service Vehicles and Equipment -- Any trucks, service vehicles, 
booms, emergency fire equipment, water well drilling and service 
equipment, etc., within close proximity of the high-tension power 
lines or towers. 

4. Agricultural Practices within close proximity of the high-tension 
power lines or towers: 

a. Growinq Practices -- Pruning & ~rimming, including orchard 
trimming machines; spraying and dusting, especially using 
aircraft; cultivating; irrigating, especially via sprinklers, 
spraying, misting, etc.; planting practices; etc. -- and the 
equipment used and methods applied. 

b. Harvestinq Practices -- Manpower, equipment & methods used 
for each type of crop potentially able to be grown on the 
affected land ( s ) . 

c. Transportinq Practices -- Manpower, equipment & methods used 
for each type of crop potentially able to be grown on the 
affected land(s). 

d. Sortinq & Packinq Practices -- Manpower, equipment & methods 
used for each type of crop potentially able to be grown on 
the affected land(s). 

C. Impacts on Public Welfare -- The welfare of humans and their ability 
to support human life, both socially and economically, is every bit 
as important, if not more so, than that of plants and animals 
addressed as environmental issues under CEQA. 
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1. Social Welfare -- To support human life. 

a. Aesthetics or Views -- The Project has Significant Adverse 
Aesthetic Impacts. [See: I.A.2.a. above] 

b. Human Interactions 

1. Local ~opulation(s1 -- Residents & Workers. 

2. Tourists 

3. Visitors on Business 

4. Government Officials & Politicians 

Economic Welfare -- To support human life. 

a. Loss of Jobs/Employment -- Permanent job losses. 

1. Aqriculture -- Tulare County's Number One (#I) eccnomic 
base. 

a) Tree Crops -- citrus, nuts, stone fruit, etc. 
b) Vine Crops -- grapes, kiwis, berries, etc. 
c) Row Crops -- corn, cotton, beans, peas, etc. 

d) Field Crops -- alfalfa, hay, etc. 

e) Job Retraininq -- Costs borne by Taxpayers (~ederal, 
State, & Local). 

b. Permanent Loss of Aqricultural Production -- Resulting in a 
decline in the agricultural economy and all supporting 
businesses and industry. 

c. Loss of Aqricultural Resources -- A permanent loss of farmland 
and/or farms. Alternative # I ,  SCE1s preferred route, will 
result in losses to over 300 farms versus eight (8) with 
Alternative Route #3. 

1. Prime of the Prime -- The Project will res;lt in the loss 
of the "Prime of the Prime Citrus Farmland in California 
and the United States. 

d. Adverse Impacts on Groundwater Resources -- ~uality, quantity, 
new wells, etc. 

e. Loss of Business -- Tourism, Local Customers, Visitors on 
Business, Government Officials, Politicians, etc. [Due to 
all of the above.] 

1. City of Exeter 

2. City of Woodlake 

3. City of Farmersville 

4. City of Visalia 

5. Community of Merriman 

6. Community of Merhten Valley 

7. Community of Lemon Cove 

8. Community of Three Rivers 
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9. Rural Lands 

10. Tulare County as a Whole 

11. Outdoor Sportinq -- Hunting, fishing, camping, boating, 
water skiing, etc. 

12. Open Space -- Scenic drives, picnicing, sightseeing, etc. 
13. National Parks -- Camping, picnicing, scenic drives, 

sightseeing and entrance(s) thereto, etc. 

f. Economic Decline due to:all of the above: 

1. A Siqnificant Reduction in the Economic Base -- Of Tulare 
County into perpetuity. 

2. An Economic Evaluation of ~ust"100 Yearsoof Perpetuity: 

a) Property Tax Base -- The inevitable decline in Tulare 
County's Property Tax Base of 10% to 20%. 

b) Real Estate Values -- The inevitable decline in Real 
Estate Values in Tulare County in addition to the 
already very weak market. 

c) Evaluation: 

1. A 15% Decline -- Based on recorded losses of 10% to 
20% in the real estate market due to similar power 
line issues, using an average; and based on other 
related economic data. 

2. Calcu1ation:of the Total Neqative Economic Impact on 
Tulare County: 

Using each category under I.C.2 above and using its 
current gross average annual revenue over the past 
five (5) years, multiply that figure by 15% (0.15), 
then add the resulting figures for each category to 
arrive at the Total Neqative Economic Impact. 

11. Wildlife & Habitat -- ~ealth, Safety and Welfare 
. . 

A. Power Lines, EMFs, Induction Effects, Impedance Issues, Static 
Electricity, Towers and ROW Clearances -- Impacts on each of the 
Wildlife Species and Sub-species and their interaction(s) with and 
impacts on each of these Project Components and/or Conditions. 
[The Project crosses several significant wildlife habitat sites.. 
The Kaweah River D~ainage Basin is abundant in bird life.] 
All such impacts on each of the following: 

1. American Bald Eagle 

2. Condor 

3 .  All Other Wildlife & Their Habitat(s) -- Foul & Mammals. 

B. Wildfires & Other Negative Impacts -- as a result of any of the 
Project's Components and/or Conditions Created and their impacts 
on Wildlife, Wildlife Habitat and Human Beings. 

111. Yokohl Ranch Project 

A. Benefits -- How will the subject SCE Project affect and benefit 
the proposed Yokohl Ranch Project? 
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IV. Cumulative Impacts - 

A. Total Negative Impacts On: 

1. Wildlife & Habitat -- Their Health, Safety & Welfare, as previous- 
ly noted (both foul & mammals). 

2. Human Beings & Habitat -- Their Health, Safety & Welfare, as 
previously noted. 

B. Comprehensive Evaluation 

1. Cumulatively Considerable -- The Project has environmental impacts 
that are cumulatively considerable when evaluated in light of the 
effects of all previous projects, other current projects and 
probable future projects. 

V. Alternatives 

A. Minimal or No Negative Impacts -- This should be the ultimate object- 
> ive of the Project Alternative chosen, especially on: 

1. Human Beings & Their Habitat -- For survival not only environ- 
mentally, but also socially and economically, assuring public 
health, safety and welfare. 

2. Wildlife & Thefr Habitat -- For survival not only environmentally, 
btbt also socially and economically, assuring their health, safety 
and welfare. 

3. Evaluation -- There is a definite need for a thorough environ- 
mental, social and economic impact evaluation and comparison of 

possible alternative routes including Route 1. Route 3 is 
the best over all project alternative for all of the obvious 
reasons, including that it has a sub'skdntial portion of its ROW 
already acquired, has generated no EMF fears and does not come 
close to a major public swimming pool. 

B. The ll~nvironmentally superior Alternative" 

1. Alternative Route 3 -- When considering all of the factors 
involved, environmental, social and economic, Alternative Route 3 
is the tlEnvironmentally Superior Alternative." Route 1 is too - 
highly developed and too invasive on both humans and wildlife. 
Alternative Route 3 does not impact intensive agricultural lands 
and has very few nearby residences. 

The over all Project COS~(S)~ both short-term and especially 
long-range, must be carefully evaluated and considered when 
looking at the over all environmental, social and economic impact 
costs on both human beings and wildlife, and their habitat(s) and 
survival~as distinct species. 

In addition, those issues whose negative impacts are so great 
that a value cannot be placed on them, such as Aesthetics or 
Visual Tmpacts (See: I.A.2.a. above) and Mental Stress (See: 
I.A.2.b. above), must be taken into careful consideration in 
evaluating and determining the "Environmentally Superior 
Alternative." 

3 is the "Environmentally Superior Alternative!" 



Del Strange 
464 E. Jackson Ave. 
Tulare, CA 93274 
June 29, 2008 

Public Advisor's Office 
CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 2103 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Via: U.S. Mail 

RE: Protest to Edisonis San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Line 
Project, Docket A08-05-039. 

Dear Commissioners: 

Pursuant to the Commission's Rules of Practice and Procedure (Rule 2.6), 
Del Strange wishes to protest Southern California Edisonls (SCE1s) 
Application for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity for the 
San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Line Project, hereinafter 
"Project," Docket A08-05-039, filed May 30, 2008. 

Timeliness of Protest 

SCE filed this Application, A08-05-039, on May 30, 2008. The ~pplication 
was calendared on June 9, 2008. Therefore, Del Strange's protest is timely. 

Potential Issues 

Based upon my preliminary review, the following comments are not exhaust- 
ive and pertain not only to my residential and agricultural property located 
at 20870 Avenue 322, Woodlake, CA 93286, but also to that entire region of 
Tulare County impacted by said Project. SCE1s said Project is not justified 
for many reasons, some of which are delineated herewith. 
SCE1s preferred route (Route 1) has caused tremendous controversy through- 

out the region. I would like to emphasize my strongest disapproval for the 
CPUC making a ruling on this Project without holding public hearings in the 
Project area. SCE1s preferred route would devastate the region in many ways, 
including, but not limited tor such issues as: Aesthetics; Land Use and 
Planning; Community; Agricultural Resources; Population and Housing; Hazards; 
Geology and Soils; Air Quality; Hydrology and Flood Plain Intrusion; and 
Cultural Resources; in addition to the Economic, Social, and Environmental 
Impacts on the area; and Public Health, Safety, and Welfare Issues. 
A comprehensive Environmental Impact Report (EIR) under the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) must be prepared addressing the many issues 
raised regarding this Projec: Each issue or area of concern must include a 
formal and detailed analysis,,$he existing setting, both physical and regulat- 
ory, and the methods and assumptions used for each impact analysis. 
In addition, a thorough Alternatives Analysis to the proposed Project 

location must be prepared, carefully evaluating the proposed Project versus 
a broad range of Alternatives. The Alternatives Analysis must include 
CEQA Requirements, an Alternatives Development and Screening, an Impacts 
Comparison, and an Objective Conclusion as to the Environmentally Superior 
Alternative. Other CEQA Considerations, such as the Cumulative Impacts and 
Growth-Inducing Impacts of the Project, must also be addressed. 
For instance, under the Aesthetics analysis, the Project would be found to: 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista; b) Substantially 
damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, a scenic highway or 
road; c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of 
the [area], which are open to public view; and d) Create a new source of 
substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime 
views in the area. 
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As one additional example, under Agricultural Resources analysis, the 
Project would be found to: a) Convert Prime Farmland...to non-agricultural 
use; b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or Williamson 
Act contract(s); and c) Involve other changes in the existing environment 
which, due to their location and nature, would adversely affect agricultural 
resources or operations. 
The Project (preferred route) would cause loss of prime farmland, agri- 

cultural jobs, income, homes, property values, and tourism revenues; 
abandonment of the City of Farmersvillels economic redevelopment plan; 
intrusion into the scenic beauty of the region, views and viewsheds, 
severely impacting the pristine scenic vistas and the soon-to-be Highway 
198 scenic corridor; numerous environmental impacts; and the adverse impacts 
on public health, safety, and welfare. 
The CPUC should carefully evaluate the other routes plotted by SCE, as 

well as other potential routes. Specifically, Alternative Route 3 would 
utilize 19 miles of existing SCE rights-of-way, require construction on 
grazing lands and not prime farmlands, and would have few if any mitigating 
factors to be resolved. 

unRoute 3: Stokes Mountain Intertie" is the environmentally superior 
alternative, as defined under CEQA. ~ G t e  3 would provide the following 
benefits versus Route 1, SCE's preferred route, as follows: 

1. Only eiqht (8) affected property owners vs. over 300 properties 
directly affected. 

2. No communities affected vs. seven (7) communities affected. 
3. No proximity to schools vs. four (4) schools affected. 
4. No new neqative impacts to high-value intensive aqricultural crops vs. 

a significant negative impact and loss of millions of dollars. 
5. No loss of jobs or strenqth in local economy vs. potential loss of 

many jobs and millions of dollars. 
6. Preservation of Hiqhway 198 Scenic Corridor vs. loss of Scenic Corridor 

and potentially significant negative economic impacts in millions of 
dollars. 

7. No loss of homes vs. potential loss of many homes. 
8. Little or NO loss of property values vs. loss of millions of dollars. 
9. Potentially insiqnificant neqative impacts on archaeoloqical (Native 

~merican) sites vs. significant negative impacts. 
10. Liktle or NO new neqative impacts on humans vs. the potentially sig- 

nificant long term negative impacts of EMF on public health, safety, 
and welfare. 

11. A siqnificant improvement with a Rector Line Upqrade vs. little or 
resolution of the dangerous and deteriorating 100-year-old lines. 

It is extremely important that social, environmental, and economic 
justice prevail in this matter. 

In consideration of the afforementioned, the CPUC should schedule public 
hearings on this Project Application in the Project area in order to obtain 
a complete and comprehensive record from which to make an informed and 
valid decision. 
Therefore, I respectfully request that the CPUC schedule Public Partic- 

ipation Hearings (PPHS) in the Project area (Visalia or ~xeter) to obtain 
a full and comprehensive evaluation of the Project by receiving public input. 
Thank you for your attention to this most important matter. 
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Respectfully submitted, 

Del Strange 
464 E. Jackson Avenue 
Tulare, CA 93274 
(559) 686-1556 
(559) 679-7705 (cell) 

June 29, 2008 

P.S. There has been a lack of communication and follow up by SCE regarding 
prior public meetings, filing(s) with the CPUC, availability of the 
Application documents, etc., as formally requested in writing of SCE9s 
regional manager, Bill DeLain. This entire process should be made 
completely open and public! @s 

cc: Bill DeLain, SCE Regional Manager 
Michael Mackness, Attorney for SCE 



STATE OF CALIFORN1A--BIJSINE'C;S, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY ARNOLD SCNWARZENEGGER, Governor 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
DlSTlUGT 6 
1352 WEST OLIVE AVENUE 
P O  BOX 12616 
FRESNO, CA 93778-26 16 
pale;NE (559) 488-no6 
FAX (559) 488-4088 
TTU (559) 488-4066 

Flex your power! 
Be energy eficrenii 

September 23,2008 
2 1 3 5-ZGWCEQA 

6-TUL-GEN 
NOP/EIR 

SAN JOAQUN CROSS WELEY 
LOOP TMNSMISSION LmE 

Mr. Sensen Uchida 
San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Project 
c/o Envir~nmental Science Associates 
225 Bush Street, Suite Z 700 
S m  Francisco, CA 941 04 

Tha,p.k you for the oppofi~ni-ty to review the Notice of Preparation for the Environmental Impact 
Repo& which identified the 4 alternatives on the Sabra Joaqrain Cross Valley Loop Transmission 
Line Project submitted by Southern California Edison, The project involves the replaement of 
two setsof single circuit 220 kV line with a double transmission line within existing SCE RWW 
and the constmctirm of a dwtb1e circuit line that would loop the existing Big Creek 3=Spfing.~iile 
220 kV tra.i;rsmission line into the Recto-a: Substation via one of 4 proposed alternative mutes, 
The project is located in a"ulaâ e County including porlia~-rs of Famersville, the City of 'lrisalla 
and the unincorporated areas of Tulare County. Caltrans has the folbwing comments: 

Caltrauri LC"" ""--" . * .  
, r s  iiC3 ss-t6jla1 projects withia the approximate -<ia:i31ty (assumpt;ons were made based otr 

the scale of map subm~tted with "re routing packet and the map referenced on the SCE web site) 
o f  where the 4 proposed trarrrsmission line altemaf~ves intersect and cross certain State Routes 
(SR). 

However, until a more detailed map or desc~ptioa i s  provided (for example: Alternative 1 
crosses State Route X at X ker ncsrrlz or south of Roa~3iAvenere X) delineating the specific 
location of where the transmission Iine crosses the SR, Caitrans can not determine if the hig11w;ay 
projects indicated below will be affected by &is project: 

Skate Route: SR 65 (Alternative crosses at appmcnx. PM 38.57 - 39.57): 
Project Parx;nlceery Along Y R 65 from Herr~osa A% e to SR 1 98 
Descnpllnn Vdr~dtn SP $5 ~ O I Z  2 4zina,es es: ,a- 4 4a.a~ cx~:ssw:cty, 
Time Line- Currently in rrojeca approval and envirs~nmendal dacterneni phaqe: 

eonst~"p.~ction estimated to start 201 3, 

State Route: SR 65 (Alternative crosses at approx. PM 38.57 - 39.57): 

'Caitrans Ernproves mobri'lty across Cailjbrrria" 







KAWEAH LEMON COMPANY 
PO BOX 44259 LEMON COVE CA 93244-0259 

PHONE 559-597-2409 

Mr. Jensen Uchida 
San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Project 
% Environmental Science Associates 
225 Bush Street, Suite 1700 
San Francisco, CA 94104 September 22,2008 

RE: Older letters that were addressed to the Southern California Edison or about Route 1. 
We are sending copies ofpast written comments that were addressed to Southern California 
Edison. Also at the time that these letters andpetitions were written, there was no alternate 
Route 3. Route 3 came about after Southern California Edison talked to folks who pointed out 
Stokes Mountain area. 

 hank,^% for your time and considerations 



GILMAN, WARFIS 2% TRAVlOLl 
AN ACCOUNTANCY CORPORATION 

SAMUEL N. GiLMAN . CHRIS L. HARRIS . MEGAN G. TRAVlOLl 
-. . 

DAWN R. LEE . LYNELL ?A. PiNE 

Ross D. Sellars 
1900 North D Street 
~ x d e <  CA 93221 

- -. .. ---.. -. .---.- ... . - -  . - - . - L - . 

Cheryl Lynn Bardone 
22 104 2 6 9 ~  Street 

- Ba#leground, WA 98604 

Gregory L. Sellars 
18999 Avenue 294 
Exeter, CA 9322 1 

Dear DO%-', Lynn and Greg: 

On Monday morning (February 4) 1 mderstood that everything that was necessary to close 
escrow on your parmts' home during the week of Februq 11-15 was in place and that the 
buyers were anxious to close escrow as soon as possible. Late Monday atternoon, I received 
information that Southern California Edison contacted our realtor and made statements that have 
had the effect of stopping the escrow from closing. I want fo provide you with a summary of the 
events that have taken place relating to this matter during the week of F e b w y  4-8. 

1. On Monday, February 4, a representative of Southern California Edison contacted our 
realtor and advised that they might be putting a-lhe in that would go through the lot on 
which your parents' home is located. In the event that this occurs, the home would have 

-- - -- cu be-femoved. iiom ihe ior. -The E&sm eqreseniiruve staied that ei.,t?y wouid maice nii 
parties to the pending sale whole. 

2. Jim Heaton, as both he and I are required to do by law, contacted the realtor for the buyer 
and advised her of this information. Jim also set a meeting with the Edison representative 
for Friday morriing at my office. 

RO.Box 2840, Visalia, California 93279 

320 West Caklven~le, Viwlia, California 9329'1 . (559)627-9795 1 Fax (559)697-2457 
e-rneil: firm@ghtcpa.com 



Ross I). Sellars 
Cheryl Lynn Bardone 
Gregory L. Sellars 
Feb-wary 1 1 ,  2008 
Page Two 

3. On Wednesday afternoon, the buyer callec! me at my office and asked for infom~ation 
concerning what was happening. I gave him the limited infornlatiori that I had at thai 
time. He was extremely distressed about this matter. After I convinced the buyer that I 
was not playifig a game with him (as in taking the deal away from him) I offered to 
connect him with a member of a group of property owners in the arca who had fought 
with Edison over the route of the power line some time ago. He asked me to do that, and 

- .. . I called one of my clients who is part of that group and gave him the n lrnf: and telephone 
iuniber of the buyer. 

- 

4. This individual expressed surprise about Edison's move on your parents' home, since it 
was the general ullderstanding of the individuals who own property along the originally 
proposed route that Edison had decided to construct the line on a rouie to the Nortll that 
would not impact your parents' home, That was also my understanding and the 
understanding of Jim Heaton. 

5. The buyer called me again and said that he had called Edison, and that a representative of 
Edison (Glenn Larson, Project Manager, Corporate Real Estate) was going to meet with 
the buyer and his wife on Thursday morning at their home. 

6 .  The buyer called me after that meeting and said that they were probably not going to be 
able to complete the escrow based on the information that Glenn L.arson presented to 
them. However. they were still thinking ak~out their options m the matlter, since they had 
"failen in love" with the property. 

7. On Thursday afiernoon, 1 met with Greg and Monica at their home to provide them with 
the information that I had. My purpose was to give them time to think about what was 
happening, since the installation of the power line through your parents' home could 
affect the value and the enjoyment of their home. 

8. On Friday morning, I, together with Jim Heaton, his associate R o b ~ n  Steams, and the 
buyers met with Glenn Larson of Edison. He described three altcrn~te routes that their 
proposed power line might take, and said that the decision as to which route would be 
chosen was up to the Public Utilities Commission (PUC). He stated that he had noticed 
the for sale sign on the property while "driving the line," and that a dec~slon had been 
made at a high level within Edison to co~itact us at this time, although Edison did not 
intend to make the location of the proposed line that would nm through your parents' 
home (the Farmersville Route) public until the first of March, 2008. He stated that 
Edison would offer to acquire the property in a manner that "would make all parties 
whole." We asked what offer he was specifically making, and he said that he would talk 
to our real estate brokers about that. He stated that Edison plans to zl.pp\y to the PUC in 
early May, 2008 for a to build the line on one of three rol~tes, and that if the 
Famersville Route is selected, Edison w o ~ ~ l d  have the right to acquirt: properties through 
eminent domain by May of 2010, and the line would be completed by mid-201 1. In rhat 
event, they could force the buyers to sell the property to Edison. HI: also stated that he 
would send a letter to me or Heaton describing our options in the mafier. 



Ross D. Sellars 
Cheryl Lynn Bardone 
Gregory %. Sellars 
February I 1,2008 
Page Three 

9. On Friday afternoon, Jim Heatsn called and said that Glem Lason called him and stated 
that Edison would now rekse to put anything in writing c o n c e d g  the statements that 
had been made. 

10. On Saturday morning, one ofthe members of the group opposing the Farmersvil2e Route 
called me and said that Dave Cairns talked to Mr. Delain of Edison on Friday and that he 
denied that they we attempting to acquire property on the Fanmersville Route. 

. . 

It sappears that we are now left in a posai6n of holdkg a property tEat is, f ir  pracfiticd purposes, 
unsalable. We are required to notify army potential buyer that Edison may be nanning a line 
througk the property resulting in the loss of the property though the pracess of eminent domain. * 

Jt is unlikely that the present buyers with whom we are in escrow will close the escrow, although 
they'have not yet notified us that they intend to decline to acquire the propert). 

If Edison makes an offer to purchase the property, I will present it to you, as beneficiaries, for 
your consideration. If rkey do not make an offer, we will need to carefblly consider how to 
maximize the return to the beneficiaries rsn the property, given the facts that are presented to us 
at the time. I will keep you informed about major events that occur relative to this issue. 

Please let me know if you have any questions. 

Very fmly yours, 

Cc Peter A. Shenvood 
F, James Heaton ' 



Dear Mr. D 

arming phase, and wodd 
gladly offer my h t  w d d  be mutudy . 

bendeial. .- 



P. 0. Box 1 
Lemon Cove, GA 93244-0001 
Januaw 3,2007 

Mr. William DeLain, Regional Manager 
SCE San Joaquin Valley Sewice Center 
2425 South Blackstone Street 
Tuiare, CA 93274 

Dear Mr. DeLain: 

Please find enclosed a map of Lemon Cove's Urban Area Boundary and 
an attacked transparency of a reduced copy of your proposed $an 

as it crosses 
Highway 198 in Lemon Cove. Apologizing for this crude graphic, B hope it 
illustrates how your proposed project cuts through the middle of our 
Urban Area Boundav. 

The Urban Area Boundargg is somewhat the equivalent, in a rural area, of a 
city limit. It has been establishd by the County, M F C 8  md the 
Community. These lines also denote the orderly groWh of a communiv. 
Since they are not marked on the ground by signage, they could have 
easily been overlooked by your engineers when they were siting the 
future transmission towers. This project has the potential to frustrate the 
orderly development of our ssmmunity and make futile years of effort on 
the part of comm~lnity and Couiity planners. 

In light of what may be new information to the Southern California Edison 
Cs., we urge and applaud your efforts to look for alternatives to this route. 
Thank you for your time and feel free to contact us at any time if you have 
further questions. 

Sincerely, - 

Bill Pensar 
(559)597-2504 

cc: Allen Ishida, Superviwr District 1 
E. Padua, C.P.U.C. 
Theresa Szymanis, Tulare County Planning 





Szlsan B. & Art MgrrfII 
30007 Road 158 
Vkswlia, CA 93292 

559-625-13149 F M  559-625-1303 
PO Box 454.3., Viswli~~ CA 932 78 

November 20: 2006 

Allen Ishida, Supervisor District 1 
Tulare County Board of Supervisors 
2800 W Burrel 
Visalia, CA 93291 

Re: Protest letter concerning the proposed Edison Cross Valley Loop Transmission 
Project 

Dear Mr. Ishida, 

Thank you for meeting with the many interested people concerning the proposed Edison 
Cross Valley Loop Transmission Project on Wednesday the 1 5'h. As we are very 
interested with this project, you requested that I write a protest letter to you stating our 
various concerns. 

Below are some of our points that we feel need to be addressed: 

1. We understand that Edison had discussions with the City of Farmersville well 
before the November 15" meeting and it seems as if the City was able to change 
Edison's original route south of Highway 198 to a route north of Highway 198. 
None of the property owners north of 198 were notified of these meetings. 

2. Is the Franchise Fee a criteria for not continuing in a straight line and going 
through the City of Farmersville? 

3. The project will cross the middle of the Oaks Basin (between Road 15 8 and 152) 
of the Kaweah Delta Water Conservation District and this basin is in the process 
of being a HCP/NCCP project (Habitat Conservation Plan/National Community 
Conservation Plan). We believe power lines are inconsistent with this designation. 
The Kaweah Water Conservation District was not aware of the alignment of the 
power line across this preserve until the Nov. 15" meeting and we understand they 
may not agree with the alignment. 

4. The area north of Highway 198 from the Kaweah Oaks Preserve on Road 180 
through the lands of the Kaweah River drainage and subsequently Mill Creek and 



Packwood Creek in Visalia, me all part of the ICaweah River flood plains. This is 
an area with interesting species, especially the birds that visit this area. Power 
Lines over this area are not in the best interests of the avian birds and other river 
flora and fauna. 

5 .  The project will border the north side of the h r e  City of Visalia7s East Sport 
Park near Road 152. We understand that Edison keeps its power lines from 
schools and parks where children are present. This project would be inconsistent 
with that use. The City of Visalia hopefully will not be giving their approval for 
this project. 

6. The project is jogging twice over Highway 198 and requiring at least an additional 
2 miles of large power lines due to this jog. Why the jog in the first place. What 
is the additional cost for these 2 miles? Alternate Route 1 would be a much 
shorter line and be more cost effective. Using Highway 198 would also be shorter 
and would go through mostly commercial areas. 

7. Has the County been consulted and what is their opinion? There would be 
tremendous hardship by putting a 140 ft. tower next to a person home. 

8. The plan will jog around our home at 30007 Road 158 that will require 3 
additional Lattice Towers that will butt up against our home and driveway. We 
will be looking at a 140 ft. lattice tower instead of our neighbor's 35 ft walnut 
trees. 

9. We are in the City's Urban Area Zone and the property has potential future 
development and/or subdivision land. We presently have 26+ acres of walnuts 
and our personal home. These power lines will negate any potential of future, 
development and reduce the value of the property. The devaluation of the property 
would be significant. What are our alternatives? 

10. The entrance to our driveway will have to be redone with some of our walnut trees 
being torn out. 

1 1. What is the process to contest this route and how do we proceed? The documents 
state that-Edison will be filing in December which does not give us much time to 
pursue legal paths. At the "Open House7' Edison did not have maps to give to the 
affected landowners, only a small maps that people had to stand in line to view 
and they could,not receive a copy. 

12. We are very concerned with the transmission noise and the health side affects and 
how it affects radio and satellite reception. 

In conclusion, our suggested preferred alternative would be Alternative Route 2 which 
would not go through the Kaweah River watershed, the City of Visalia7s future Sports 



Park land, or the Habitat Conselvation Project of the Maweah Delta Water Conservation 
District. Alternative Route 2 shows that this route is shorter in distance and north of 
Visalia, which means it will affect less people. 

We would welcome any discussion of this project and please contact us at the above 
numbers. 

Sincerely, 

Susan and Art Merrill, 

Cc: Michael R. Peevey, President, California Public Utilities Commission 
Tim Sheehan, Reporter, The Fresno Bee 
John Fielder, President, Southern California Edison 
Arnold Schwarzenegger, Governor, State of California 
Bruce George, Kaweah Delta District Water Conservation District 
Michael Olmos, Assistant City Manager, City of Visalia 

Ishida-Edison 



K A W E A H  D E L T A  

D I S T R I C T  

Mr. William Delain, Regional Manager 
Southern California Edison Company 
2425 So. Blackstone 
Tulare, CA 93274 

RE: PROPOSED CROSS VALLEY HIGH VOLTAGE INTERTIE 

Dear h4r. Delain: 

This letter is written as a follow-up to the January 5, 2007 letter, attached for your easy 
reference, written to you regarding the subject stated above. 

In the attached letter the Kaweah Delta Water Conservation District requested that you 
engage in conversation with us with respect to your proposed alternative, if the proposed 
alternative or any of your alternatives are going to be near or through our pr-operly. Since 
you have not made any contact with us pursuant to our request, we have concluded that 
you have eliminated any alternative that crosses our basin properties and thereby 
eliminated the inlpacts these sites, specifically the parcels referenced in our January 5, 
2007 letter. 

Representatives of Southern California Edison have indicated that they were planning on 
submitting their recommendation for their choice for the Cross Valley lntertie in the 
April of 2007 time frame. 

Please confirm that you are no1 considering an alignment that crosses one of our 
properties at your earliest opportunity. 

Bruce George 
General Manager 



Attachment 

cc: Supervisor Allen Ishida 
D. Zachary Smith, Attorney at Law 
Don Dow, Project Manager - SCE 
Robert K. Stiens, Corporate Representative - SCE 



Wallace Haanch Water Company 
P 0 Box 44259 Lemon Cove Ca 93244 

Phone 5 59-804-4947 

November 27,2006 

William Delain, Regional Manager 
Southern California Edison Company 
2425 S Blackstone Avenue 
Tulare CA, 93274 

RE: Southern California Cross Valley Loop Transmission Project 

Dear Mr Delain, 

On behalf of Wallace Ranch Water Company I would like to thank you for the meeting 
held on November 15 at Freedom Elementary School. As a result of this meeting, the 
Wallace Ranch Water Company board has decided to support the Alternate 2 route versus 
Alternate 1. 
The decision to support Alternate 2 was based on several factors. It is our belief from the 
map provided to us that the proposed power lines will run parallel with our main water 
lines. This will adversely affect our current operating business. The board has concluded 
the Alternate 1 route would seriously impact our right-of-way for main water lines and 
drains. 

David Maurer, President 
Wallace Panch Water Company 

Cc: Allen Ishida Supervisor District 1 Tulare County 
Michael R Peevey, President, California Public Utilities Commission 



Lemon Cove Ditch Compa~~y 
P O Box 44259 Lemon Cove Ca 93244 

Phone 559-597-2409 

November 27,2006 

William Delain, Regional Manager 
Southern California Edison Company 
2425 S Blackstone Avenue 
Tulare CA, 93274 

RE: Southern California Cross Valley Loop Transmission Project 

Dear Mr. Delain, 

On behalf of Lemon Cove Ditch Company, I would like to express my strong support for 
Alternative 2 of the proposed routes for the Cross Valley Loop Transmission Project. As 
a result of the meeting on November 15,2004, at Freedom Elementary School, the Lemon 
Cove Ditch Company board has decided to support the Alternate 2 route versus the 
Alternate 1 route. 

The board's decision to support Alternative 2 was made based upon several factors. The 
proposed power lines in the Alternative 1 cut through the Lemon Cove Ditch Company's 
main water lines and drains. The board feels the Alternate 1 route would seriously impact 
the ditch company's right's-of-way for main water and drain lines. The Alternative 1 
route seriously hinders the current business practices of the Lemon Cove Ditch Coinpany. 

Sincerely, 
\ 

Jim Mills, President 
Lemon Cove Ditch Company 

Cc: Allen Ishida Supervisor District 1 Tulare County 
Michael R Peevey, President, California Public Utilities Commission 



December 19,2006 

William Delain 
SCE Region Manager 
SCE San Joaquin Valley Service Center 
2425 S. Blackstone Street 
Tulare CA 93274 

Subject: San Joaquin Valley Cross Valley Loop Transmission Line Project 

Dear Mr. Delain: 

Thank you for your presentation to the City Council on November 20,2006, regarding 
the proposed Loop Transmission Line Project and for the follow up meeting on 
December 12 involving you, Don Dow fiom SCE, Assistant City Manager Mike Olmos 
and me. We appreciate the efforts SCE is making to inform the City and community 
about this important project and in soliciting comments from stakeholders. 

After reviewing the information provided by SCE, the City of Visalia believes that 
Alternative Route 2, near the Avenue 368 alignment north of Visalia, is the most optimal 
and appropriate route for the new transmission line. 

* 

h e  City's position supporting Alternative Route 2 is based on the following factors: 

a The "Proposed Route on New Right of Waf', extending east from Visalia along 
the State Highway-198, hrts too great an impact on urban and urbanized areas. 
The City of Visalia already contends with a major power line running northlsouth 
through the community. There are both real and perceived issues that are related 
to these lines. It does not seem fair to have yet a second set of lines running 
eastjwest through the City. This is especially true for the families who live in 
East Oak Estates. The lines would "T" within a few feet of their neighborhood. 
To have a second set could pose significant quality of life and property values 
issues for them. In addition, the lines would be located beside other property that 
has been zoned for residential uses. 

r The Proposed Route will conflict with and adversely impact on environmentally 
sensitive areas and planned open space facilities. The City of Visalia has 
partnered with the Kaweah Delta Water Conservation District on the Oaks Basin, 
a retention area that also functions as a habitat restoration area east of Road 152, 
north of Highway 198. The establishment of power lines in this area would be in 



conflict with the restoration efforts and could have a detrimental impact on this 
environmentally sensitive area. For many years, a park has been planned on more 
than 100 acres located on the south side of Mill Creek, north of Highway 198, 
between Road 148 and Road 152, immediately east of Visalia. This property is 
unique due to the location of several waterways in the area. The site has been 
planned for development of a future regional recreatiodopen space facility with 
pedestrian trail along Mill Creek. A major transmission line located on the north 
side of Mill Creek in this area would create significant visual and site design 
conflicts in the development of a regional open space facility at this location to 
serve our community and the region. Alternative Route 2, located several miles 
to the north, avoids the creation of potential conflicts with planned regional 
recreationJopen space facilities. 

The Proposed Route, as shown on the Project Map provided by SCE, runs 
parallel to and crosses State Highway 198 at two locations. A major transmission 
line with structures 120'-140' high on this alignment will degrade the visual 
quality of East Highway 198, which leads to a proposed scenic hghway segment 
near Three Rivers, and for local residents and tourists traveling to and from 
Kaweah Oaks Preserve, Lake Kaweah, Three Rivers, and nearby communities, in 
addition to the 1.2 million people who travel to the Sequoia National Park 
annually. Alternative Route 2 is located several miles north of S tate Highway 
198 and outside the view seen from this scenic route, and will not visually impact 
a major travel way. 

0 The alignment for the Proposed Route has smaller agricultural parcels with 
homes, and is known for its unique intensive agricultural character with walnuts 
grown near Visalia transitioning to citrus near the foothills. A major 
transmission line system in this area will potentially disrupt this agricultural area 
and impact the quality of life for the residents of the area. In contrast, Alternative 
Route 2 goes through an area of generally larger parcels with less intensive 
agriculture and fewer residences. The potential for conflict with agriculture and 
residential uses appears to be substantially less if Alternative Route 2 is used. 

0 During our December 12 meeting, it was discussed that Alternative Route 2 may 
cost substantially more to develop the transmission line facility than the proposed 
route. However, given the environmental issues and substantial number of 
property owners that must be considered if the Proposed Route is pursued, the 
effort to acquire easements and construct the transmission line project along 
Alternative Route 2 may be less problematic and time-consuming, thereby 
reducing overall project costs. 

We commend Southern California Edison for being proactive in its efforts to provide a 
reliable and sufficient supply of electricity to meet growing demands in Tulare County. 
We also thank you for considering the comments of the City of Visalia in the review of 



alternative alignment routes for the new transmission line. Please keep us informed 
regarding any future meetings or other opportunities for public participation. 

If you would like to discuss the matter further, please contact me at (559) 71 3-43 12 or 

City Manager 

C: City Council 
Mike Olmos 



Kaweah Lemon Company 
P 0 Box 44259 Lemon Cove CA. 93244 

Phone 559-597-2409 

November 27,2006 
William Delain, Regional Manager 
Southern California Edison Company 
2425 S Blackstone Avenue 
Tulare CA, 93274 

RE: Southern California Cross Valley Loop Transmission Project 

Dear Mr. Delain, 

The information obtained from the November 1 5t" meeting in Farmersville has led our 
company to support the implementation of the Alternate 2 route. Prior meetings with you 
and your colleagues revealed no mention of Alternate 2. We have previously expressed 
our numerous issues with Alternate 1 and mentioned that placing the lines through cattle 
land would be less intrusive than through citrus fields. Alternate 2 has a less economic 
and environmental impact on all entities involved. 
Our biggest issue with Alternate 1 is farm safety. The proposed lines were run directly 
through our current operation, endangering several dozen employees. Spraylng and 
topping of the trees would cease to be possible near surrounding poles. While your 
company expressed interest in a 100 foot right-of-way, the realistic property affected by 
Alternate 1 would be around the area of 300 feet. It would be impossible to run our 
business by our current practices if Alternate 1 was adopted. 
Currently, our company operates a heliport behind our office. This heliport is used for 
frost control of our crops, search and rescue missions for the Tulare County Sheriffs 
Department, specialty missions for the Tulare County Sheriffs Department and other 
community service requests. The Alternate 1 route would permanently disable the use of 
this heliport. 
In the interest of our workers safety, our profitability, our current business practices, and 
the safety and well being of the community, we respectfully request the implementation 
of Alternate 2. 

Kaweah Lemon Company 

Cc: Allen Ishida Supervisor District 1 Tulare County 
Michael R Peevey, President, California P~iblic Utilities Commission 



Will'mm Dehla, Region Manager 
&u@em Cralrfoh Edmn C~pasay  
SCF San Jsaquin Valley Sewice m f w  
2425 South Bleckdme 
Tulae, GA $3274 

Dear Mr. Detain; 

On behtf nf the &ebr M a n  mh S&@d 

thtrPu& farm bds ,  homes, msw& and very near OW of our 
p u c  

It is our hope and W r e  that ym pnrill taka &refid wn~fdepbtian rrf our opp-on to this plan In - making your find dsdsim. 

Renie Whitson 
Superintendent 

cc: Tubre County Supe~lssr~ 

Visallq Tim& Datta 

"fice~~encc a d  Equ~!ig, in &&gcatiO~zfbr @ Q C ~  $ld&rzf" 
934 %@ah "'BU Street % Ex&rv Cafifmb 92221 .k (569) 5024421 + Fax (5S) 392-9445 ' 



1 

? RE: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY'S SAN JOAQUIN 
1 GROSS VALLEY LOOP TRANSMISSION LLlNE PROJECT 
1 

1 The reasons for favoring "Alternative Roblte 2" over "Alternative Route I" for the 
proposed San Joaquin Cross Valley Losop Transmission kine are many. They 
vary from aloss of produclivity or usability of farm land and concerns for 
fanworker safety to proximity to houses of worship and local landmarks and 
considerations for reasonable community development. 

We, the undersigned, strongly urge the adoption of Alternative ~oute-'2, as 
presented in information disseminated at the November 15, 2006 Open House 
hosted by S.C.E.. as the Primary Route for the  proposed San Joaquin Cross 
Valley Loop Transmission Line Projee4: 

Name (pilease print) Addres Telephone (~ptional) 



R E  SOUTHERN CALIFORMiA EDISON GOMPANV" SAM NJOAQUIN 
CROSS VALLEY LOOP TRANSM18810N blME PROJECT 

The reasons b r  ~b jedng  to the proposed routes for the San J~aquin 
Cross Valley Loop Transmission Line are many. They vay from a loss of 
produdvity or usability of farm land and concerns for farmworker safety to 
ppasximiw to houses of worship and local landmarks and degradation of the 
S~enic Csrridor to Squoia Natbnd Park, to ansiderations for reawnable 
and healhy mrnmusaiw developmmt. 

We3 the undersigngd, strongly urge the SautRern California 
Edlson Company to propose a route which avoids fu~her crossing 
af Highway 198 a M  in which crow land that 1s far less 
wgullated. 

Add Name (P~WS print) Telephone (~ptimai) 
~ii*ci~iq 

LX!i~ zrw-s gd 152 -73g--/~b 1 



R E  SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISOM COMPANY" SAM JOAQUON 
CROSS VALLEV LOOP TRANSMISSION LIHE PROJECT 

The reasons foe sbjsding ta the proposed routes for the San Joaquin 
Cross Valley Loop Transmission Line are m a y .  They vav from a loss sf 
produckiiw sr usabiliw of tam iand and mncems far famworker safe@] to 
proximi& b houses of w~rship,s~hooBs and local Imdmarks and 
degradation of the Scenic Gomidor to Sequoia National Park, to 
considera~ons for reasonable and healthy mmmusei& develspmegt. 

We, the underslgnd, strongly urge the Southern Callf~rnla 
EdBssn Company to utB!ize s r o ~ e  which avoids fu~her  crosshg of 
Highway 198 and On which cross [and that is far less 
pspula%sd,wlth eensideafllon to a rahgeland route n o ~ h  of 
proposd alternate route 2. 



CROSS VALLEY LOOP TRANSMlSSlON LINE PROJECT 

The reasons for fav~ring "Alternative Route 2'kver "Alternative Route I n  for the 
proposed San Joaquin Gross Valley Loop Transmission Une are many. They 
vay  %gsm loss of produaivib or us&'sli& of farm land and concerns for 
tamworker safew to proximiw $0 h o u s a  of wowhip and lseai landmarks and 
considerations for reasonable mmmuniv development. 

We, the undersigned, strongly urge the adoption of Alternative Rout6 2, as 
presentd in information diswminated at the November 15, 2006 Open House 
hsad  by S.C.E., as the Pr imw Route for the props& San Joaqkain Grass 
Valley Loop Transmission Uwe Barojee: 

Telephone fw%ional) 

-- 



RE: SOUTHERN CAUFORNBA EDISON COMPANY'S SAN JOAQUIN 
CROSS VALLEY LOOP TRANSMISSION LIME PROJECT 

eonsiderations for reasonable communi'ty development. 

Name (please print) Address Telephone (optional) 



CROSS VALLEY LOOP TRANSMlSSION LINE PROJECT 

We, the undersigned, strongly urge the adopion of Alternative ~ o u &  2, as 
presented in information disseminated at the November 115, 2006 Open House 
hosted by S.C.E., as the Primary Route for the proposed San Joaquin Cross 
Valley b o p  Transmission Line Project: 

Name (please print) Address Telephone (Optional) 

)'T~WA awczxu Q X A + ~ ~  

&571; 4w. 2 4 6 V ; S & ~  
--- 
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RE: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY'S SSAN JOAQUIN 
CROSS VALLEY LOOP TRANSMISSION klNE PROJECT 

The reasons for favoring aAltemative WsMa 2" over- 'Rbemative Route 1" for the 
proposed San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmision Line are mmany. They 
vav from a loss of productiviw or usabiliv of farm land and concerns for 
farmworker safety to proximity to houses of worship and local landmarks and 
considerations for reasonable cammuniw development. 

We, the undersigned, strongly urge the adoption d Alternative Roulh 2, as 
presented in information disseminated at the November 15,2006 Open House 
hosted by S.C.E., as the P r i m q  Route for the propsed San Joaqeein Cross 
Valley Loop Transmission Une Project: 

Name (please print) Telephone (~ptional) 



WE: SOUTHERN GALBFORNIA EDISON COMPANY'S SAN JOAQUIN 
CROSS VALLEY LOOP TRANSMISSION LINE PROJECT 

The reasons for favoring "Aiternative Route 2' over "Aitesnative Route 1" for the 
propsed San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Line are many. They 
vav from zt loss of prodaaaiaw or usabiliv of farm land and concerns far 
farmworker safev to proximiv to Rouses of worship and local landmarks and 
considerations for reasonable mmmuniw development. 

We, the undersigned, str urge the adoption of Alternative ~ o u t 6  2, as 
presented in informaQsn minated at the November 15,2006 Open House 
hosed by S.C.E., as the Prirma~ Rose for the proposed San Joaquin Crass 
Valley Loop Transmission Line Project: 

Napwe (piease ~ ~ i n t )  AMres Telephone (~ptitionar) 



?t RE: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY'S SAN JOAQUIN 
GROSS VALLEY LOOP TRANSMISSION LINE PROJECT 

The reasons far favoring "Alternative Route 2""ver "APternative Route 1" for the 
proposed San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Line are many. They 
vary frod"a loss of productivity or usability of farm lad and concerns for 
farmworker safety to proximiw to houses of worship and local landmarks and 
considerations far reasonable communiw development. 

VVe, the undersigned, strongly urge the  adoption of Alternative ~ o u i &  2, as 
presented in information disseminaaed at the November 15, 2006 Open House 
hosted by S.C.E., as the Primav Route for the proposed Sass Joaquin Cross 
Valley Loop Transmission Line Project: 

Name please print) Address Telephone (Optional) 

5% YPF/ 



WE: SOUTHERN CALBFOWNlA EDISON COMPANY'S SAN JOAQUIN 
CROSS VALLEY LOOP TRANSMISSION LINE PROJECT 

The reasons for favoring "ABtemative Route 2' over "Alternative Route I '' for the 
proposed San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Line are many. They 
vary from% loss of pmductivify QB usabiliq of farm land and concerns for 
farmworker safev to proximity to houses of worship and local landmarks and 
considerations for reasonable eommuni@ development. 

We, the undersigned, strongly urge the adoption of Alternative ~ o u f 6  2, as 
presented in information disseminated at the November E5, 2006 Open House 
hosted by S.C.E., as the Primary Route for the proposed San Joaquin Cross 
Valley Loop Transmission Line Project: 

Name (please print) Address Telephone (Optional) 



RE: SOUTHERN GALIFOWNIA EDISON COMPANY'S SAN JOAQUON 
CROSS VALLEY LOOF TRANSMISSION LINE PROJECT 

The reasons far favoring ""Alternative Route 2" over "Alternative Routs 1" for the 
proposed San Joaqu'sn Gross Valley Loop Transmission Line are many. They 
vaw from $ loss of pr~ductiviv or usabiiliw of farm land and concerns for 
farmworker safety to proximity to houses of worship and local landmarks and 
considerations for reasonable c o m m n i ~  development. 

We, the undersigned, strongly urge the adoption of Alternative ~oute'2, as 
presented in information disseminated a% the November 15, 2006 Open House 
hosted by S.C.E., as the Primav Route for the proposed San Joaquin Cross 
Valley h o p  Transstnississa Line Projed: 

Name (please print) Addre= Telephone (optional) 



RE: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDBSON COMPANY3 SAN JOAQUIN 
CROSS VALLW LOOP YMNSMISSION LiNE PROJECT 

The reasons for favoring "Alternative R o ~ e  2= over "Altesna~ve Rose 1" for the 
proposed San Joaqu'sn Cross Vs1ley Loop Transmision Line are many. They 
vay from loss of pradu@iGv or us&iliw of fam land and mncems for 
farmworker safew 10 proxirniv to houses of warship and local landmarks and 
considerations for reasonable mmmuniw development. 

Telephone (~ptisnai) 



RE: SOWHEWN GALlFORNW EDBSON COMPANY'S SAN JOAQUIN 
CROSS VALLEY LOOP TRANSMISSION LINE PROJECT 

%he reasons for favoring uAltemative RoMe 2= over '%i%ema~ve W0Me dm for the 
proposed San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Line are many. They 
vary kom B loss of productivity or usability of farm land and concerns for 
farmworker safety to proximiv to houses d worship and local landmark and 
cansiderations for reasonable arnmaanw development. 

Name (please pain0 Addres Telephone (op~ond) 



1 RE: SQUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY'S SAN JOAQUIN P g GROSS VALLEY LOOP TRANSMISSION L!NE PROJECT 

The reasons for favoring "Alternative Route 2" over "Alternative R o ~ e  1" for the 
proposed San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Line are many. They 
vary from ai loss sf produdiviw or us&il'av of farm land and concerns $or 
farmorker safe@ to proximiw to Rsusss d worship and local landmarks and 
considerations for re~sonable communiw development. 

We, the undersigned, strongly u r p  the adoption of Alternative ~out6'  2, as 
presentd in informatiow disseminated at the November 15, 2006 Open House 
hosted by S.C.E., as the Primav Rose for the powsed Saga Joaqkoin Cross 
Valley Loop Transmission Line Projea: 

Name (paease print) Tesephone (~ptional) 



RE: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY9% SAN JOAQUIN 
CROSS VALLEY LOOP TRANSMISSION LINE PROJECT 

The reasons for favoring '"Alternative Route 2" over ""Alternative Wsute 1" for the 
proposed San Jsaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Line are many. They 
vaq from 'a loss of pr~~ductiviq or usabiliv of farm land and concerns for 
farmworker safew to pr~xirniv to houses of worship and local landmarks and 
considerations for reasonable csmmuni& development. 

We, the undersigned, strongly urge the adoption of Alternative ~ o u t 6  2, as 
presented in information disseminated at the November 15, 2006 Open House 
hosted by S.C.E., as the Primav Route for the proposed . . San Joaquin Cross 
Valley Loop Transmission Line Projed: 

Name (please print) Addre= Telephone (~ptional) 



RE: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDOSON COMPANY" SAN JOAQUIN 
CROSS VALLEY LOOP TRANSMISSDON LBNE PROJECT 

The reasons for favoring "Alternative Route Z? over "Alternative Route 1 " for the 
proposed San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Line are many. They 
vary from a loss of prcductivi@ or usability of farm land and concerns for 
farmworker safeq to proximity to houses of worship and local landmarks and 
considerations for reasonable mmmunity development. 

Valley Loop Transmission kine Project: 

Name (please print) Addre= Teilep hone (~ptionai) 

d 



RE: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY3 SSAN JOAQUIN 
CROSS VALLEY LOOP TMNSMtSSION LINE PROJECT 

The reasons for favoring "Alternative Route 2 aver "Alternative Route 1" for the 
pro,roposed San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Line aw many. They 
vary from- a loss of productivity or usabiliv of land and mncerns for 
f mworker safety to proximity to houses of worship mdi local landmarks and 
considerations for reasonable mmmuniw development. 

We, the undersignd, strongly urge the adoption of Alternative Rou& 2, as 
presented in information disseminated at the November 15, 2006 Open House 
hosted by S.C.E., as the Primary Route for the proposed San Joaquin Cross 
Valley Loop Trmsmissian Lhe Projed: 

Name  lease print) A%esres Telephone (optionas) 



RE: SOWHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON GOMPANY" %AN JOAQUIN 
GROSS VALLEY LOOP TRANSMlSSiON LlNE PROJECT 

The reasons for favoring "Alternative Woae T over "Alternative Route 1 '' for the 
proposed San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Line are many. They 
vary  fro^ a loss of productivity or usability of land and wncems for 
tamworker safew to proximity to houses of worship and local landmarks'and 
wnsideratiows for r~sonable  mmmuniw development. 

We, the undersigned, strongly urge &e adoption of Alternative ~ o & 6  2, as 
pr~ented  in inbrmaBon di inated at the November 15,2006 Open House 
hosted by S.C.E., as the Primary Route for the proposed . . San Joaquin Cross 
Valley Loop Transmision Une ProQIed:. 

N m @  /Piease ~t-int) Add Telephone (~ptionai) 



R E  SOUTHERN GALlFORNlA EDISON COMPANY" SSAN JOAQUIN 
GROSS VALLEY LOOP TRANSMISSION LINE PROJECT 



RE: SOUTHERN GALlFORNR EDISON COMPANY'S SAN JOAQUIN 
GROSS VALLEY LOOP TRANSMISSION LINE PROJECT 

The reawns for favoring "Alternative Route 2" over "Alternative Wo&e 3" for the 
proposed San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Line are many. They 
vary froma loss of productivity or usability of farm land and concerns for 
farmworker safety to proximity to houses of worship and local landmarks end 
considerations fat- reasonable mmmuni& development. 

Name (please print) Addre= Telephone (~plionai) 



RE: SOUTHERN CAL!FORNBA EDLSON COMPANY" SAN JOAQUIN 
CROSS VALLEY LOOP TRANSMISSION LlNE PROJECT 

The reasons for favoring "Alternative Route Z? over "Alternative Route I" for the 
proposed San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Line are many. They 
va~y from B loss d produdivity or usability of farm land and concerns for 
farmworker safety to proximity to houses of worship and local landmarks and 
considerations for reasonable mmmuniQ development. 

We, the undersigned, strongly urge the adoption of Alternative  out& 2, as 
presented in information disseminated at the November 15,2006 Open House 
hosted by S.C.E., as the Primary Route for the proposed San Joaquin Cross 
Valley Loop Transmission kine Project: 

Name (please ~rint) Addre= Telephone {Optionai) 

A ~ Q B ~  3 2 9  559- j-yl-aoa-s 

2 YC/CO~ 3zL/ 
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The reasons far favoring sLAlternative Route 2" over ""Alternative Route 1" for the 
p m p s e d  San Joaquin Cross Valley hoop Transmission Line are many. They 
vav from B loss of produdiviv or usabi!i& of fam land and concerns for 
fanworker safety to proximiv to houses of worship and local landmarks and 
considerations for reasonable mmmuniw development. 

Name please print) Addre= Telephone (~ptiona~) 

J Y B Q I  ~ r / g ~ 3 2 ~  I s p e l o h ,  cooz - 

3-77 - aq33 

D - 
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RE:. SOUTHERN GALOFQRhllA EB)ISON CBMPAPJPIS SAN ~ A Q U B N  - 
CROSS VALLEY L O ~ P  TMNSMISSION LINE PROJECT 

The reasons for favoring "Aitemative Route 2" over "Alternative Rout@ 1" -for the 
propsed %n Joaquin Gross Valley Loop Transmission kine are many. They 
vav from a loss of productiviv or usabiliQ of farm land and concerns for 
farmworker safety to proximiv to houses of worship and local landmarks and 
considerations for reasonable community development. 

We, the undersigned, strongly urge the adoption of Alternative ~outg2 ,  as 
presented in information disseminated at the November 15, 2006 Open House 
hosted by S.C.E., as the Psimaw Route for the proposed San Jeaquin Cross 
Valley Loop Transmission Line Project: 

Name (please print) Addre= Telephone (Optional) 



RE: SOUTHERN GALIFQRNIA ED~SON COIVIPA~V'PS SWN JBAQUII\! - 
CROSS VALLEY LOOP TRANSMISSION LINE PROJECT 

The reasons for favoring "Alternative Route 2" over "Alternative Route 1" for the 
proposed Sari Jgsaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Line are many: They 
vav from a loss of productiviw or usabiIiw of farm land and concerns for 
farmworker safev to proximi& to houses of worship and local landmarks and 
considerations for re8sonable communi& development. 

We, the undersigned, strongly urge the adoption of Alternative Rout& 2, as 
presented in information disseminated at the November 15, 2006 Open House 
hosted by S.C. E., as the Primaw Route for the proposed San Joaquin Cross 
Vdlegr Loop Transmission Uwe Projsd: 

Name (please print) .. Addre= Telephone (~ptionai) 



RE: SOWHEWN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY'S SAN JOAQUIN 
CROSS VALLEY LOOP TRANSMISSBQN LINE PROJECT 

The reasons for favoring 'Alternative Route 2" over "Alternative Roub 1" for the 
proposed Sm Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Line are many. They 
vaw from 'a loss of prohau&vi& or usaWBiQ of fam land m d  concerns for 
famutrsrker safe& to pso~miw t~ hauses af wowhip and 10cai landmarks a d  
considerations Fsa reasonable mmmaaniv devebpment- 

Name t~iease print) Addre= Telephone (Optional) 



RE: SOUTHERN GALIFOWNIB EDISON COMPANY'S SAN JBAQUIN 
CROSS VALLEY LOOP TRANSMISSION LINE PROJECT 

Name (please print) Telephone (optional) 



R E  SQUTI4ERN CALIFORNIA EDIISON @OMPANY5S SAN JQAQUiN 
GROSS VALLEY LOOP TRANSMISSION klNE PROJECT 

The reasons far favoring isAitemativ@ Rout8 2" over "ABEernative Route 1 'I for the 
proposed San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission kine are many. They 
vaw from 6 loss of produdiviw s r  usabiiiw of farm land and concerns far 
farmworker safev to proxiw*r@ to houses of worship and &sca8 landmarks and 
considerations far reasanabie communiw development. 

~74d~644 
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RE: SOUTHERN GAhlFORNIA EDISON COMPANY" SSAN JOAQUIN 
CROSS VALLEY LOOP TRANSMISSION LINE PROJECT 

The reasons for favoring "Alternative Route 2" over "Akernatlve Route 1" for the 
proposed San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Tfansmission Line are many. They 
vay from a loss of produdi~ty or usabiliv of farm Band and ceancerns for 
famwarker safe@ to proximi& to hotass of worship and local landmarks and 
considerations for reasonable mmmearriQ development- 

We, the undersigned, strongiy urge the adoption of Alternative ~ o l j t 6  2, as 
present4 in information disseminatd at the  November 15, 2Q06 O p n  House 
host& by S.G.E., as the Primary RoMe f s r  the prows& San Joaquin Cross 
Valley Loop Transmission Line ProjecB: . . 

. . 

Name (~iease mnt) Addre= Telephone (optional) 

-- 



RE: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY" SAN JOAQUIN 
CROSS VALLEY LOOP TRANSMISSION LINE PROJECT 

The reasons %or favoring uAltemative Woae 2" aver "Alternative Route 1" for the 
proposed San Jsaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Une are many. They 
vaw from a loss of produdiw or usabiliw of farm land and coneems for 
farmworker satfew to pmximiQ to houses sf worship and local landmarks and 
eansideaations far reasanable mmmmniw development. 

We, the undersigned, strongly urge the adoption of Alternative  out& 2, as 
presented in information disseminated at the November 15, 2006 Open House 
hosed by S.C.E., as the Prrimav Route for the p r o p s d  San Joaquiw Cross 
Valley hoop Transmission Line Projeea: 

Name (~iease print) Addres Telephone (~pticsnai) 



RE: SOUTHERN CALlFORNW EDISON COMPANY" SSAN JOAQUIN 
GROSS VALLEY LOOP TRANSMISSION LINE PROJECT 

The reasons for favoring b"AStemative Rose Za over uABtemati~e Route I " %or the 
proposed San Joaquin Gross Valley Loop Transmission Line are many. They 
vary from a loss of productivity or usability of fam land and concerns for 
farmworker safety to proximity to houses of worship and local landmarks and 
mwsiderations for reasonabie communiw deveIopment. 

Name (please print) Addres Teiep ho we (~ptiorla~) 





RE: SOUTHERN GALOFORNIB EDISON COMPANY'S SAN JOAQUIN 
CROSS VALLEY LOOP TRANSMISSION L1NE PRQJECB 

The reasons for favoring "Alternative Route 2" o m  "Alternative Route 1" for the 
proposed San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Line are many. They 
vary from a loss of productivity or usability of farm land and concerns for 
farmworker safety to proximity to houses of worship and local landmarks and 
ccsnsidera~ons for reasonable wmmunity development. 

Name (please print) Addre= Telephone (optional) 



RE: SOUTHERN CAhlFOWNIA EDISON COMPANY" SSAN JOAQUIN 
GROSS VALLEY LOOP TRANSMISSION LINE PROJECT 

The reasons for favoring "AltemaBve Route 2" over "Alternative Route I " for the 
proposed S m  Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Cwe are many. They 
vaw from a loss of prdur=11EMV or usabiliq of farm \and and concerns %or 
farmworker safev to proximiv to h o u s s  of worship and local landmarks and 
considerations for reasowable mmmuniw development. 

We, the undersigned, strongly urge the adoption of Alternative ~outg2, as 
presented in intorma~on disseminated at the November 15, 2006 Open House 
hosted by S.C.E., as Eke Prirnav Route for the proposd San Joaquin Cross 
Valley b o p  Transmission Line Projed: 

Name (please print) Add Telephone (~ptional) 



RE: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY'S SAN JOAQUIN 
GROSS VALLEY LOOP TRANSMISSION LINE PROJECT 

The reasons for favoring "Ailtemative Route 2" over UAlternative Route I " for the 
proposed San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Line are many. They 
vary from a loss of produdivity or usability of farm land and concerns for 
farmworker safe@ lo proximity to houses of worship and local landmarks and 
considerations for reasonable comm~nie development. 

We, the undersigned, strongly urge the adoplion of Alternative  out& 2, as 
presented in information disseminated at the November 15,2006 Open House 
hosted by S.C.E., as the Primary Route for the proposed San Joaquin Cross 
VaHey Loop Transmissiors Une Projeel: 

Name (please print) A U ~ ~ S  Telephone (~ptiona~) 



RE: SOUTHERN CAklFORNIA EDISON COMPANY" SSAN JOAQUIN 
CROSS VALLEY LOOP TRANSMISSDON LINE PROJECT 

The reasons for favoring "Altemafw Route 2" over "Alternative Route 1" for the 
proposed San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Line are many. They 
var)g from a Boss of produdiMQ or usabiiikgl of fam Bawd and concerns for 
farmworker safew to proximity to houses of worship and local landmarks and 
considerations for reasonable ctmmuniw development. 

We, the undersigned, strongly urge the adoption of Alternative ~ o u t 6  2, as 
presened in infortna~on disseminated at the Novembr Xi5, 2W6 Own House 
hostd by S.C.E., as the Primary RoMe far the p r o p s d  Sm Joquin Gross 
Vailey Loop Transmission Line Project: . 

Name (please print) ' Address Telephone (Optional) 



WE: SOWHEWN GAtlFQRNiA EDOSON COMPMY3 SAN JOAQUlN 
GROSS VALLEY LOOP TRANSMISSION LIME PROJECT 

The reasons for favoring &Alternative Route 2?' over "A9ternative Route 1'' for the 
p r o p s d  Saw Joaquiw Cmss Valley Loop Transmission Une are many. They 
vaw from a Boss of podudim or us&ili@ of tam land and concerns for 
farmworker safev to proximi& to houses of worship a d  IocaB landmarks and 
considera~ons for reasonabie wmmuniv development. 

We, the undersigned, strongly urge the adoption of Alternative  out& 2, as 
presentd in infoma~ota disseminatd at the November f5,2 Open House 
D-rosled by S.C.E., as the Primary Worn for the ~ o p s d  %an Joaquin Cross 
Valley Loop Trmsmission Une Projjee: 

Name ( ~ l e t t ~  print) AMress Telephone (0p~ona11 



RE: SOWHEWN CALIFORNIA EDISOM COMPANY" SAN JOAQUIN 
CROSS VALLEY LOOP TRANSMISSION LiNE PROJECT 

The reasons for favo~ng "Alternative Route 2@ ovw aAlternativs Route 1 " for the 
progsosed San Joaquin Crass Valley Loop Tranmision Une are many. They 
vav from a Boss of prodercliviv or usabiliPqr of farm Imd and concerns for 
farmworker safew to proAmi%y to bows of worship md local landmarks and 
considerations for reasonable eommurai@ development. 

We, the undersigned, strongly urge the adoption of Alternative ~outi; 2, as 
presenled in informa~sn disserninatd at the No\semkr 15,2806 Open House 
hosted by S.C.E., as the Primary Route for the proposed San Joaquin Cross 
Valley Loop Transmission Line Projed: 

Nme (mease print) AMress Te8ephone (optional) 



RE: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDlSON COMPANY" SSAN JOAQUIN 
CROSS VALLEY LOOP TRANSMISSION LINE PROJECT 

The reasons for favoring "Alternative Route 2= over %AlternaBve Route 1'Vor the 
proposed San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Line are many. They 
vary tom a loss of productivity or usability of farm land and concerns for 
farmworker sdew to prodmi& %o houses of worship and !ma! landmarks and 
considerations for reasonable mmmkeni& devetopmsnt. 

Name (piease ~ n t )  Telephone (Optional) 

3321.5 - ZL@ 
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. - 
RE:: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDJSON COMPANYS SAG JQ~Qu~N - 

CROSS VALLEY LOOP TWNSMiSSION LINE PROJECT 

The reasons for favoring MABterna~ve Roeate 2" over uAltematiwe Rose I " for the 
proposed San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Trmsmission Line are mmy: They 
vaw from a loss ol productiviQ or lasablity o% farm land and concerns for 
farmworker safev lo proximitgr Bo h o u s ~  of worship and !ma! landmarks and 
esnsiderations for reasonable communiv development. 

We, the undersigned, strongly urge the adoption of Alternative ~out6'2, as 
presented in informa~on disseminated at me Nowemkr 15, 2006 Open House 
hosted by S.G.E., as the Primary Route for the proposeel San Joaquin Gmss 
Valley Loop Trmsmission tine Project: 

Name  tease wnt) Telephone (~ptional) 



RE: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EBfSBN COMPANY'S SAN JOAQUIN 
CROSS VALLEY LOOP TRANSMISSION LINE PROJECT 

The reasons %or favoring "Affemative Rotate 2= over "A%leswative Route 1 " for the 
proposed Sari Joaquin Cmss Valley Loop Trmsmissisn Line are many. They 
vaw from a loss of produdiiw or usabiliw of farm land and mncems for 
farmworker safeb to pmximiley 10 houses OF wmhip and locat landmarks and 
considerations for reasonable eommuni@ deveispment. 

We, the undersigned, strongly urge the adoption of Alternative  out&^, as 
presented in informaion disseminated at the Novemkr 15,2806 Open House 
hosted by S.C.E., as the Primaly Route for the propsd  sin^ Joaquin Cmss 
Valey Loop Transmission Line Project: 

Name (piease print) Address Telephone (~ptionai) 

,&F (I- / O Y 7  W- ki~c .- 
a; t ---- * 



RE:. SOWHEWN CAtlFORNIIA EDJSOI COMPANY'S SAN JQAQUIN - 
CROSS VALLEY LOOP TRANSMISSION LINE PROJECT 

The reasons Rr favodng "Ntema~ve RoMe 2= over aAltemative R~ute 1" for the 
propsed $an Joaqerin Cross 'bfdfey Lwp Transmission Line aae many: They 
vav from a loss sf prodibetivitgs or usabiliv of fium land and csncems for 
farmwrker safev to proxirnw to houses d worship a d  beal landmark and 
consideraions for reasonable eonsmunity &veloprnent. 

We, the undersigned, strongly urge the adoption of Alternative ~out6-2,  as 
presented in infomation disseminated at the November 15,2006 Open House 
hosted by S.C.E., as the Primaq Route for the propsed San Joaquin Cross 
Valley Loop Transmission Line Project: 

Name (pleas print) Telephone ( o p t i ~ ~ ~ )  



RE: SOWHERN CALIFORNIA EDI1SON COMPANYS SAN JOAQU1N 
CROSS VAUEY LOOP TMNSMOSSION LINE PROJECT 

The reasons k r  favodng MAlternati~e Route 2? swr "ABtemaave Roule: I" for the 
propsed San Joaquin Cross Valey Lwp Transmission Une are many. Thw 
vav from a loss of produetihw or usabiliv o'l %aim land and concerns for 

I farsnvvorker safew to puspcimib to h o u s s  of worship and local tandmarks and 
I considferatisns for reawna$le mmmuni& development. 

I We, the undersigned, strongly urge the adoption of Alternative ~out&,2, as 
presented in information disseminated at the Novemkr 15,2006 Open House 

I hosted by S.C.E., as the Primary Route for the propsd San Joaquin Cross 
I Valley Loop Transmission Line Project: 

Telephone (Optional) 



R E  SOUMERN CAL~FORN~A ED~SON COMPANYS SAN JQAQu~N 
CROSS VALLEY LOOP TWNSMISSION LINE PROJECT 

The reasons for favoring aAiternative Rose P over =Alternative Route 1" for the 
proposed San Jsaqeain Cross Valley k p  Trawsmissiopt Line are many: They 
vay from a loss of psQcluctivV or usabitiw d fwm land md wncerns for 
f a r m w k e r  safew to proximiQ its houses of vrrorship and Io6EPI landmarks and 
csn$derations for reasonable eommuni& developmen%. 

We, the undersigned, strongly urge the adoption of Alternative  out@ 2, as 
presented in information disseminated at the Novembr $5,2006 Open House 
hosted 'by S.C.E., as the Primary Route for the propsed San Joaquin Cross 
Valley Loop Transmission Line Projea: 

Name (piease print) . A M ~ ~ s  Telephone (Optional) 



WE: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY" SSA NOAQUIN 
CROSS VALLEY LOOP TWNSMISSION LlNE PROJECT 

The reasons for favoring "8altemrative Rose 2= over "Merna~ve Route 1" for the 
proposed San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Line are many. They 
\ray from a bss od produdiwq or usabiiiw of f a m  land and coneerns fcsr 
farmworker safety to proximity to houses of worship and local landmarks and 
considerations for reawnable wmrnuniw development. 

We, the undersigned, Wongly urge the adoption of Alternative  out& 2, as 
presented in information disseminated at the November 15,2006 Open House 
hosted by S.C.E., as the Primary Route for the props& San Joaquin Cross 
Valley Loop Transmission Line Project: 

Name (please print) Add Telephone (~ptionai) 



& - 

RE:. SOUTHERN GAUFORN~A EDJSON COMPANYS SAN JQAQUIN - 
CROSS VALLEY LOOP TWANSMfSSfON LIME PROJECT 

The reasons far favo~~ng aAitem&ive Rose 2? over %Itema~ve Route I '' for the 
proposed San Jsaquin Cross VaIey Loop Trzmsmissiorn Line are many.- They 
vary from a loss of pmdu&ivi@ or usaMl@ of fam land and concerns for 
farmwrker safew to pmxim@ ko houses of worship and local ladmarks and 
considerations for reasonable ssmmura%y sievelog3rneM. 

We, the undersigned, strongly urge the adoption of Alternative Rout@ 2, as 
presented in information disseminated at the November 35,2006 Open House 
hosted by S.G.E., as the Primw Route Ior the props& San Joaquin Cross 
Valley Loop Transmission Line Project: 

Name (piease print) -- Add Telephone (~ptional) 



RE: SOUHEWN CALI 
CROSS VALLEY 

The reasons for favain9 "Alternative Route 2m over aAltecraa~ve Route "8 for the 
proposed San Joraquin Cmss Valley Loop Transmissisn Une are many. They 
vary from a loss of produeti* or us@ili@ of farm land md concerns for 
farmworker =few to proximw to houses of worship md local Bandmarks and 
considerations for ~easolaable mmmuniw developmenl. 

Name ( ~ ~ e a ~ e  ~rint) Address Belephone (optionat) 

m,L/&?vfi Z4/3A hL  



RE: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY'S SAN JOAQUIN 
CROSS V A t L W  LOOP TRANSMiSSION LINE PROJECT 

land and concerns for 

Name (please ~rint) Telephone (option&) 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ T ; ~  e 7-76 g ~ + ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  F ~ U ~  i , ~ d ~ ~ k ~  
-C 
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RE: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY'S SAN JOAQUIN 
CROSS VALLEY LWP TRANSMISSOON LINE PROJECT 

The reasons for favoring aA1tem&ive Route 2" over "AlternaBve Route 1" for the 
phoposed San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Trammission Line are many. Thegr 
vav fmm a loss of prorduaviv or tasabiiity of farm land and mncerns for 
karmwrker satfew to pm>rimity to Rouses of worship and tocat landmarks and 
considerations lor reasonable eonmuniyl development. 

We, the undersigned, strongly urge the adoption of Alternative ~out&2, as 
presented in information disseminated at the November 15,2006 Open House 
hosted by S.G.E., as the Primary Route for the proposed San Joaquin Cross 
Valley Loop Transmission tine Project: 

Name please print) Address Telephone (~ptiona~) 

"'L 



RE: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY'S SAN JOAQUIN 
GROSS VALLEY LOOP TMNSMIISSiON LINE PROJECT 

The reawns for favoring "Altemaave Rose 2"ver LLAIterna~\le RoMe 1" for the 
proposed San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Line are many. They 
vaw from a loss of produd* or usability of farm !and and concerns for 
farmworker safe@ Ito proximiw to houses sf warship and 10~319 Landmarks and 
considerations for reason&le mmmwnQ d e v e l o ~ e a .  

We, the undersigned, strongly urge the adoption of Alternative ~out&,a as 
presents in infomaion disseminated at the N m m k r  15,2006 Open House 
hosted by S.C.E., as the Primary Route for the proposed San Joaquin Cross 
Valley Loop Transmission Une Project: 

Name (please print) Address Telephone (optional) 

8 - 
e 



The reasons for favoring uAltem~~~e Rsae 2% over "Alternative Ro*e 1'Yor the 
proposed San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Line are many. They 
vary from a loss of vodrsdiviv or usa$ilifJs of fam land and wliacerns for 
farmworker safety to proximity to houses of worship and local landmarks and 
considerations for resasonabie mrrernuniw developmen9. 

We, the undersigned, mongly urge the adoption of Alternative ~ o a d  2, as 
presented in information disseminated at the November 15,2006 Open House 
hosted by S.C.E., as the Primary mute for the proposed San Joaquin Gross 
Valley Loop Transmission Line Project: 

Name (piease print) Address Telephone (Optional) 
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CROSS VALLEY LOOP NE PROJECT 

The reasons for favoring mAitemaaive Ro&e 2= over uKAitemative Roue 1 " fsr the 
p ropsd  %an Joaquin Cross Valley b o p  Transmission Une are many. They 
vary from a loss of produaivity or usabiliw of farm land and concerns for 
farmworker safev to proximi@ to houses sf worship and local landmarks and 
considerations %QF heawatabte community dmlopment- 

We, the undersigned, strongly urge the adoption of Alternati 
presented in inlfomaBon disemlnaEed at the Novemkr 15, 
hosted by S.C.E., as the Primafy Roufe Cor the props& S 
Valley Loop Transmission Line Project: 

Name (please print) Telephone (Optional) 

qroE K-L doe $?&6 
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" sm 
GROSS Vf iLEY LOOP SMISSION LIP4 PROmCT 

The reasons far f i vokg  "6AB$emdive Roate Zs9 over C"ABtemdke Roaate IS' f ~ r  the 
paopsd  Sm 3~aqmk Cross Vtallefl W p  T~msrniSsio~ Line many. mey V q  
from a Isss of pduetiv* sr rrsab'm cbffam tan$ and e e ~ m s  fos farnnworlrer 

& hsuscesr ofwornhip m d  kc& hdmarHrs amd eonsidmGaas for 
ity dwdopmenG 

W% the mndemigne8, strongly urge the a d ~ p ~ 8 n  QP M t e w ~ v e  Route 2, as 
preented h kfomPltion dh a M  at 4he Ravernber 15,2006 O p  House 
hosted by S.C.E., as P h m  EPonb for the p m p s d  Sm Joaquin cross Valley b s p  
Transmission Line Project: 

Telephone (op~on J) 
572 - 4 7 8  7 
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CROSS VALLEY LOOP TMNSMfSSkON LINE PROJECT 

We, the undersigned, strongly urge the adoption of Altemafive  out& 2, as 
presented in information disseminated at the November 15, 2006 Open House 
hosted by S.C.E., as the Primaw Route for the proposed . - San Joaquin Cross 
Valley Loop Transmission Line Project: 

Name (piease mnt) Telephone (optionat) 



The reasons ffos fatve-g &Ntma*e Zw ovm %&erna*e R@Ba(e 1" for the 
proposed b Joaqnirn Cmss Vattley h o p  Tmsds iea  Liae are =my, mey V q  

m s  far biasmwasrker 
md wnsidem~oans for 

Transmission Line Proid: 

N m e  1 Add 



ROSS VALLEY LOOF T 

We, the andersignd, urge the adoption ofMtWa&e Route 2, as 
presenQed in in n disseminatd at the 15,2006 Open House 
hosted by S,C.E., as W.ima~g Route for the pmposed Sam Jaaquh cross Valley h o p  
Trmsonission Line Pmject: 



W: SO W CALIF ' S  SAN 
JOAQUHN CROSS VALLEY LOOP SMISSION LliN PROJECT 

The msons for P&v@&g "AltmaGve Eomte 2= aver LbMtemadi~e Route In for Qlne 
proposd S m  3asq p T m s m S o n  -e am m 

boas= of w8nMp md I t o d  hndmmb aand eonsidmGons for 
reasonable eommuni4g. developmentt. 

We, the undersigna sgm&y urge the adoption of AltemaQive Route 2, as 
praented in on &erninat& alt the Rovember 15,2006 Open House 
hosted by S.C.E., as ]Prim- Route for the pmpsed $an Joaquin 
Tmsmisfiion Lhe Smje:  



'"S sm 
CROSS VALLEY L W P  

m a v e  RQ& 2In aver ("Mtem*e R&e I" far ~e 
ion Ebe are HILBWF, TBq V a q  

and I d  hdnnorb mdt eansialemg~m f@r 

We, the nndemignd9 sllrongty mrge &a ad~~ptisn @fAlteea*e Ronte 2, as 
presented in tion diserninatedt a4 tbe Noveonber 15,2006 Opern House 
host& by S.C.E, R~u$e for the pmposed Sm Joaquin cross Vsrlley h o p  
Transmission Line Projeck 

N m e  Address 



WE: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDlSON COMPANY'S SAN JOAQUIN 
CROSS VALLEY LOOP TMNSMISSiON LINE PROJECT 

The reasons for Davodng "Alternative Route 2= over "Alternative Route 1" for the 
propsed San Jsquin Crms Valley Loop Transmissbn Brie are many. They 
vav from a loss of productivify or usaWiiW of farm land and mnwms for 
tamworker safev to proximiiv ts houses d worship md local landmarks and 
considerations for reasonable mmmuni& development. 

We, the undersigned, stFongly urge the adoption of Alternative ~out@-2, as 
presented in information disseminated at the November 15,2006 Open House 
hosted by S.G.E., as the Primary Route for the proposed San Joaquin Cross 
Valley Loop Transmission Line Project: 

Name (please print) Address Velephone (~ptional) 



WE: SOWHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY'S SAN JOAQUIN 
CROSS VALLEY LOOP TRANSMISSION LINE PROJECT 

The reasons k r  favodng "Abmative Rose P over "Alternative Rsae 1" for the 
proposed Sass Jsaquin Cross Valley tosp Transmision Line are many. They 
vav from a Boss of producfiaw or usaB%iv of farm iaw and Gsncerns fsr  
farmworker safw to proximiv to houses of asvorship asld local landmarks and 
considerations for reasomble communiw development. 

We, the undersigned, strongly urge the adoption of Alternative ~ o u t 6  2, as 
presented in information disseminated at the N ~ ~ e m k r  15,2W6 Open House 
hosted by S.C.E., as the Primary RoMe for the propsec3 San Joaqrain Gross 
Valley b o p  Transmission Line Project: 

Name ( ~ r e s t ~ e  print) AMress Telephone (~ptiona~) 



JOAQUIN CROSS VALLEY 

The reasons for favoring "hA1lQemativsre Raute Zy9 over "Alternative Rante 199 for the 
pmposd Saa Joaquiaa Cmss V I e y  Loop Traasmhsion Line am m a y .  They V q  
fram a loss of produGDriv& or nsabgi8y of fam Bmd and concerns for famworkea 
safev to pro~rniw to bolases of warnhip and 10cd Bandmarb and considera~~ns for 
reasonable cowmruaiQ development 

We, the undewigned, sPron@y urge the adoptioplt ofhblmol~ve HPoute 2, as 
present& h hfomation d&seminsted at the November 35,2006 O p n  18ouse 
hosted by S.C.E., as Primary Route for the proposed San Joaquin cross Valley Loop 
Trmsmission Line Project: 

Name . .- Address Tdephone (op~onsP1) 
,%c ; x (9 jc+'i 2 b/ S. HnDe,q.Sob-, S S ~ - S F ~ - ~ / Y ~  
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RE: SOUTHERN CALImRN1A EDISON COMPANY'S SSAN JOAQUIN 
CROSS VALLEY LOOP TMNSMISSION LINE PROJECT 

The reasons for favoring "Alternative Route 2? over "Alternative Route 1" for the 
proposed San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Line are many. They 
vaoy from a loss of pgsduefiG& or ersaloiliQ ob farm land and concerns for 
farmworker safew acll pmximily te, houses d worship md local landmarks and 
csnsidera~ons for reasonable eommuniay development. 

Name (Pkase print) Telephone (~ptionaf) 

e 
0 



The reawns I s r  favoring aMernaBve Route P over "Alternaave R o ~ e  1" foe the 
proposed San Joaquin Gross Valley Loop Transmission Line are many. They 
vary from a loss of produ&nrity or usabiliw of dam land and concems Rr 
tamworker safety to proximity to houses of worship and local landmarks and 
considerations for reasonaMe community dwetopment, 

--- 



Address Telephone (~ptionao 

. .. . 



RE: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDlSON COMPANY" SAN JOAQBDIN 
CROSS VALLEY LOOP TRANSMISSION LINE PROJECT 

The reasons for favoring 'lltenative Route 2" over "Alternairive Route 1" for the 
proposed San Joaqtdin Gross Valley Loop Transmission Line are many. They 
vary from a loss of productivity or usabifiq of farm land and concerns for 
farmworker safety to proximity to houses of worship and local landmarks and 
considerations for reasonable communily development. 

We, the undersigned, strongly urge the adoption of Alternative ~ o u t e  2, as 
presented in information disseminated at the November 15, 2006 Open House 
hosted by S.C.E, as the Primary Route for the proposed San Joaquin Cross 
Valley Loop Transmission Line Project: 

Name (please print) Telephone (optional) 



WE: SOWHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY5 SAN JOAQUIN 
GROSS VALLEY LOOP TRANSMISSION LINE PRUECT 

The reasons for fawring "Alternative Route Z? over "Alternative Route 1 " for the 
proposed San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Line are many. They 
vary from a loss of productivity or usability of farm land and concerns for 
famworker safety to proximity to houses of worship and local landmarks and 
considerations for reasonabie mmmunity developmen%. 

N a m e  (please print) Telephone (optional) 
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WE: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY'S SAN JOAQUIN 
CROSS VALLEY L W P  TWNSMISSiON LlNE f RWEGT 

ision Une are maw. They 
[and and concerns for 

d lsal landmarks and 

Name (please print) Telepho w e (~ptional) 



WE: SOmHERN CALIFORNlA EDISON COMPANY'S SAN JOAQUiN 
CROSS VALLEY LOOP TWNSMfSSION DNE PROJECT 

worship and local landmarks and 

Name piease print) 'Felephone (Optional) 
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WE: SOWHERN CALfFORNBA EDtSON GOMPANY'S SAN JOAQUIN 
CROSS VAUEY LOOP TRANSMISSION LINE PRWECT 

The reasons for favoring "Alternative Route Y over 'Altema-PI've Route 'I" tor the 
proposed San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Line are many. They 
%~aw from a loss of produ&~@ or usabirw af fad md concerns for 
farmworker safety to proximity to houses of worship and local landmarks and 
wnsiderations For teasonab!e cornmunib developmeP?rt. 

We, the undersigned, strongly urge the adopfon of Alternative RO&&P, as 
presetltd in infformation disseminated a€ the Noveanbr 15,2006 Open House 
hosted by S.C.E., as the Primary Route for the proposed . . San Joaquin Cross 
Valley Loop Transmission Line Projja: .. 

Name ~~fears tb  print) . Telephone (~ptionai) 



CROSS VB%rLEY LOOP TRANSMISSION LINE PROJECT 

Name  tea^ PfinE) Telephone (Optional) 



m R N W  EDISON mMPANY9S SAM JOAQUON 
LOOP YRANSMlSS1ON LINE PROJECT 

The reasons for fawring eAItemative Route 2" over "Alternative Route 1" for the 
proposed San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Line are many. They 
vary from a loss of productivity or usability of tarn land and concerns for 
farmworker safe@ to proximity to houses of worship and local landmarks and 
considerations for reasona$fe mmmuniagr devetopmenP. 

Name pease print) Telephone (~ptiona~) 
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WE: SOUTHERN CALlFORNiA EDISON COMPANY'S SAN JOAQUIN 
CROSS VALLEY LWP NSMiSSION LINE PROJECT 

The reasons for fawring ̂ Alternative Route Z? over "Alternative Route 1" for the 
proposed San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Line are many. They 
vary from a loss of producfvQ or usality of farm land and concerns for 
farmworker %few fo pdrnQ.to ho of wwship and local landmarks and 

, @onsiderations For reamnable mmmunity development 
1 

We, the undersigned, strongly urge the adoption of Alternative ~ o u t g 2  as 
presented in information disseminated at the November 15,2006 Open House 
hosted by S.G.E., as the Primary Route for the proposed San Joaquin Cross I Valley Loop Tmnsrnission Line Project: I . -  

-. 
I 

1 Name (please print) Adbres~ Telephone p p t i ~ ~ ~ & )  



(Ptease hint) Tekphone (~pt-11 

2 0 ~  & d A  * 
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R E  SOUHERN CALIFORNIA EDISOM WMPANYS SAN JOAQUIN 
CROSS VALLEY LOOF TRANSMfSSlON LINE PROJECT 



The reawns for favoping aAltemaPive 
proposed San Joaquin Cross Valley 
vaw from a loss of productivity or us tmd m d  concerns for 
*amworker safe@ to proximily to ho ip and local landmarks and 

We, the undersigned, strongly urge the adoption of Alternative ~outb 2, as 
presented in infonation disseminated at the November 15,2006 Open House 
hosted by S.C.E., as the Primary Route for the pmposed . . San Joaquin Cross 
Valley h p  Transmission Une Project: 

Name prease print) Teiephone f~ptiond) 



worship and local landmarks and 

Name (piease print) Address Telephone (optima) 



We, the undersigned, strongly urge the adoption of Altemaiive ~outa2, as 
presented in information disseminated at the November 15,2006 Open House 
hosted by S.C.E., as the Primary Route for the proposed San Joaquin Cross 
Wley Loop Transmission Line Project: : 

. . 

Name (Pkase print) Telephone (@-I) 



RE: SOWHERN GAUFOWNBA ED!Sm mMPAN'$Q"S SAN JOAQUIN 
CROSS VALLEY LOOP TWMMISSIOM LINE PROJECT 

We, the undersigned, strongly urge the adoption of Alternative ~out&2, as 
presented in information disseminated at the November 15,2006 Open House 
hosted by S.G.E.. as the Primary Route for the proposed San Joaquin Cross 
'Blalle~c Loop Transmission Line Project: . .. . 

Name (P~EWEI print) Yelephone [optional) 



The reasons for fawring "Alternave Route 2" ovsr "Alternative Route 1" for the 
proposed San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission iine are many. They 
vary from a loss of productivity or usability of farm land and conctKns for 
farmworker safev to proximw to houses of worship and local landmarks and 
mnsiderations fof. rreasonabii? sommuniw development- 

Telephone (Optional) 



RE: SOMHERN CALiWRNBA EDISON COMPANY'S SSAN JOAQUIN 
CROSS V A L E Y  LWP TMNSMISBON LlNE PROJECT 



of wrship and local landmarks and 

Name (p leas~b print) Adldress Telephone (~ptionai) 



RE: SOUTHERN CAtBFORNfA EDlSOM COMPANY'S SAN JOAQUON 
CROSS VALLEY LOOP TRANSMlSSlON LINE PROJECT 

The reasons for favoring "Alternative Route 2' over "Alternative Route 1" for the 
proposed San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Line are many. They 
vary from a loss of productivity or usability of farm land and concerns for 
farmworker safety to proximity to houses of worship and local landmarks and 
considerations for reasonaMe community development. 

We, the undersigned, strongly urge the adoption of Alternative Route 2, as 

Address Telephone (Optknai) 

---- 
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The reasons for favoring "mternaave Route 2= over "Altemagve Route 1" for the 
proposed San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Line are many. They 
wry from a loss d prod~acBm or usabiliv of farm land and mncerns for 
farmworker safety to p~oximily to houses sf ~lorshig and loed landmwks and 
consideraaons for reasonable commksni@ deveIspmea78. 

Name (please print) Address Telephone (optiom~ 



From: Sandy Camara [mailto:sandycamara@wirelesstcp.net]  

Sent: Monday, September 22, 2008 3:18 PM 

To: Public.advisor 

Subject: mle Docket Number: A08-05-039 

To Whom it May Concern: 

  

We would like to express our opposition to ROUTE 1, San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop and our 
support for ROUTE 3.  We live in the foothills, only one-half mile from Highway 198.  We have 
invested a great deal of money into our property and home.  We have a wonderful view of the 
valley and the towers/poles proposed in Route 1 would ruin everything that stands for country 
living here in Mehrten Valley.   

  

Highway 198 is a 22-mile scenic drive from Highway 99 to the entrance of the Sequoia National 
Park.  We have thousands of visitors annually, many from other countries, that travel to the park 
and Kaweah Lake.  The power towers/poles do not aesthetically compliment the already beautiful 
drive.   

  

I cannot emphasize enough the importance of selecting Route 3 for this project. 

  

Thank you for listening to our concerns, 

  

Tony & Sandy Camara 
30621 Lyla Lane 
Exeter, CA   93221 
sandycamara@gmail.com 

 



The Eshom Valley Band Of Michahai And Wuksachi Indian  

1179 Rockhaven  Court  

Salinas, Ca93906 

831-443-9702 

 

 

 

Kenneth Woodrow, Tribe- Chair                                    

Richard Woodrow-Treasurer and   Director     

Eddie Sartuche Cultures Resources Elder 

Delbert Davis- Vice Chair 

 

 

October 8, 2008 

 

 

 

Mr. Jensen Uchida 

San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Project  

C/o Environmental  Science Associates 

225 Bush Street, Suite 1700 

San Francisco, CA 94104 

 

Mr. Jensen Uchida 

 

The Native American Indian community.  M.L.D local tribes will be effect by the Four 

proposed power lines, 

 All four will have impact on Burials, bedrock mortars, ceremonial, gatherings areas   

Village sites petrography and pictograph.  

 

 

On Wednesday 6 august I and Delbert Davis With Tom Taylor Drove the proposed 

project and Alternatives2-4. 

 

We are concern with the foothills and the valley floor to prehistoric archaeological 

resources. 

 

 

    

     

      Sincerely, 

      

 

 

      Kenneth Woodrow 

      MLD/Tribe Chair 

 cc: Mr. Richard Woodrow  

      Attorney at Law     Wuksachi Michahai 

 



 

225 Bush Street 

Suite 1700 

San Francisco, CA  94104 

415.896.5900 phone 

415.896.0332 fax 

www.esassoc.com 

 

meeting notes 

project San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Line project no. 207584.01 
 
date 09/03/08 time 9:00 a.m. 
 
present Justin Sloan (California Department of Fish and Game), 

Jennifer Johnson (ESA), Jensen Uchida (CPUC), 
Nichole Yeto (ESA) 

route to Scoping Report 

 
subject Agency Consultation and Scoping 
 

Ms. Johnson began the meeting by briefly explaining the CPCN process and reviewing the Proposed Project and 
project alternatives. She also informed Mr. Sloan that ESA and the CPUC may suggest additional alternative 
routes to be analyzed in the EIR.  

Mr. Sloan included the following comments to be included in the scoping for the EIR: 

− The Yolko Ranch project should be included in the cumulative project analysis. 

− Avian issues should be addressed. All structures should be designed in accordance with Avian Power Line 
Interaction Committee guidelines.  

− The PEA proposes a 15 foot buffer around Elderberry bushes. This buffer should be extended to 50 or 100 
feet to meet federal standards. 

− The PEA dismisses impacts to wetlands stating that pre-construction surveys will be conducted to determine 
if any wetlands will be impacted. There is concern that impacts to wetlands will not be properly addressed by 
the applicant. The EIR should include a more through discussion of impacts to wetlands and mitigation 
measures to ensure that no impacts occur. 

− Impacts to the San Joaquin adobe sunburst should be addressed in the EIR and any take of the species will 
require a permit from the Department of Fish and Game. The adobe sunburst is a rare plant and is generally 
found in the valley and lower foothill grasslands. This plant is very soil specific, only occurring in clay soils. 
There are only 12 or 13 known populations, with a number of these populations located near Millerton Lake 
and around the Fresno area.  

− Impacts to the Keck’s checker mallow should be addressed in the EIR. These plants are federally listed and 
will not require State permits; however populations have been found near Yolko Ranch. 



− Impacts to the Golden Eagle should be addressed in the EIR. There are no known populations along the 
proposed route however there is a chance that populations could be present. 

− Impacts to the Swainson’s Hawk should be addressed in the EIR. These birds are typically found in areas 
that are more open; any area with a dense canopy would not generally provide a suitable habitat for the 
Swainson’s Hawk. 

− Orchards can serve as habitat for the kit fox. Kit fox have been found in orchards south of the proposed 
route. Transmission lines should not interfere with the kit fox unless active dens are found along the 
proposed route. Impacts to kit fox should be addressed in the EIR. 

− Vernal pools could be an issue for Alternative 3. This should be addressed in the EIR.  

− Focused plant surveys should be conducted during the appropriate times of the year. In addition to the 
transmission line route, all new access roads need to be surveyed and impacts to sensitive species should be 
avoided.  

 

I, Justin Sloan with the California Department of Fish and Game, hereby certify that these meeting notes 
for the third day of September 2008 accurately reflect the Department of Fish and Game comments on the 
San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Project NOP.  

 

____________________________ 

Justin Sloan 

 

 

 

 

2 



1

Claire Early

From: Nichole Yeto
Sent: Tuesday, October 14, 2008 3:41 PM
To: Claire Early; Jennifer Johnson
Subject: FW: Department of Fish and Game Comments on the San JoaquinCross Valley Loop Project

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Red

Please see Justin's comments below.

Nichole Yeto
ESA | Energy Group

225 Bush Street, Suite 1700

San Francisco, CA 94104

415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax

nyeto@esassoc.com

-----Original Message-----
From: Justin Sloan [mailto:JSLOAN@dfg.ca.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, October 14, 2008 3:35 PM
To: Nichole Yeto
Subject: Re: Department of Fish and Game Comments on the San JoaquinCross Valley Loop 
Project

Nichole,

The notes look like they sum things up pretty well. 

A couple of points:

-I don't want to give the impression that the San Joaquin adobe sunburst and Keck's 
checkerbloom are the only plant species we are concerned about.  There are a number of 
other sensitive species in the area hence the last bullet about focused plant surveys.  
The sunburst was specifically mentioned as a potentially difficult permitting issue due to
the rarity of this species.

-In regards to Keck's checkerbloom (mallow), I don't know for sure if this statement is 
correct: "however populations have been found near Yolko Ranch."  I have only heard rumors
that they have been found but I haven't read any reports or seen any other documentation. 
They could certainly be in the area, I just haven't seen it documented at this time.

-the correct spelling is "Yokohl"

Thanks for allowing me to review the write up.

Take care,
Justin

Justin Sloan
Environmental Scientist
California Department of Fish and Game
Central Region
1234 E. Shaw Ave
Fresno, CA 93710
Phone: (559) 243-4014 ext 216
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Fax: (559) 243-4020

>>> "Nichole Yeto" <NYeto@esassoc.com> 10/6/2008 11:39 AM >>>
Hi Justin,

 

Attached please find a word document including the comments recorded during our meeting 
with you on September 3, 2008. Please review these comments to verify that we have 
accurately captured all DFG comments and feel free to make any edits that you see fit. 
Once the comments are edited to your satisfaction please sign at the bottom and fax the 
document back to me at 415-896-0332 so that we can include it as part of our formal 
scoping report. 

 

Thank you,

 

Nichole Yeto

ESA | Energy Group

225 Bush Street, Suite 1700

San Francisco, CA 94104

415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax

nyeto@esassoc.com <mailto:nyeto@esassoc.com> 
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