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SCOPING REPORT

Power Santa Clara Valley Project

1. Introduction

In its California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) application (A.24-04-017), filed on April 29,
2024, LS Power Grid California (LSPGC) requests a Certificate of Public Convenience and
Necessity (CPCN) for the Power Santa Clara Valley Project (Project). The CPUC is the lead
agency for the purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review. Based on
its review of the application and the Proponent’s Environmental Assessment (PEA), the CPUC is
preparing an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to evaluate potential effects of the Project,
pursuant to CEQA.

The CPUC issued a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an EIR for the Project on September 6, 2024,
which initiated agency consultation regarding the scope and content of information to be analyzed
in the EIR (a process called “scoping”) and invited early public input about potential environmental
concerns (Pub. Res. Code § 21080.4(a); CEQA Guidelines 8§ 15082(b), 15083). 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.” 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 § 15083(b)).

This scoping report provides an overview and summary of the written and oral comments
provided by agencies and individuals during the 30-day scoping period, which commenced
September 6, 2024, and closed on October 7, 2024. The CPUC will use this scoping report to
inform the preparation of a comprehensive EIR which will consider agency and community
concerns. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15082, all public comments within the scope of
CEQA will be considered in the EIR process.!

1 Comments not within the scope of CEQA will not be addressed through the CEQA process.
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2. Description of the Project

2. Description of the Project

2.1 Project Summary

As proposed by LSPGC, the Power Santa Clara Valley Project (Project) would augment the
reliability of a California Independent System Operator (CAISO)-controlled grid located in the
City of San Jose and unincorporated Santa Clara County. This would be accomplished through
the construction of two new high-voltage direct current (HVDC) terminals and associated new
transmission lines connecting the terminals. The new transmission lines would include an
approximately 13-mile Grove to Skyline 320 kilovolt (kV) direct current (DC) underground
transmission line connecting the south terminal, the Grove terminal, to the northern terminal, the
Skyline terminal; an approximately 100-foot overhead Skyline to San José B 115 kV alternating
current (AC) station tie line connecting the new Skyline terminal to the existing Pacific Gas and
Electric Company (PG&E) San José B substation; and an approximately 1.2 mile Metcalf to
Grove 500 kV underground transmission line connecting the new Grove terminal to the existing
PG&E Metcalf substation. The application includes the Proponent’s Environmental Assessment
(PEA) prepared pursuant to Rule 2.4 of the CPUC’s Rules of Practice and Procedure.

2.2 Project Location

The Project would be located in the City of San José and unincorporated Santa Clara County. The
proposed Skyline terminal site would be located on the corner of Santa Teresa Street and Ryland
Street, immediately south of the existing San Jose B substation. The southernmost part of the
project would notably include the proposed Grove terminal site. Approximately 3.2 acres of the
site from Monterey Road east is located within the City of San José. The remaining approximately
10.5 acres are located within the unincorporated County of Santa Clara. A map that shows the
location of the Project is presented in Figure 2-1, Project Location.

3. Scoping Process

3.1 Notification

On September 6, 2024, the CPUC published and distributed two versions of the Project’s Notice
of Preparation (NOP), one in English and one in Spanish, to solicit input from federal, state, and
local agencies, and the public to inform the scope and content considered in the EIR. A copy of
the NOP was provided to the State Clearinghouse of the Governor’s Office of Planning and
Research, which assigned State Clearinghouse Number 2024090200 as the Project’s unique State
identification number for the CEQA review. The NOP, which included details on the scoping
meeting, was mailed to approximately 15,186 property owners within 300 feet of the Project routes
and facility locations. Both, English and Spanish NOPs were also mailed directly to 17 responsible
and trustee agencies, and 5 individuals that had previously shown interest in the Project. The NOP
provided a brief description of the Project, included a map showing the location of proposed
components of the Project, identified potential areas of environmental impacts, and provided notice
for the hybrid public scoping meeting, which was held on Wednesday, September 18, 2024, at the
Santa Teresa Branch Library Community Room and was also broadcasted online through Zoom.
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3. Scoping Process
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3. Scoping Process

Appendix A, State Clearinghouse Documentation and Notice of Preparation Mailing List, includes
documentation of the State Clearinghouse submittal, and the mailing list of agencies and
organizations that were directly mailed the NOP to street or electronic addresses, and Appendix B,
Notice of Scoping Meeting and Notice of Preparation, includes a copy of the Notice of Scoping
Meeting and Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report in English and Spanish.

To announce the release of the English and Spanish NOPs and provide details about the public
scoping meeting, the CPUC published two legal notices, one in English and one in Spanish, in the
San José Mercury News, a daily periodical, and the Santa Clara Weekly, a weekly periodical,
each in general circulation in the Project vicinity. The English and Spanish legal notices were
published in the San José Mercury News on September 6, 2024, and in the Santa Clara Weekly on
September 11, 2024. Proof of the publication is provided in Appendix C, Newspaper Notices and
County Clerk Posting. The meeting announcement and an electronic copy of both, English and
Spanish NOPs were also posted on the CPUC’s website established for the Project at:
https://ia.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/esa/pscv/index.html.

The English and Spanish NOPs were both posted in four libraries in the Project vicinity during
the 32-day scoping period. It was posted between September 6, 2024, to October 7, 2024, at
Edenvale Branch Library (101 Branham Lane, San Jose, CA), Tully Community Branch Library
(880 Tully Road, San Jose, CA), Rose Garden Branch Library (1580 Naglee Avenue, San Jose,
CA), and Santa Teresa Branch Library (290 International Circle, San Jose, CA).

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 15082, both, English and Spanish NOPs were also sent to the
Santa Clara County Clerk-Recorder’s Office. Proof of the delivery to the Santa Clara County
Clerk-Recorder’s Office is provided in Appendix C.

3.2 Opportunities for Comment

A project website, referenced above, was created to provide an overview of the CPUC’s
environmental review process, provide a summary of the project description and LSPGC’s
objectives, and track the ongoing CEQA environmental review. The project website is updated
regularly with documents available for public review, including the NOP and scoping meeting
presentation. CPUC also created a project-specific email address (PowerSCV @esassoc.com) and
project-specific phone number (408-450-7233) to facilitate the submittal of comments during
CEQA review. The email address was also provided in the NOP, at the public scoping meeting,
and posted on the project website.

3.2.1 Public Workshops and Scoping Meetings

The CPUC conducted a hybrid (in-person and virtual) public scoping meeting on September 18,
2024, in English and provided Spanish translation. The simulcast option was available for
attendees online to listen to the Spanish interpretation during the meeting and simultaneous
Spanish interpretation services were available in-person as well. The meeting was held from

6:00 pm to 7:00 p.m. The meeting format consisted of a presentation by CPUC and its consultant
staff, followed by an opportunity for in-person and virtual attendees to provide verbal and written
comments. Fourteen (14) people attended in person, and twenty-nine (29) attended virtually.
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3. Scoping Process

Tharon Wright, Roxanne Henriquez, and Andrew Chan of the CPUC, as well as Valisa Nez,
Selena Whitney, and Vince Molina of Environmental Science Associates (ESA), consultant to the
CPUC, hosted the meeting. In-person Spanish interpretation services were provided by Martin
Vera and Vanessa Lopez of the CPUC Public Advisor’s Office (PAO). Also in attendance online
were Mike Manka, Marisol Guzman, and Nicole Lobodzinski of ESA and Mona Dzvova and
Claudia Sanchez of the CPUC PAOQ. Online Spanish interpretation services were provided by
Gume Garza and Sol Garza of the CPUC PAO. All comments made at the scoping meeting were
recorded and included in a summary in Appendix E.

During the meeting, the CPUC summarized the lead agency’s decision and environmental review
process and noted the opportunities for public participation within the CEQA process. A brief
description of the Project identified by LSPGC in its PEA was presented and the range of
environmental issues to be addressed in the EIR was discussed. The types of alternatives that can
be considered in the EIR and the next steps in the environmental review process were also
addressed at the scoping meeting. Following the presentation, the public was provided with an
opportunity to submit oral and/or written comments. A copy of the scoping meeting presentation
is included in Appendix D, Scoping Meeting Presentation.

3.2.2 Agency Consultation

As part of scoping efforts, CPUC conducted early outreach to local agencies and officials and
resource agencies to inform them about the upcoming Project and its scoping period. Agencies
contacted are included in the table below. These agencies are also listed in Appendix A.

Name/Organization/Affiliation

Bay Area Air Quality Management District

California Air Resources Board

California Department of Fish and Wildlife

California Department of Transportation

California Energy Commission

California Independent System Operator Corporation

California Native American Heritage Commission

California Natural Resources Agency

California Office of Historic Preservation

California Office of Safety and Health Administration

California Public Utilities Commission

California State Lands Commission

California State Parks

California State Water Resources Board

City of San José

City of San José Department of Public Works

City of Santa Clara

County of Santa Clara Board of Supervisors
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4. Scoping Comments

Name/Organization/Affiliation

County of Santa Clara Parks and Recreation Department

Department of Health Care Services

Federal Aviation Administration

San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board

San José Planning Commission

Santa Clara County

Santa Clara County Planning and Development Department

Santa Clara Planning Commission

Santa Clara Valley Habitat Agency

Santa Clara Valley Open Space Authority

Santa Clara Valley Water District

State Water Resources Control Board

Union Pacific Railroad

United States Fish and Wildlife Service

Valley Transportation Authority

4. Scoping Comments

Eleven members of the public provided oral or written comments on the Project during the
September 6, 2024, hybrid scoping meeting. Notes from the scoping meeting are included in
Appendix E, Scoping Meeting Notes.

The CPUC received four hundred written comment letters during the scoping period. Identified in
Table 1, three hundred and ninety-four members of the public and six public agencies submitted
comments on the project.

Copies of the comment letters are provided in Appendix F, Written Scoping Comments.
Commenting parties are listed in Table 1 below and summaries of the issues identified by the
commenters are provided in Section 4.1, Issues to be Considered under CEQA, and Section 4.2,
Issues Not Analyzed under CEQA.

In parallel to, and independent of, the formal scoping process, early tribal consultation was
initiated, and the following tribes are the tribes that have resulted in consultation thus far:
e Costanoan Rumsen Carmel Tribe

e Indian Canyon Mutsun Band of Costanoan

¢ Muwekma Ohlone Tribe of the San Francisco Bay Area

e Tamien Nation
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4. Scoping Comments

TABLE 1

PARTIES THAT SUBMITTED EIR SCOPING COMMENTS
Name Title, Organization/Affiliation Date
Oral Comments
Garnetta Annable Scoping Meeting Commenter 09/18/2024
Sandy Emerson Scoping Meeting Commenter 09/18/2024
Jennifer Frost Scoping Meeting Commenter 09/18/2024
Brian Gurney Scoping Meeting Commenter 09/18/2024
Ben Hoffman Scoping Meeting Commenter 09/18/2024
Alice Kaufman Scoping Meeting Commenter 09/18/2024
Ginger Langdon-Lassagne Scoping Meeting Commenter 09/18/2024
Michelle Myjer Scoping Meeting Commenter 09/18/2024
Serena Myjer Scoping Meeting Commenter 09/18/2024
Dung Nguyen Scoping Meeting Commenter 09/18/2024
Written Comments
Nabeel Al-Shamma Individual 09/17/2024
Susan Anderson Individual 09/17/2024
Mark Anderton Individual 09/17/2024
Elizabeth Armstrong Individual 09/17/2024
Amanda Banta Individual 09/17/2024
Evelyn Banuelos Individual 09/17/2024
Nancy Barnby Individual 09/17/2024
Brett Batey Individual 09/17/2024
Bryan Batey Individual 09/17/2024
Karen Batey Individual 09/17/2024
Taylor Batey Individual 09/17/2024
Julie Beer Individual 09/17/2024
Steve Berman Individual 09/17/2024
Harinder Bhandari Individual 09/17/2024
Patricia Blevins Individual 09/17/2024
Cynthia Boman Individual 09/17/2024
Greg Boro Individual 09/17/2024
Linda Bortolus Individual 09/17/2024
Monigue Bosomworth Individual 09/17/2024
Lisa Breslauer Individual 09/17/2024
Deborah Brewer Individual 09/17/2024
Deborah Brooks Individual 09/17/2024
Craig Browning Individual 09/17/2024
Susannah Bruder Individual 09/17/2024
Carolyn Buban Individual 09/17/2024
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4. Scoping Comments

TABLE 1
PARTIES THAT SUBMITTED EIR SCOPING COMMENTS

Name Title, Organization/Affiliation Date

Janet Burchinal Individual 09/17/2024
Kenneth Burgett Individual 09/17/2024
Matthew Burrows Individual 09/17/2024
Tanya Burt Individual 09/17/2024
Susan Butler-Graham Individual 09/17/2024
Judith Butts Individual 09/17/2024
Colleen Cabot Individual 09/17/2024
Kristal Caidoy Individual 09/17/2024
June Cancell Individual 09/17/2024
Gloria Carmona Individual 09/17/2024
Charlotte Casey Individual 09/17/2024
Dorothy Cassidy Individual 09/17/2024
Vercila Chacon Individual 09/17/2024
Donald Chamberlin Individual 09/17/2024
Judith Chamberlin Individual 09/17/2024
Judith Chamberlin Individual 09/17/2024
S. Chapek Individual 09/17/2024
Helen Chapman Individual 09/17/2024
Kathy Chavez Napoli Individual 09/17/2024
Robert Chavez Individual 09/17/2024
Dave Clare Individual 09/17/2024
Cathy Coates Individual 09/17/2024
Barbara Coleman Individual 09/17/2024
Sharon Crocker Individual 09/17/2024
James Crowley Individual 09/17/2024
Julie Cruzal Individual 09/17/2024
Steve Cunningham Individual 09/17/2024
Lisa Curran Individual 09/17/2024
Davy Davidson Individual 09/17/2024
Dean Davidson Individual 09/17/2024
Lisa Dearborn Individual 09/17/2024
Gary Deeter Individual 09/17/2024
Genevieve Deppong Individual 09/17/2024
Catherine Derringer Individual 09/17/2024
Catherine Derringer Individual 09/17/2024
Catherine Derringer Individual 09/17/2024
Nancy Domnauer Individual 09/17/2024
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4. Scoping Comments

TABLE 1
PARTIES THAT SUBMITTED EIR SCOPING COMMENTS

Name Title, Organization/Affiliation Date

Susan Douglass Individual 09/17/2024
Doron Drusinsky Individual 09/17/2024
Sundeep Dugar Individual 09/17/2024
Kathy Dyer Individual 09/17/2024
Alice Elliott Individual 09/17/2024
Laurence E. England Individual 09/17/2024
Jeff Englander Individual 09/17/2024
Joseph Escobedo Individual 09/17/2024
Marie Evitt Individual 09/17/2024
Marion Farber Individual 09/17/2024
Paula Faria Individual 09/17/2024
Nancy Federspiel Individual 09/17/2024
James Feichtl Individual 09/17/2024
Tyler Feld Individual 09/17/2024
Ted Fishman Individual 09/17/2024
Anthony Flores Individual 09/17/2024
Katie Foltz Individual 09/17/2024
Gordon Foster Individual 09/17/2024
Jennifer Foxworth Individual 09/17/2024
Rea Freedom Individual 09/17/2024
Marian Fricano Individual 09/17/2024
Jim Frizzell Individual 09/17/2024
Norma Galiher Individual 09/17/2024
Ashlynne Gallo Individual 09/17/2024
Joel Gartland Individual 09/17/2024
Joseph Gemignani Individual 09/17/2024
D. Gibeau Individual 09/17/2024
Mark Gion Individual 09/17/2024
Steve Godwin Individual 09/17/2024
Kevin Golden Individual 09/17/2024
Chip Goldstein Individual 09/17/2024
Carole Gonsalves Individual 09/17/2024
Naomi Goodman Individual 09/17/2024
Theodora Goodrich Individual 09/17/2024
Jonathan Gottlieb Individual 09/17/2024
Sam Graham Individual 09/17/2024
Margery Gray Individual 09/17/2024
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4. Scoping Comments

TABLE 1
PARTIES THAT SUBMITTED EIR SCOPING COMMENTS

Name Title, Organization/Affiliation Date

Gloria Grotjan Individual 09/17/2024
Elizabeth Guimarin Individual 09/17/2024
Cathleen Guzman Individual 09/17/2024
Mario Guzman Individual 09/17/2024
Angel H. Individual 09/17/2024
Diana Hall Individual 09/17/2024
Ellen Hall Individual 09/17/2024
Charles Hammerstad Individual 09/17/2024
Peter Hartzman Individual 09/17/2024
Chris Hauck Individual 09/17/2024
Michelle Hauck Individual 09/17/2024
Ann Hempler Individual 09/17/2024
Charlene Henley Individual 09/17/2024
Peggy Hennessee Individual 09/17/2024
Maria Hennessy Individual 09/17/2024
William Henzel Individual 09/17/2024
Cheryl Herms Individual 09/17/2024
Sophia Hinojosa Individual 09/17/2024
Michael Holland Individual 09/17/2024
Carla Holmes Individual 09/17/2024
Kirsten Holmquist Individual 09/17/2024
Rick Horne Individual 09/17/2024
Robert Horne Individual 09/17/2024
Julia Howlett Individual 09/17/2024
Michael Hundt Individual 09/17/2024
Christina laquinto Individual 09/17/2024
Dana llen Individual 09/17/2024
Renee Ingold Individual 09/17/2024
Julie lorns Individual 09/17/2024
Katja Irvin Individual 09/17/2024
Ashok Jethanandani Individual 09/17/2024
Fatima Jinnah Individual 09/17/2024
Lola Kashyap Individual 09/17/2024
Stacey Kellogg Individual 09/17/2024
Marissa Kent Individual 09/17/2024
Cynthia King Individual 09/17/2024
Rod Kirk Individual 09/17/2024
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4. Scoping Comments

TABLE 1
PARTIES THAT SUBMITTED EIR SCOPING COMMENTS

Name Title, Organization/Affiliation Date

Peter Klein Individual 09/17/2024
Anuradha Kolhatkar Individual 09/17/2024
William Korbholz Individual 09/17/2024
Arvind Kumar Individual 09/17/2024
Carol Kuster Individual 09/17/2024
Michael Kutilek Individual 09/17/2024
Judith Lacy Individual 09/17/2024
Pat Lang Individual 09/17/2024
Kelly Lanspa Individual 09/17/2024
Michael LeClair Individual 09/17/2024
Susan LeClair Individual 09/17/2024
Tara Lee Individual 09/17/2024
Cynthia Leeder Individual 09/17/2024
David Lehmann Individual 09/17/2024
Bill Leikam Individual 09/17/2024
Allen Leinwand Individual 09/17/2024
Susan Lessin Individual 09/17/2024
Adriana Leyva Individual 09/17/2024
Leslie Lincoln Individual 09/17/2024
Patty Linder Individual 09/17/2024
Alyssa LoGalbo Individual 09/17/2024
Robert Roy Lombardi Individual 09/17/2024
Chris Loo Individual 09/17/2024
Denise Lopez Individual 09/17/2024
Raquel Lozano Individual 09/17/2024
Stephen Lubin Individual 09/17/2024
Thalia Lubin Individual 09/17/2024
Mark Luiso Individual 09/17/2024
Chris MaclIntosh Individual 09/17/2024
Margaret MacNiven Individual 09/17/2024
Julie Makrai Individual 09/17/2024
David Marancik Individual 09/17/2024
James Marshall Individual 09/17/2024
Dirk Martin Individual 09/17/2024
Nancy Martin Individual 09/17/2024
Alice Anne Martineau Individual 09/17/2024
Linda Matushiro Individual 09/17/2024
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4. Scoping Comments

TABLE 1
PARTIES THAT SUBMITTED EIR SCOPING COMMENTS

Name Title, Organization/Affiliation Date

Margaret McBride Individual 09/17/2024
Mandy McClelland Individual 09/17/2024
Neal McElroy Individual 09/17/2024
Shannon McEntee Individual 09/17/2024
Stephen McHenry Individual 09/17/2024
Jackie McVay Individual 09/17/2024
Moises Mena Individual 09/17/2024
Mathilde Moazazi Individual 09/17/2024
James Molinari Individual 09/17/2024
Ann Monroe Individual 09/17/2024
Martin Montoro Individual 09/17/2024
Kathryn Morrison Individual 09/17/2024
Mike Moser Individual 09/17/2024
Trish Mulvey Individual 09/17/2024
Lisa Munro Individual 09/17/2024
Jyn Myatt Individual 09/17/2024
Darcy Myjer Individual 09/17/2024
Michelle Myjer Individual 09/17/2024
Serena Myjer Individual 09/17/2024
Aditi Nagaraj Individual 09/17/2024
Maya Nagaraj Individual 09/17/2024
Christine Nagel Individual 09/17/2024
Carlene Nakagawa Individual 09/17/2024
E. Nelson Individual 09/17/2024
Marisa Nelson Individual 09/17/2024
Alice Nguyen Individual 09/17/2024
Christal Niederer Individual 09/17/2024
Michele Nihipali Individual 09/17/2024
Laila Noori Individual 09/17/2024
Harry Oberhelman Individual 09/17/2024
George Omen Individual 09/17/2024
Denis O’Neal Individual 09/17/2024
Kathy O’Neal Individual 09/17/2024
Brandon Ortega Salgado Individual 09/17/2024
Jane Packard Individual 09/17/2024
Diane Palacio Individual 09/17/2024
Sandra Parker Individual 09/17/2024

Power Santa Clara Valley Project
(A.24-04-017) Scoping Report

12

ESA /201900517.04
November 2024



4. Scoping Comments

TABLE 1
PARTIES THAT SUBMITTED EIR SCOPING COMMENTS

Name Title, Organization/Affiliation Date

Randy Paul Individual 09/17/2024
Janna Pauser Individual 09/17/2024
James Pearson Individual 09/17/2024
Holly Pelking Individual 09/17/2024
Meg Pelose Individual 09/17/2024
Alma Peralta Individual 09/17/2024
Jim Petkiewicz Individual 09/17/2024
Margaret Petkiewicz Individual 09/17/2024
Jennie Phillips Individual 09/17/2024
Christine Pielenz Individual 09/17/2024
Gregory Piligian Individual 09/17/2024
Sarah Plep Individual 09/17/2024
Sue Plep Individual 09/17/2024
Nancy Pointer Individual 09/17/2024
Penny Pollock Individual 09/17/2024
Mark Rauscher Individual 09/17/2024
Stephanie Reader Individual 09/17/2024
Erin Redfern Individual 09/17/2024
Linda Reis Individual 09/17/2024
Nancy Reyering Individual 09/17/2024
Jennifer Rios Individual 09/17/2024
Heather Roberts Individual 09/17/2024
Jennifer Roberts Individual 09/17/2024
Phil Rockey Individual 09/17/2024
Cher Rogers Individual 09/17/2024
Connie Rogers Individual 09/17/2024
Ronnie Rogers Individual 09/17/2024
Tisa Roland Individual 09/17/2024
Kim Runyan Individual 09/17/2024
Matthew Rydzik Individual 09/17/2024
Rebecca Sanchez Individual 09/17/2024
Patrick Sanders Individual 09/17/2024
Laura Santos Individual 09/17/2024
Justin Scanlon Individual 09/17/2024
Lena Scaramuzzo Individual 09/17/2024
Karl Schilling Individual 09/17/2024
Carlene Schmidt Individual 09/17/2024
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4. Scoping Comments

TABLE 1
PARTIES THAT SUBMITTED EIR SCOPING COMMENTS

Name Title, Organization/Affiliation Date

Lisa Schmidt Individual 09/17/2024
Charles Schmuck Individual 09/17/2024
Stefanie Selck Individual 09/17/2024
Chris Seymour Individual 09/17/2024
Mary Shabbott Individual 09/17/2024
Emily Sharp Individual 09/17/2024
Richard Shrum Individual 09/17/2024
Nancy Sidebotham Individual 09/17/2024
Yudhvir Sidhu Individual 09/17/2024
Lee Slaff Individual 09/17/2024
Karen Smith Individual 09/17/2024
Gail Sreddanovic Individual 09/17/2024
Niki Stalder-Skarmoutsos Individual 09/17/2024
Matthew Stein Individual 09/17/2024
Karen Stephenson Individual 09/17/2024
Carolyn Straub Individual 09/17/2024
Kathleen Sweeney Individual 09/17/2024
Lina Swisher Individual 09/17/2024
Singih Tan Individual 09/17/2024
Yin Tang Individual 09/17/2024
Karen Tarasco Individual 09/17/2024
Brian Tatsuta Individual 09/17/2024
Christopher Telomen Individual 09/17/2024
Onnolee Trapp Individual 09/17/2024
Susan Trivisonno Individual 09/17/2024
Debra Ullmann Individual 09/17/2024
Chloe Van Loon Individual 09/17/2024
Stephanie Vargas Individual 09/17/2024
Susanna Vartanian Individual 09/17/2024
Marco Velasco Individual 09/17/2024
Alie Victorine Individual 09/17/2024
Wanda Waldera Individual 09/17/2024
Michelle Waters Individual 09/17/2024
Arthur Webb Individual 09/17/2024
David Weissman Individual 09/17/2024
Russell Weisz Individual 09/17/2024
Catherine Wolf Individual 09/17/2024
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TABLE 1
PARTIES THAT SUBMITTED EIR SCOPING COMMENTS

Name Title, Organization/Affiliation Date

Cynthia Woo Individual 09/17/2024
April Word Individual 09/17/2024
Mary Yates Individual 09/17/2024
Jinah Yoon Individual 09/17/2024
Rena Zahorsky Individual 09/17/2024
Karen Zamel Individual 09/17/2024
R Zierikzee Individual 09/17/2024
Kieran Alcumbrac Individual 09/18/2024
Elisa Marina Alvarado Individual 09/18/2024
Valerie Baldwin Individual 09/18/2024
Gina Barton Individual 09/18/2024
Thomas Carlin Individual 09/18/2024
Christi Cerna Individual 09/18/2024
Shruti Chandrasekhar Individual 09/18/2024
David Elkins Individual 09/18/2024
Sandra Emerson Individual 09/18/2024
Karen Friedrichs Individual 09/18/2024
Chantilly Gaudy Individual 09/18/2024
James Haskell Individual 09/18/2024
Julie Hill Individual 09/18/2024
Shad Jessel Individual 09/18/2024
Kendra Johnson Individual 09/18/2024
Katherine Kleinsteiber Individual 09/18/2024
Karen Koppett Individual 09/18/2024
Jim Kuhl Individual 09/18/2024
Rhonda Lakatos Individual 09/18/2024
Hannah Laszlo-Rath Individual 09/18/2024
Mark LeClair Individual 09/18/2024
Trudy LeFrance Individual 09/18/2024
Elizabeth Leon Individual 09/18/2024
Ernestine Machado Individual 09/18/2024
Bob Mack Individual 09/18/2024
Pauletta McKenzie Individual 09/18/2024
Annette McMillan Individual 09/18/2024
Michael Mendez Individual 09/18/2024
Liza Morell Individual 09/18/2024
Diana Morgan-Hickey Individual 09/18/2024
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4. Scoping Comments

TABLE 1
PARTIES THAT SUBMITTED EIR SCOPING COMMENTS

Name Title, Organization/Affiliation Date

Beth Ogilvie Individual 09/18/2024
Julie OT Groves Individual 09/18/2024
Gloria Oviedo Individual 09/18/2024
Cedric Pitot de La Beaujardiere Individual 09/18/2024
Elaine Peterson Individual 09/18/2024
Bill Ranklin Individual 09/18/2024
Suzanne Remien Individual 09/18/2024
Merrily Robinson Individual 09/18/2024
Christian Rodig Individual 09/18/2024
Esther Ruby Individual 09/18/2024
Carol Ruth Individual 09/18/2024
Mark Schroeder Individual 09/18/2024
Joan Scott Individual 09/18/2024
Angelica Seymour Individual 09/18/2024
Jon Silver Individual 09/18/2024
Jenne Sindoni Individual 09/18/2024
Manjeet Singh Individual 09/18/2024
Marcus Smith Individual 09/18/2024
Marilynn Smith Individual 09/18/2024
Deborah St. Julien Individual 09/18/2024
Lisa Stein Individual 09/18/2024
Amanda Tran Individual 09/18/2024
Carl Tredwell Individual 09/18/2024
Karen Uhlin Individual 09/18/2024
David Van Deren Individual 09/18/2024
Virginia Van Kuran Individual 09/18/2024
Ed Von Runnen Individual 09/18/2024
Ed Von Runnen Scoping Meeting Commenter 09/18/2024
Siena Watson Individual 09/18/2024
Michelle Wellington Individual 09/18/2024
Petra Wengler Individual 09/18/2024
Cindy Wright Individual 09/18/2024
Scott Grinthal Individual 09/19/2024
Gregory Kepferle Individual 09/19/2024
Ernie Lipari Individual 09/19/2024
Gloria Lipari Individual 09/19/2024
Karen Mandujano Individual 09/19/2024
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4. Scoping Comments

TABLE 1
PARTIES THAT SUBMITTED EIR SCOPING COMMENTS

Name Title, Organization/Affiliation Date

Maristella Tapia Individual 09/19/2024
Gayle Boesch Individual 09/20/2024
Marcelina Carranza Individual 09/20/2024
Michael J. Delay Individual 09/20/2024
Katie Howard Individual 09/20/2024
Kristine Karnos Individual 09/20/2024
Cheryl Lavery Individual 09/20/2024
Mary Lindermuth Individual 09/20/2024
Molly McGettigan Individual 09/20/2024
Susan Phillips Individual 09/20/2024
Selina Zhang Individual 09/20/2024
Aaron Binkerhoff Individual 09/21/2024
Mayra Busalacchi Individual 09/21/2024
Chris MacIntosh Individual 09/21/2024
Eve Meier Individual 09/21/2024
Virginia Smedberg Individual 09/21/2024
Jeff Croall Individual 09/22/2024
Gita Dev Individual 09/22/2024
Susan Kazemi Individual 09/22/2024
Mojgan Mahdizadeh Individual 09/22/2024
Dani Piazza Individual 09/22/2024
Linda Bojorquez Individual 09/23/2024
Mila Heally Individual 09/23/2024
Deborah Miller Individual 09/23/2024
Joanie Murphy Individual 09/23/2024
Joanie Murphy Individual 09/26/2024
Kolumban Boesch Individual 09/27/2024
Emma Hartung Individual 09/27/2024
Patricia Blevins Individual 09/28/2024
Susan Norman Individual 09/30/2024
Cindy Stein Individual 10/02/2024
Ha Tran Individual 10/03/2024
Brenda Caldwell Individual 10/05/2024
Josephine Kawanami Individual 10/05/2024
Helen Blain Individual 10/06/2024
Mila Heally Community Member 10/06/2024
Deborah Miller Individual 10/06/2024
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4. Scoping Comments

TABLE 1
PARTIES THAT SUBMITTED EIR SCOPING COMMENTS

Name Title, Organization/Affiliation Date
Agency Written Comments

Roger Papler San Francisco Bay Regional Water Board 09/09/2024
Ben Hoffman California Public Utilities Commission 09/17/2024
Mila Eyen Santa Clara Valley Open Space Authority 10/06/2024
Ben Hoffman California Public Utilities Commission Public Advocates Office 10/07/2024
Marley Matthews California Department of Transportation 10/07/2024
Matthew Sasaki Santa Clara Valley Water District 10/07/2024

4.1 Raised Issues to be Considered under CEQA

The following discussions are summaries of the issues identified by the public that will be
considered under CEQA in the EIR. The summaries are grouped by topic with comments listed
first alphabetically by last name/organization.

4.1.1 Project Description
Public Advocates Office at the CPUC

The Public Advocates Office at the California Public Utilities Commission (Cal Advocates) noted
that the CAISO is considering increasing the capacity of the project from 500 megawatts (MW)
to 1000 MW. Cal Advocates requests that potential environmental impacts of this capacity
increase be considered now and shared with stakeholders, assuming that this project rescope is
approved by the CAISO.

4.1.2 Biological Resources

Individual Commenter — Garnetta Annable

During the comments portion of the public scoping meeting, Garnetta Annable verbally expressed
concern with maintaining habitat areas and maintaining agriculture.

Individual Commenter — Brian Gurney, San Jose Resident

During the comments portion of the public scoping meeting, Brian Gurney verbally expressed
that Coyote Valley is a critical habitat area and provides wildlife connection through the wildlife
corridor near the proposed Project site.

Individual Commenter — Mila Heally, District 2 Resident

During the scoping period, Mila Heally, a District 2 resident, submitted a comment letter. In her
comment letter, Mila Heally expresses concern for the abundant wildlife within the Coyote Ranch
area. Mila explains that disturbing this area would put the animals at risk of fleeing towards
Highway 101 or Monterey Road, increasing the likelihood of collisions.
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Individual Commenter — Ben Hoffman, Representative for Transmission,
Infrastructure, and Policy Branch of Cal Advocates

During the comments portion of the public scoping meeting, Ben Hoffman verbally expressed
concern for the wildlife corridor in Coyote Valley.

Individual Commenter — Alice Kaufman, Policy and Advocacy Director for
Green Foothills

During the comments portion of the public scoping meeting, Alice Kaufman, the Policy and
Advocacy Director for Green Foothills, verbally suggested that wildlife connectivity should be
discussed in the EIR. Alice expressed concern for the lack of genetic variation among Mountain
lion populations as a result of development near the wildlife corridor.

Individual Commenter — Jennifer Frost, Coyote Valley Resident

During the comments portion of the public scoping meeting, Jennifer Frost verbally expressed
concern about a speculated increase in roadkill resulting from the proposed Project.

Individual Commenter — Ginger Langdon-Lassagne

During the comments portion of the public scoping meeting, Ginger Langdon-Lassagne verbally
expressed concern for the wildlife corridor and wildlife. Ginger expressed concern for the effects
of light pollution on migratory birds.

Individual Commenter — Serena Myjer

During the comments portion of the public scoping meeting, Serena Myjer verbally expressed

opposition to an energy facility being placed in Coyote Valley and suggested that the proposed
terminal be placed on the PG&E substation. Serena expressed concern for the wildlife and the

wildlife corridor in Coyote Valley.

Individual Commenters — Form Letter

The CPUC received 393 comment letters during the scoping period which included the same
general template that emphasizes concerns related to biological resources and alternatives. 65 out
of the 393 comment letters sent included an addition of a personalized message along with the
general template; however, a new issue was not raised. In the comment letters, individual
commenters explain that the proposed site in Coyote Valley is right next to Coyote Creek, which
is the backbone of the wildlife corridor through Coyote Valley. Individual commenters express
concern for the wildlife that depend on this corridor to migrate from the Santa Cruz Mountains to
the Diablo Range. Individual commenters also note that Monterey Road is a wildlife roadkill
hotspot and express concern in placing an energy facility in the path of the animals. All
commenters express support for Alternative 3 explained in LSPGC’s PEA in which the Grove
terminal would be placed on the PG&E substation site rather than the proposed site.

Santa Clara Valley Water District

Santa Clara Valley Water District (Valley Water) provides stream stewardship, wholesale water
supply and flood protection for Santa Clara County. In their comment letter, Valley Water
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suggested that the EIR should evaluate the project impacts to the roots of woody riparian
vegetation caused by proposed underground line placement.

4.1.3 Hydrology

Individual Commenter — Brian Gurney, San Jose Resident

During the comments portion of the public scoping meeting, Brian Gurney verbally explained
that groundwater is shallow in the area of the proposed Project site. Brian expressed concern that
this poses a flooding hazard.

Individual Commenter — Mila Heally, District 2 Resident

In her comment letter, Mila Heally notes that the Coyote Ranch area tends to flood from Bailey to
Coyote Ranch Road during the rainy season. Mila explains that it is not ideal to install
underground power lines within the specified areas, as the flooding can persist for months. Mila
notes that when the ice melts, the water level in the creek rises significantly, which often erodes
the soil beneath it.

Santa Clara Valley Water District

Valley Water noted that the Project alignment crosses special flood hazard areas. In their
comment letter, Valley Water suggests that impacts to flooding from proposed grading or
installation of above-ground infrastructure, including consistency with the City of San Jose’s and
the County of Santa Clara’s flood plain ordinances, need to be discussed in the EIR.

4.1.4 Noise and Vibration

Individual Commenter — Jennifer Frost, Coyote Valley Resident

During the comments portion of the public scoping meeting, Jennifer Frost verbally expressed
concern about an increase in noise due to traffic.

California Department of Transportation

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) recommends mitigation if the EIR
determines there are significant impacts due to construction and noise.

4.1.5 Recreational Resources

Individual Commenter — Mila Heally, District 2 Resident

In her comment letter, Mila Heally notes that the bike trail within the Coyote Ranch area leading
to Morgan Hill and Coyote Valley is popular. Mila expresses the importance of keeping the
specified area accessible and undisturbed because Coyote Ranch hosts events on weekends.

Santa Clara Valley Water District

Valley Water noted that the proposed route crosses the Coyote Creek Trail and the Guadalupe
River Trail, which are both located on Valley Water property. Valley Water suggested that
impacts on these two trails should be analyzed within the Recreation section of the EIR. Valley
Water further noted that these particular sections crossed by the Project are managed under Joint
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Use Agreements with the Cities of Milpitas and San José. Furthermore, Valley Water noted that
the crossings of the trails would require Valley Water’s encroachment permit to cross Valley
Water property.

4.1.6 Transportation

California Department of Transportation

Caltrans noted that potential impacts to the State right-of-way (ROW) from project-related
temporary access points should be analyzed. Caltrans noted that the Project will likely require an
encroachment permit and provided the associated formal permit submittal process. In addition,
Project work that requires movements of oversized or excessive load vehicles on State roadways
requires a transportation permit that is issued by Caltrans. Caltrans also noted that, prior to
construction, coordination may be required to develop a Transportation Management Plan to
reduce construction traffic impacts to the State Transportation Network. Regulatory requirements
and guidance for best practices specific to Caltrans were referenced and included with the
comment letter.

Individual Commenter — Mila Heally, District 2 Resident

In her comment letter, Mila Heally notes that the route from Bailey to Coyote Ranch Road within
the Coyote Ranch area is the safest bike trail leading to Morgan Hill. Mila expressed concern
regarding the unsafe alternative routes that cyclists would have to take to reach Bailey and access
the bike trail because of the proposed Project site.

4.1.7 Wildfire

Individual Commenter — Jennifer Frost, Coyote Valley Resident

During the comments portion of the public scoping meeting, Jennifer Frost verbally expressed
concern about an increase in wildfire risks in Coyote Valley. Jennifer explained that Coyote
Valley does not receive city water because the community runs on wells, which causes a delayed
firefighter response.

Individual Commenter — Ben Hoffman, Representative for Transmission,
Infrastructure, and Policy Branch of Cal Advocates

During the comments portion of the public scoping meeting, Ben Hoffman verbally expressed
wildfire concerns; Ben stated that the “proposed staging area one is in a tier 2 high fire area”.

4.1.8 Comparison of Alternatives

Individual Commenter — Jennifer Frost, Coyote Valley Resident

During the comments portion of the public scoping meeting, Jennifer Frost verbally expressed
support for the alternative that Alice Kaufman brought up regarding Alternative 3.

Individual Commenter — Garnetta Annable

During the comments portion of the public scoping meeting, Garnetta Annable verbally expressed
support for the alternative that Alice Kaufman brought up regarding Alternative 3.
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Individual Commenter — Brian Gurney, San Jose Resident

During the comments portion of the public scoping meeting, Brian Gurney verbally expressed
support for the alternative that Alice Kaufman brought up regarding Alternative 3.

Individual Commenter — Mila Heally, District 2 Resident

In her comment letter, Mila Heally encourages LSPGC to consider an alternative route for the
proposed Project that does not cut through the Coyote Creek Trail but instead follows Monterey
Road or Highway 101. Mila requests to see all of the four alternative route connections to the
Metcalf substation.

Individual Commenter — Alice Kaufman, Policy and Advocacy Director for
Green Foothills

During the comments portion of the public scoping meeting, Alice Kaufman, the Policy and
Advocacy Director for Green Foothills, verbally expressed support for Alternative 3 of LSPGC’s
PEA in which the Grove terminal would be placed on the PG&E substation site rather than the
proposed site on an orchard in Coyote Valley.

Individual Commenter — Ginger Langdon-Lassagne

During the comments portion of the public scoping meeting, Ginger Langdon-Lassagne verbally
expressed support for the alternative that Alice Kaufman brought up regarding Alternative 3.

Individual Commenters — Form Letter

The CPUC received 393 comment letters during the scoping period which included the same
general template that emphasizes concerns related to biological resources and alternatives. 65 out
of the 393 comment letters sent included an addition of a personalized message along with the
general template; however, a new issue was not raised in the personalized messages. In the
comment letters, individual commenters express support for LSPGC’s request to require PG&E
to allow the terminal to be built at the Metcalf substation.

Public Advocates Office at the CPUC

The Public Advocates Office at the California Public Utilities Commission (Cal Advocates) noted
that alternative sites to the Proposed Project’s Grove terminal site were identified in section 6.1.1.1
of its Proponent’s Environmental Assessment (PEA). Cal Advocates suggests that the area of
construction outlined in blue in Figure 12, included in the comment letter, be considered as an
alternative. This site is adjacent to Metcalf Substation which appears to allow for a shorter Grove
to Skyline HVDC line and a shorter Metcalf to Grove AC line, which could result in ratepayer
savings.

Santa Clara Valley Open Space Authority

The Santa Clara Valley Open Space Authority (Open Space Authority) is a public, independent
special district created to protect open spaces, natural areas, and working farms and ranches. In

2 Figure 1 is taken from LSPGC’s Figure 4-1 in its application and is modified; the thicker blue line South and adjacent
to Metcalf substation has been added by Cal Advocates and was not shown in LSPGC’s original application.
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their comment letter, the Open Space Authority reiterated what was stated in the Open Space
Authority’s Protest to Application of LS Power Grid California, LLC (U-247-E) to the CPUC
filed on June 3, 2024, in which the Open Space Authority disagrees with the assertions of the
PEA that impacts associated with the applicant’s proposed site would be less than significant.

The Open Space Authority noted that “[I]Jocated within the Coyote Valley Conservation Program
Area, [...] the proposed site would require unnecessary trenching and extension of transmission
lines that would ultimately reduce energy efficiency and increase costs for ratepayers.” The Open
Space Authority also noted that the proposed site “would also interfere with locations that are
actively being studied for important wildlife connectivity infrastructure,” as explained in the
Open Space Authority’s Statement of Position letter submitted on March 11, 2024.

The Open Space Authority expressed support for Alternative 3 because it would “protect
significant local, state, and federal public investments by avoiding unnecessary and unmitigable
impacts to wildlife connectivity and the loss of prime farmland.”

4.1.9 Cumulative Projects

Santa Clara Valley Water District

Valley Water’s comment letter stated that “if a crossing of the Guadalupe River is proposed,
please note that part of Valley Water’s encroachment permit review will include obtaining
approval by the US Army Corps of Engineers that construction this reach of the Guadalupe Flood
Protection Improvement project and subsequently turned the improvements over to Valley Water
as the local project sponsor.”

The Project would not cross the Guadalupe River, therefore, the nature of this comment would
not apply to the Project.

4.2 Comments Not to be Analyzed under CEQA

The EIR will be used to guide Project decision-making by the CPUC by providing an assessment
of the potential environmental impacts that would result from the Project. The general comments
provided during the scoping period will not be analyzed under CEQA as it is not applicable to
environmental review under CEQA. When the CPUC considers whether to approve LSPGC’s
application for the Project, it will consider the EIR along with other considerations.

Summaries of the scoping comments received on matters that will not be analyzed under the
CEQA review for the Project are presented below.

4.2.1 General Comments

California Public Utilities Commission

Ben Hoffman of the CPUC contacted ESA via the Power Santa Clara Valley email on
September 17, 2024 to inquire about the scoping meeting length.

Power Santa Clara Valley Project 23 ESA / 201900517.04
(A.24-04-017) Scoping Report November 2024



4. Scoping Comments

Individual Commenter — Sandy Emerson

During the comments portion of the public scoping meeting, Sandy Emerson inquired about the
reason why the project is needed.

Individual Commenter — Michelle Myjer

During the comments portion of the public scoping meeting, Michelle Myjer inquired about the
reason why the project is needed.

Individual Commenter — Dung Nguyen

During the comments portion of the public scoping meeting, Dung Nguyen inquired about who
would be using the transmission line.

San Francisco Bay Regional Water Board

Roger Papler of the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Board contacted ESA via the Power Santa
Clara Valley email address on September 9, 2024 to suggest that ESA specify which Regional
Water Board case should receive the Notice of Preparation for the Project.

Scoping Meeting Commenter — Ed Von Runnen

Ed Von Runnen attended the public scoping meeting virtually and left a comment in the
‘Question and Answer’ box asking the in-person hosts to adjust the camera to show the presenter.
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APPENDICES

The Appendices herein contain supporting information. These Appendices
contain highly detailed figures and other graphic information, which are
difficult to translate for screen reading software; therefore, the Appendices
have not been translated into an auditory format. If you have a disability
and/or have difficulty accessing any material in this document, please
contact us by mail, email, or telephone, and we will work with you to

make all reasonable accommodations. Please indicate 1) the nature of the
accessibility need; 2) your preferred format; 3) the material you are trying to
access and its location within this document; and 4) how to reach you if
questions arise while fulfilling your request. You can direct your requests to:

Mrs. Tharon Wright

California Public Utilities Commission
Infrastructure Planning and CEQA, Energy Division
300 Capitol Mall

Sacramento, California 95814

Phone: 916-594-4699

E-mail: tharon.wright@cpuc.ca.gov
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Marisol Guzman

From: rexmonster@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Dani Piazza
<rexmonster@everyactioncustom.com>

Sent: Sunday, September 22, 2024 10:24 AM

To: Power Santa Clara Valley

Subject: Tell PG&E to Keep Energy Facilities Out of Coyote Valley

Dear California Public Utilities Commission,

Please do not allow the “Grove” terminal for the Power Santa Clara Valley project to be located on an orchard in Coyote
Valley. The simplest, cheapest, and least environmentally damaging location for the terminal is right on PG&E’s Metcalf
substation property.

LS Power’s own Environmental Assessment concluded that locating the Grove terminal at PG&E’s Metcalf substation
would have the least environmental impacts of all the alternatives analyzed. There is no reason to bulldoze an orchard,
dig a trench along nearly a mile of the Coyote Creek Trail, and bore a tunnel underneath Coyote Creek for the additional
1.2-mile-long transmission line that will be needed if the terminal is built on the site currently proposed. All of this would
increase the cost of the overall project — a cost that would be passed on to the public.

Coyote Valley forms a critical landscape linkage for wildlife to migrate between the Santa Cruz Mountains and the Diablo
Range. In recent years, numerous scientific studies support conserving all of Coyote Valley as protected open space to
ensure the environmental and economic vitality of the greater San José area. Santa Clara County voters agree and have
consistently and overwhelmingly demonstrated their support for conservation of Coyote Valley.

The Coyote Valley orchard that is the proposed site for the terminal is right next to Coyote Creek, which is the backbone
of the wildlife corridor through Coyote Valley. Animals that depend on the creek corridor to be able to migrate from the
Santa Cruz Mountains to the Diablo Range will be subjected to noise, nighttime lighting, human activity, and other
disturbances from the construction and operation of the energy facility.

Monterey Road, where this orchard site is located, is already a wildlife roadkill hotspot. The highest incidence of
bobcats, badgers, coyotes, deer and other animals being killed by cars is right around this location, proving that animals
are desperately trying to get across Monterey Road to the safety of Coyote Creek on the other side. Putting a 6-acre
energy facility in the path of these animals will only make this problem worse.

Please require PG&E to allow the terminal to be built at the Metcalf substation, as LS Power has requested.
Sincerely,

Dani Piazza
1930 Criollo Way Morgan Hill, CA 95037-7012 rexmonster@hotmail.com



Marisol Guzman

From: lindabojo2004@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Linda Bojorquez <lindabojo2004
@everyactioncustom.com>

Sent: Monday, September 23, 2024 8:33 AM

To: Power Santa Clara Valley

Subject: Tell PG&E to Keep Energy Facilities Out of Coyote Valley

Dear California Public Utilities Commission,

Please do not allow the “Grove” terminal for the Power Santa Clara Valley project to be located on an orchard in Coyote
Valley. The simplest, cheapest, and least environmentally damaging location for the terminal is right on PG&E’s Metcalf
substation property.

LS Power’s own Environmental Assessment concluded that locating the Grove terminal at PG&E’s Metcalf substation
would have the least environmental impacts of all the alternatives analyzed. There is no reason to bulldoze an orchard,
dig a trench along nearly a mile of the Coyote Creek Trail, and bore a tunnel underneath Coyote Creek for the additional
1.2-mile-long transmission line that will be needed if the terminal is built on the site currently proposed. All of this would
increase the cost of the overall project — a cost that would be passed on to the public.

Coyote Valley forms a critical landscape linkage for wildlife to migrate between the Santa Cruz Mountains and the Diablo
Range. In recent years, numerous scientific studies support conserving all of Coyote Valley as protected open space to
ensure the environmental and economic vitality of the greater San José area. Santa Clara County voters agree and have
consistently and overwhelmingly demonstrated their support for conservation of Coyote Valley.

The Coyote Valley orchard that is the proposed site for the terminal is right next to Coyote Creek, which is the backbone
of the wildlife corridor through Coyote Valley. Animals that depend on the creek corridor to be able to migrate from the
Santa Cruz Mountains to the Diablo Range will be subjected to noise, nighttime lighting, human activity, and other
disturbances from the construction and operation of the energy facility.

Monterey Road, where this orchard site is located, is already a wildlife roadkill hotspot. The highest incidence of
bobcats, badgers, coyotes, deer and other animals being killed by cars is right around this location, proving that animals
are desperately trying to get across Monterey Road to the safety of Coyote Creek on the other side. Putting a 6-acre
energy facility in the path of these animals will only make this problem worse.

Please require PG&E to allow the terminal to be built at the Metcalf substation, as LS Power has requested.
Sincerely,

Linda Bojorquez
6884 Royalwood Way San Jose, CA 95120-2235 lindabojo2004 @yahoo.com



Marisol Guzman

From: milal.clna@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Mila Heally
<milal.clna@everyactioncustom.com>

Sent: Monday, September 23, 2024 8:31 PM

To: Power Santa Clara Valley

Subject: Tell PG&E to Keep Energy Facilities Out of Coyote Valley

Dear California Public Utilities Commission,

Please do not allow the “Grove” terminal for the Power Santa Clara Valley project to be located on an orchard in Coyote
Valley. The simplest, cheapest, and least environmentally damaging location for the terminal is right on PG&E’s Metcalf
substation property.

| ride my bike along the bike trail with many other cyclists and | observe the wildife along the trail and creek. | see
bobcats grow and their moms, deers, owls, jackrabbits, cotton tail rabbits, coyotes, turtles, foxes, boars, the Coyote
Creek trail is a treasure because is the home of all these animals. It will break my heart to the impact in this area and
what will be done with the trail that is quite expensive to build. | did my Ironman races alone along the trail riding my
bike, century ride. trainings and is a big part of my life. | have never though that such a horrible project would ever be
proposed or allowed in this area. Unbelievable! The trail is very popular now with lots of cyclists that use it daily, to
exercise and to commute.

LS Power’s own Environmental Assessment concluded that locating the Grove terminal at PG&E’s Metcalf substation
would have the least environmental impacts of all the alternatives analyzed. There is no reason to bulldoze an orchard,
dig a trench along nearly a mile of the Coyote Creek Trail, and bore a tunnel underneath Coyote Creek for the additional
1.2-mile-long transmission line that will be needed if the terminal is built on the site currently proposed. All of this would
increase the cost of the overall project — a cost that would be passed on to the public.

Coyote Valley forms a critical landscape linkage for wildlife to migrate between the Santa Cruz Mountains and the Diablo
Range. In recent years, numerous scientific studies support conserving all of Coyote Valley as protected open space to
ensure the environmental and economic vitality of the greater San José area. Santa Clara County voters agree and have
consistently and overwhelmingly demonstrated their support for conservation of Coyote Valley.

The Coyote Valley orchard that is the proposed site for the terminal is right next to Coyote Creek, which is the backbone
of the wildlife corridor through Coyote Valley. Animals that depend on the creek corridor to be able to migrate from the
Santa Cruz Mountains to the Diablo Range will be subjected to noise, nighttime lighting, human activity, and other
disturbances from the construction and operation of the energy facility.

Monterey Road, where this orchard site is located, is already a wildlife roadkill hotspot. The highest incidence of
bobcats, badgers, coyotes, deer and other animals being killed by cars is right around this location, proving that animals
are desperately trying to get across Monterey Road to the safety of Coyote Creek on the other side. Putting a 6-acre
energy facility in the path of these animals will only make this problem worse.

Please require PG&E to allow the terminal to be built at the Metcalf substation, as LS Power has requested.

Sincerely,

Mila Heally

CALPINE Dr San Jose, CA 95123
milal.clna@gmail.com



Marisol Guzman

From: dkalbmiller@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Deborah Miller
<dkalbmiller@everyactioncustom.com>

Sent: Monday, September 23, 2024 9:45 PM

To: Power Santa Clara Valley

Subject: Tell PG&E to Keep Energy Facilities Out of Coyote Valley

Dear California Public Utilities Commission,

Please do not allow the “Grove” terminal for the Power Santa Clara Valley project to be located on an orchard in Coyote
Valley. The simplest, cheapest, and least environmentally damaging location for the terminal is right on PG&E’s Metcalf
substation property.

LS Power’s own Environmental Assessment concluded that locating the Grove terminal at PG&E’s Metcalf substation
would have the least environmental impacts of all the alternatives analyzed. There is no reason to bulldoze an orchard,
dig a trench along nearly a mile of the Coyote Creek Trail, and bore a tunnel underneath Coyote Creek for the additional
1.2-mile-long transmission line that will be needed if the terminal is built on the site currently proposed. All of this would
increase the cost of the overall project — a cost that would be passed on to the public.

Coyote Valley forms a critical landscape linkage for wildlife to migrate between the Santa Cruz Mountains and the Diablo
Range. In recent years, numerous scientific studies support conserving all of Coyote Valley as protected open space to
ensure the environmental and economic vitality of the greater San José area. Santa Clara County voters agree and have
consistently and overwhelmingly demonstrated their support for conservation of Coyote Valley.

The Coyote Valley orchard that is the proposed site for the terminal is right next to Coyote Creek, which is the backbone
of the wildlife corridor through Coyote Valley. Animals that depend on the creek corridor to be able to migrate from the
Santa Cruz Mountains to the Diablo Range will be subjected to noise, nighttime lighting, human activity, and other
disturbances from the construction and operation of the energy facility.

Monterey Road, where this orchard site is located, is already a wildlife roadkill hotspot. The highest incidence of
bobcats, badgers, coyotes, deer and other animals being killed by cars is right around this location, proving that animals
are desperately trying to get across Monterey Road to the safety of Coyote Creek on the other side. Putting a 6-acre
energy facility in the path of these animals will only make this problem worse.

Please require PG&E to allow the terminal to be built at the Metcalf substation, as LS Power has requested.
Sincerely,

Deborah Miller
5875 Marshwell Way San Jose, CA 95138-1807 dkalbmiller@gmail.com



Marisol Guzman

From: joniebaloney@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Joanie Murphy
<joniebaloney@everyactioncustom.com>

Sent: Monday, September 30, 2024 11:12 PM

To: Power Santa Clara Valley

Subject: Tell PG&E to Keep Energy Facilities Out of Coyote Valley

Dear California Public Utilities Commission,

Oh wow. Why must you dig up nearly a mile of the Coyote Creek Trail, and bore a tunnel underneath Coyote Creek for
the additional 1.2-mile-long transmission line that will be needed if the terminal is built on the site currently proposed.
All of this would increase the cost of the overall project — a cost that would be passed on to the public.

Coyote Valley forms a critical landscape linkage for wildlife to migrate between the Santa Cruz Mountains and the Diablo
Range. Putting a 6-acre energy facility in the path of these animals will only make this problem worse.

In recent years, numerous scientific studies support conserving all of Coyote Valley as protected open space to ensure
the environmental and economic vitality of the greater San José area. Santa Clara County voters agree and have
consistently and overwhelmingly demonstrated their support for conservation of Coyote Valley.

The least environmentally damaging location for the terminal is on the existing PG&E’s Metcalf substation property.

LS Power’s own Environmental Assessment concluded that locating the Grove terminal at PG&E’s Metcalf substation
would have the least environmental impacts of all the alternatives analyzed. There is no reason to bulldoze an orchard,
dig a trench along nearly a mile of the Coyote Creek Trail, and bore a tunnel underneath Coyote Creek for the additional
1.2-mile-long transmission line that will be needed if the terminal is built on the site currently proposed. All of this would
increase the cost of the overall project — a cost that would be passed on to the public.

The Coyote Valley orchard that is the proposed site for the terminal is right next to Coyote Creek, which is the backbone
of the wildlife corridor through Coyote Valley. Animals that depend on the creek corridor to be able to migrate from the
Santa Cruz Mountains to the Diablo Range will be subjected to noise, nighttime lighting, human activity, and other
disturbances from the construction and operation of the energy facility.

Please require PG&E to allow the terminal to be built at the Metcalf substation, as LS Power has requested.
Sincerely,

Joanie Murphy
6188 Ansdell Way San Jose, CA 95123-5005 joniebaloney@gmail.com



Marisol Guzman

From: joniebaloney@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Joanie Murphy
<joniebaloney@everyactioncustom.com>

Sent: Thursday, September 26, 2024 5:07 PM

To: Power Santa Clara Valley

Subject: Tell PG&E to Keep Energy Facilities Out of Coyote Valley

Dear California Public Utilities Commission,

Please do not allow the “Grove” terminal for the Power Santa Clara Valley project to be located on an orchard in Coyote
Valley. The simplest, cheapest, and least environmentally damaging location for the terminal is right on PG&E’s Metcalf
substation property.

LS Power’s own Environmental Assessment concluded that locating the Grove terminal at PG&E’s Metcalf substation
would have the least environmental impacts of all the alternatives analyzed. There is no reason to bulldoze an orchard,
dig a trench along nearly a mile of the Coyote Creek Trail, and bore a tunnel underneath Coyote Creek for the additional
1.2-mile-long transmission line that will be needed if the terminal is built on the site currently proposed. All of this would
increase the cost of the overall project — a cost that would be passed on to the public.

Coyote Valley forms a critical landscape linkage for wildlife to migrate between the Santa Cruz Mountains and the Diablo
Range. In recent years, numerous scientific studies support conserving all of Coyote Valley as protected open space to
ensure the environmental and economic vitality of the greater San José area. Santa Clara County voters agree and have
consistently and overwhelmingly demonstrated their support for conservation of Coyote Valley.

The Coyote Valley orchard that is the proposed site for the terminal is right next to Coyote Creek, which is the backbone
of the wildlife corridor through Coyote Valley. Animals that depend on the creek corridor to be able to migrate from the
Santa Cruz Mountains to the Diablo Range will be subjected to noise, nighttime lighting, human activity, and other
disturbances from the construction and operation of the energy facility.

Monterey Road, where this orchard site is located, is already a wildlife roadkill hotspot. The highest incidence of
bobcats, badgers, coyotes, deer and other animals being killed by cars is right around this location, proving that animals
are desperately trying to get across Monterey Road to the safety of Coyote Creek on the other side. Putting a 6-acre
energy facility in the path of these animals will only make this problem worse.

Please require PG&E to allow the terminal to be built at the Metcalf substation, as LS Power has requested.
Sincerely,

Joanie Murphy
6188 Ansdell Way San Jose, CA 95123-5005 joniebaloney@gmail.com



Marisol Guzman

From: swiss_sarto@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Kolumban Boesch
<swiss_sarto@everyactioncustom.com>

Sent: Friday, September 27, 2024 4:16 PM

To: Power Santa Clara Valley

Subject: Tell PG&E to Keep Energy Facilities Out of Coyote Valley

Dear California Public Utilities Commission,

Please do not allow the “Grove” terminal for the Power Santa Clara Valley project to be located on an orchard in Coyote
Valley. The simplest, cheapest, and least environmentally damaging location for the terminal is right on PG&E’s Metcalf
substation property.

LS Power’s own Environmental Assessment concluded that locating the Grove terminal at PG&E’s Metcalf substation
would have the least environmental impacts of all the alternatives analyzed. There is no reason to bulldoze an orchard,
dig a trench along nearly a mile of the Coyote Creek Trail, and bore a tunnel underneath Coyote Creek for the additional
1.2-mile-long transmission line that will be needed if the terminal is built on the site currently proposed. All of this would
increase the cost of the overall project — a cost that would be passed on to the public.

Coyote Valley forms a critical landscape linkage for wildlife to migrate between the Santa Cruz Mountains and the Diablo
Range. In recent years, numerous scientific studies support conserving all of Coyote Valley as protected open space to
ensure the environmental and economic vitality of the greater San José area. Santa Clara County voters agree and have
consistently and overwhelmingly demonstrated their support for conservation of Coyote Valley.

The Coyote Valley orchard that is the proposed site for the terminal is right next to Coyote Creek, which is the backbone
of the wildlife corridor through Coyote Valley. Animals that depend on the creek corridor to be able to migrate from the
Santa Cruz Mountains to the Diablo Range will be subjected to noise, nighttime lighting, human activity, and other
disturbances from the construction and operation of the energy facility.

Monterey Road, where this orchard site is located, is already a wildlife roadkill hotspot. The highest incidence of
bobcats, badgers, coyotes, deer and other animals being killed by cars is right around this location, proving that animals
are desperately trying to get across Monterey Road to the safety of Coyote Creek on the other side. Putting a 6-acre
energy facility in the path of these animals will only make this problem worse.

Please require PG&E to allow the terminal to be built at the Metcalf substation, as LS Power has requested.
Sincerely,

Kolumban Boesch
1518 Shasta Ave San Jose, CA 95126-2533 swiss_sarto@yahoo.com



Marisol Guzman

From: emmahartung@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Emma Hartung
<emmahartung@everyactioncustom.com>

Sent: Friday, September 27, 2024 9:51 PM

To: Power Santa Clara Valley

Subject: Tell PG&E to Keep Energy Facilities Out of Coyote Valley

Dear California Public Utilities Commission,

Please do not allow the “Grove” terminal for the Power Santa Clara Valley project to be located on an orchard in Coyote
Valley. The simplest, cheapest, and least environmentally damaging location for the terminal is right on PG&E’s Metcalf
substation property.

LS Power’s own Environmental Assessment concluded that locating the Grove terminal at PG&E’s Metcalf substation
would have the least environmental impacts of all the alternatives analyzed. There is no reason to bulldoze an orchard,
dig a trench along nearly a mile of the Coyote Creek Trail, and bore a tunnel underneath Coyote Creek for the additional
1.2-mile-long transmission line that will be needed if the terminal is built on the site currently proposed. All of this would
increase the cost of the overall project — a cost that would be passed on to the public.

Coyote Valley forms a critical landscape linkage for wildlife to migrate between the Santa Cruz Mountains and the Diablo
Range. In recent years, numerous scientific studies support conserving all of Coyote Valley as protected open space to
ensure the environmental and economic vitality of the greater San José area. Santa Clara County voters agree and have
consistently and overwhelmingly demonstrated their support for conservation of Coyote Valley.

The Coyote Valley orchard that is the proposed site for the terminal is right next to Coyote Creek, which is the backbone
of the wildlife corridor through Coyote Valley. Animals that depend on the creek corridor to be able to migrate from the
Santa Cruz Mountains to the Diablo Range will be subjected to noise, nighttime lighting, human activity, and other
disturbances from the construction and operation of the energy facility.

Monterey Road, where this orchard site is located, is already a wildlife roadkill hotspot. The highest incidence of
bobcats, badgers, coyotes, deer and other animals being killed by cars is right around this location, proving that animals
are desperately trying to get across Monterey Road to the safety of Coyote Creek on the other side. Putting a 6-acre
energy facility in the path of these animals will only make this problem worse.

Please require PG&E to allow the terminal to be built at the Metcalf substation, as LS Power has requested.
Sincerely,

Emma Hartung
409 Rayos Del Sol Dr San Jose, CA 95116-2897 emmahartung@gmail.com



Marisol Guzman

From: seaglass103@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Patricia Blevins <seaglass103
@everyactioncustom.com>

Sent: Saturday, September 28, 2024 8:56 AM

To: Power Santa Clara Valley

Subject: Tell PG&E to Keep Energy Facilities Out of Coyote Valley

Dear California Public Utilities Commission,

Please do not allow the “Grove” terminal for the Power Santa Clara Valley project to be located on an orchard in Coyote
Valley. The simplest, cheapest, and least environmentally damaging location for the terminal is right on PG&E’s Metcalf
substation property.

LS Power’s own Environmental Assessment concluded that locating the Grove terminal at PG&E’s Metcalf substation
would have the least environmental impacts of all the alternatives analyzed. There is no reason to bulldoze an orchard,
dig a trench along nearly a mile of the Coyote Creek Trail, and bore a tunnel underneath Coyote Creek for the additional
1.2-mile-long transmission line that will be needed if the terminal is built on the site currently proposed. All of this would
increase the cost of the overall project — a cost that would be passed on to the public.

Coyote Valley forms a critical landscape linkage for wildlife to migrate between the Santa Cruz Mountains and the Diablo
Range. In recent years, numerous scientific studies support conserving all of Coyote Valley as protected open space to
ensure the environmental and economic vitality of the greater San José area. Santa Clara County voters agree and have
consistently and overwhelmingly demonstrated their support for conservation of Coyote Valley.

The Coyote Valley orchard that is the proposed site for the terminal is right next to Coyote Creek, which is the backbone
of the wildlife corridor through Coyote Valley. Animals that depend on the creek corridor to be able to migrate from the
Santa Cruz Mountains to the Diablo Range will be subjected to noise, nighttime lighting, human activity, and other
disturbances from the construction and operation of the energy facility.

Monterey Road, where this orchard site is located, is already a wildlife roadkill hotspot. The highest incidence of
bobcats, badgers, coyotes, deer and other animals being killed by cars is right around this location, proving that animals
are desperately trying to get across Monterey Road to the safety of Coyote Creek on the other side. Putting a 6-acre
energy facility in the path of these animals will only make this problem worse.

Please require PG&E to allow the terminal to be built at the Metcalf substation, as LS Power has requested.

Sincerely,

Patricia Blevins

1248 Bryan Ave San Jose, CA 95118-1808
seaglass103@sbcglobal.net





































































Tharon Wright
October 7, 2024
Page 2

Prior to construction, coordination may be required with Caltrans to develop a
Transportation Management Plan (TMP) to reduce construction traffic impacts to the
State Transportation Network (STN).

Encroachment Permit

Please be advised that any permanent work or temporary traffic control that
encroaches onto Caltrans’ ROW requires a Caltrans-issued encroachment permit. As
part of the encroachment permit submittal process, you may be asked by the Office
of Encroachment Permits to submit a completed encroachment permit application
package, digital set of plans clearly delineating Caltrans’ ROW, digital copy of signed,
dated and stamped (include stamp expiration date) traffic control plans, this
comment letter, your response to the comment letter, and where applicable, the
following items: new or amended Maintenance Agreement (MA), approved Design
Standard Decision Document (DSDD), approved encroachment exception request,
and/or airspace lease agreement.

The Office of Encroachment Permit requires 100% complete design plans and
supporting documents to review and circulate the permit application package. To
obtain more information and download the permit application, please visit Caltrans
Encroachment Permits (link). Please note that the checklist TR-0416 is used to
determine the appropriate Caltrans review process for encroachment projects. Your
application package may be emailed to D4Permits@dot.ca.gov.

Thank you again for including Caltrans in the environmental review process. Should
you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact Marley Mathews,
Associate Transportation Planner, via LDR-D4@dot.ca.gov.

For future early coordination opportunities or project referrals, please visit Caltrans LDR
website (link) or contact LDR-D4@dot.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

(s

YUNSHENG LUO
Branch Chief, Local Development Review
Office of Regional and Community Planning

c: State Clearinghouse

"Provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the environment.”
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