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Letter DA: Scott L. and Jane M. Robinson (January 10, 2021) 

  

DA-1 

DA-2 

DA-3 I 
DA41 

Mr. Rob Peterson, CPUC 

c/o Dr. Tom Engels 

Horizon Water and Environment, LLC 

266 Grand Avenue, Suite 210 

Oakland, California 94610 

Scott L. and Jane M. Robinson 

2390 Battering Rock Road 

Templeton, California 93465 

(805) 221-5153 

Re: Opposition to SE-PLR-2, Templeton - South River Route Alternative 

Dear Dr. Engels, 

We strongly oppose the South River Route Alternative. 

Letter DA 

My wife and I, along with several other neighbors, live at the very top of the Santa Ysabel Ranch (the 

"Ranch" ) on the hill containing the Blue Oak Forest. The Ranch is wholly located within a High Fire 

Hazard Zone. Transmission Lines in a wildfire area will greatly increase our risk of a devastating fire. 

Such a fire would race up the steep hills through our dry grasslands and oaks, taking every home in its 

path. High-voltage transmission lines were the cause of the November 2018 Camp Fire, which 

completely destroyed Paradise, California, and the October 2019 Kincade Fire. My childhood friend lost 

his home and all of his belongings in Paradise and his and his family's life has not been the same since. 

Luckily, they survived and were not injured. Would we and all those who live on the Ranch be so lucky? 

In the event of a fire along South River Road, evacuation would be nearly impossible because two of 

three exits from the Ranch feed onto South River Road. There are nearly 150 home on the Ranch and, 

on a daily basis, about 100 visitors. The only evacuation would be through the Hanging Tree Lane gate. 

Evacuation would take a long time and emergency vehicles coming onto the Ranch would further slow 

the process. Can you imagine the chaotic line of cars descending down the steep hill that is Hanging 
Tree Lane? I can, and the thought of it feels like another Paradise disaster. 

I am informed that the energy required for our area (Paso Robles 1107) is small and could be provided 

with battery or thermal storage. The Templeton area does not have the capacity for much more 

residential growth, and certainly not for any large-scale commercial growth. Any future growth is 

expected to be to the north and east near the Paso Robles Airport. It seems to us that the proposed 

substation should be located in that region. Why is this route even being considered? Also, as a matter 

of policy, underground or non-wire alternatives should be the focus. This project should be progressive 

and an example of what can be done to effectively solve California's energy needs. 
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Response to Comment DA-1 

The comment alleges that transmission lines under Alternative SE-PLR-2: Templeton-Paso South 
River Road Route will increase wildfire risk and notes that the area is designated as a High Fire 
Hazard Zone. For the CPUC’s response to comments and concerns related to increased wildfire 
risk from construction and operation of transmission lines, please refer to Master Response 4. 

Response to Comment DA-2 

The comment expresses concern about the potential for adverse impacts to evacuation 
routes/ability and emergency vehicle access in the event of a wildfire associated with 
Alternative SE-PLR-2. For the CPUC’s response to these concerns, please refer to Master 
Response 6. 

Response to Comment DA-3 

The comment states that the energy needs in the area are small and could be met with battery 
or thermal storage. For the CPUC’s response to comments regarding the Proposed Project need 
and consideration of alternatives, including battery and thermal storage, please refer to Master 
Response 8. 

Response to Comment DA-4 

This comment recommends that the Proposed Project be located nearby areas projected for 
growth (north and east near Paso Robles Airport) and notes that the Templeton area does not 
have capacity for commercial and residential growth. Please refer to Master Response 8 
regarding distribution capacity needs related to the Proposed Project’s Distribution Objective. 

Response to Comment DA-5 

The comment alleges that the long construction time to install high-voltage towers would 
unnecessarily expose golden and bald eagles and hawks to deadly electrocution or collision. For 
the CPUC’s response to concerns and comments about eagles and other avian species, refer to 
Master Response 9. 

Response to Comment DA-6 

The comment expresses general concern regarding the aesthetic impacts that might result from 
Alternative SE-PLR-2. For the CPUC’s response to comments and concerns related to aesthetic 
impacts from the high voltage overhead powerline and towers, please refer to Master Response 
3. The commenter’s opposition to Alternative SE-PLR-2 is noted and will be shared with the 
CPUC’s decisionmakers. 

In addition, the comment states that Alternative SE-PLR-2 is not consistent with the County’s 
General Plan because the commenter asserts the General Plan identifies aesthetics as “one of 
the important factors contributing to the County’s community character.” The EIR references 
General Plan goals and policies related to aesthetics (refer to FEIR, Volume 2, Appendix A, Local 
Laws, Regulations, Policies, and Plans). In addition, the EIR provides an analysis of the aesthetic 
impacts of Alternative SE-PLR-2. The EIR acknowledges that “much of the length of Alternative 
SE-PLR-2 passes through what may be considered oak-covered hillsides, as identified in the City 
of Paso Robles General Plan, which are considered scenic resources or vistas” (FEIR, Volume 1, 
Section 4.1, “Aesthetics,” page 4.1-53). The EIR concluded that Alternative SE-PLR-2 would have 
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significant and unavoidable aesthetic impacts (FEIR, Volume 1, pages 4.1-53 to 4.1-54). The 
comment does not introduce any evidence, and there is no evidence in the record, that 
Alternative SE-PLR-2 would have significant undisclosed impacts nor impacts more severe than 
those previously disclosed and does not require additional environmental analysis. 

Response to Comment DA-7 

The commenter summarizes the previous comments with a request to not put the community’s 
safety, wildlife and “beauty” at risk by approving Alternative SE-PLR-2’s route. The above 
response to comments addresses these general concerns. The commenter’s opposition to 
Alternative SE-PLR-2 is noted and will be shared with the CPUC’s decisionmakers.  
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Letter DB: Linda and Stephen Sanchez (January 1, 2021) 
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Response to Comment DB-1 

The commenter provides an introduction to the comment letter expressing opposition to 
Alternative SE-PLR-2: Templeton-Paso South River Road Route. This comment does not raise 
issues regarding EIR adequacy and no response is required. Nevertheless, the comment is noted 
and will be shared with the CPUC’s decisionmakers. 

Response to Comment DB-2 

The comment alleges that transmission lines under Alternative SE-PLR-2 would increase wildfire 
risk and notes that the area designated as a High Fire Hazard Zone. For the CPUC’s response to 
comments and concerns related to increased wildfire risk from construction and operation of 
transmission lines, please refer to Master Response 4. 

Response to Comment DB-3 

The comment alleges that golden and bald eagles would be adversely affected by high power 
lines on South River Road. The comment also claims South River Road is a wildlife migration 
path. For the CPUC’s response to comments and concerns regarding golden eagles, refer to 
Master Response 9. 

Response to Comment DB-4 

This comment recommends that the substation be located closer to projected growth (north 
and east near Paso Robles Airport) and asserts that the Templeton area does not have capacity 
for commercial and residential growth. This comment is noted and will be shared with the 
CPUC’s decisionmakers. For the CPUC’s response to comments related to the Proposed Project 
need and consideration of alternatives, please refer to Master Response 8. 

Response to Comment DB-5 

The comment describes the characteristics of the Santa Ysabel Ranch area that make it 
susceptible to wildfire. For CPUC’s response to comments and concerns related to increased 
wildfire risk from construction and operation of transmission lines, please refer to Master 
Response 4. 

Response to Comment DB-6 

This comment does not raise issues regarding EIR adequacy and no response is required. 
Nevertheless, the comment is noted and will be shared with the CPUC’s decisionmakers.  
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Letter DC: Elizabeth Sarrow (January 1, 2021) 
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Response to Comment DC-1 

The commenter provides an introduction to the comment letter expressing opposition to 
Alternative SE-PLR-2: Templeton-Paso South River Road Route. This comment does not raise 
issues regarding EIR adequacy and no response is required.  

Response to Comment DC-2 

The comment alleges that transmission lines under Alternative SE-PLR-2 would increase wildfire 
risk and notes that the alternative is located in a High Fire Hazard Zone. For the CPUC’s response 
to comments and concerns regarding increased fire risk from construction and operation of 
transmission lines, please refer to Master Response 4. 

Response to Comment DC-3 

The comment expresses concern about the power lines associated with Alternative SE-PLR-2 
and the risks of electrocution and collisions that the power lines will pose to golden eagles. For 
the CPUC’s response to concerns and comments regarding golden eagles, refer to Master 
Response 9.  

Response to Comment DC-4 

The comment asserts that the Alternative SE-PLR-2 route will have adverse effects on riparian 
habitat and would cause loss and permanent disruption to important wildlife corridors, resulting 
in impacts related to the use of chemical or mechanical control of vegetation in sensitive natural 
communities. The comment states that the “project” (presumably referring to Alternative SE-
PLR-2) could contribute to the loss of native plant species, and that the project could be a 
continuous source of sedimentation into Spanish Camp Creek and the Salinas River. Lastly, the 
comment reiterates that the transmission lines can pose collision and electrocution risks to 
migratory birds.  

The EIR in Section 4.4, “Biological Resources,” (refer to Volume 1 of this FEIR) includes APMs and 
mitigation measures that will be implemented for Alternative SE-PLR-2 to avoid and/or minimize 
impacts that could potentially occur to sensitive wildlife species and habitats as a result of 
construction and operation and maintenance activities. Specifically, implementation of APMs 
BIO-1 through BIO-5, GEN-1, and AES-2 would avoid or minimize potential impacts to special-
status species by requiring pre-construction special status species surveys, nest surveys, a 
biologist to monitor ground-disturbing activities if species are discovered in the surveys; 
development and implementation of a worker environmental awareness program; and activities 
to minimize potential for California red-legged frog (CRLF) or western spadefoot toad individuals 
becoming entrapped in construction areas. Implementation of APMs HYDRO-1, HAZ-1, GEN-1, 
and AIR-3 and Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would minimize potential indirect effects on habitats 
and species by requiring construction areas to be located outside of drainage areas, prevent the 
release of hazardous materials that could indirectly affect CRLF and western spadefoot toad, 
and minimize dust generation during construction.  

Additionally, implementation of a stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) would 
minimize potential off-site discharges that could adversely affect habitat or species. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-3 would avoid or minimize effects to avian species. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-4 would be implemented to mitigate impacts to blue 
oak woodlands. Alternative SE-PLR-2 would be designed to avoid direct impacts to wetlands in 
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accordance with APM HYDRO-1 and Mitigation Measure BIO-1. At this time, there is no reason 
to believe that State or federally protected wetlands would be directly impacted by Alternative 
SE-PLR-2; however, if it were to become necessary to site a pole or work area within a wetland 
or waters, the Applicants would be required to obtain authorization from regulatory agencies 
and provide mitigation. The regulatory process with respect to wetlands and waters is discussed 
in Section 4.4.2, “Regulatory Setting” within Section 4.4 in Volume 1 of the FEIR.  

Regarding the possible use of chemical and mechanical controls for vegetation management, 
the methods that would be used to remove, trim, or otherwise manipulate vegetation and the 
herbicide products that may be used over the lifespan of the transmission line are speculative. 
Vegetation grows each year and in ways that cannot always be predicted; thus, the most 
suitable methods for vegetation management would depend on the specific circumstances on 
the ground, which may change in the future. Vegetation clearances, per CPUC General Order 
(G.O) 95, would be required for the 70 kV power line under Alternative SE-PLR-2, if this 
alternative is selected for implementation. As described in Chapter 3, Alternatives Description, 
pages 3-112 to 3-113, in Volume 1 of the FEIR, approximately 81 vehicle trips would be 
necessary for vegetation trimming/removal during construction of Alternative SE-PLR-2, while it 
is anticipated that one vehicle trip per year would be needed for vegetation management 
activities during operation and maintenance of Alternative SE-PLR-2. Potential impacts to 
biological resources from vegetation management during operation of Alternative SE-PLR-2 are 
discussed on pages 4.4.74 and 4.4-75 in Section 4.4 of Volume 1 of the FEIR. 

Response to Comment DC-5 

The comment expresses concern that the proposed alignment for Alternative SE-PLR-2 is not 
consistent with the County’s General Plan because the commenter states the General Plan 
identifies aesthetics as “one of the important factors contributing to the County’s community 
character.” It is assumed that the comment is alleging inconsistency between the General Plan 
and Alternative SE-PLR-2, which the remainder of the comment letter references. The EIR 
references General Plan Goals and policies related to aesthetics (refer to FEIR, Volume 2, 
Appendix A, Local Laws, Regulations, Policies, and Plans). In addition, the EIR provides an 
analysis of the aesthetic impacts of Alternative SE-PLR-2. The EIR acknowledges that “much of 
the length of Alternative SE-PLR-2 passes through what may be considered oak-covered 
hillsides, as identified in the City of Paso Robles General Plan, which are considered scenic 
resources or vistas” (FEIR, Volume 1, Section 4.1, “Aesthetics,” page 4.1-53). The EIR analysis 
concluded that Alternative SE-PLR-2 would have significant and unavoidable aesthetic impacts 
(FEIR, Volume 1, pages 4.1-53 to 4.1-54). The comment does not introduce any evidence, and 
there is no evidence in the record, that Alternative SE-PLR-2 would have new or more severe 
undisclosed significant impacts that would require additional environmental analysis.  

Response to Comment DC-6 

This comment states that the “proposed project” (presumably referring to Alternative SE-PLR-2) 
would be located on a known fault line. For the CPUC’s response to comments related to the 
Rinconada Fault Line’s proximity to Alternative SE-PLR-2, please refer to Master Response 1. 

Response to Comment DC-7 

The comment asserts that energy needs in the area are not expected to grow significantly and 
can be met with other technologies such as battery or thermal storage. This comment also 
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states that Templeton does not have capacity for residential or commercial growth, and asserts 
that Alternative SE-PLR-2 would be contrary to the California policy targeting “non-wire” 
alternatives. For the CPUC’s response to these comments, including a discussion of battery and 
thermal storage, please refer to Master Response 8.  

Response to Comment DC-8 

This comment does not raise issues regarding EIR adequacy and no response is required. 
Nevertheless, the comment is noted and will be shared with the CPUC’s decisionmakers.  
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Letter DD: Mark Sarrow (January 1, 2021) 
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Response to Comment DD-1 

This letter duplicates the comments found in Letter DC; therefore, please refer to Response to 
Comment DC-1. 

Response to Comment DD-2 

Please refer to Response to Comment DC-2. 

Response to Comment DD-3 

Please refer to Response to Comment DC-3. 

Response to Comment DD-4 

Please refer to Response to Comment DC-4. 

Response to Comment DD-5 

Please refer to Response to Comment DC-5. 

Response to Comment DD-6 

Please refer to Response to Comment DC-6 

Response to Comment DD-7 

Please refer to Response to Comment DC-7. 

Response to Comment DD-8 

Please refer to Response to Comment DC-8.  
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Letter DE: Barbara E. Sellers (December 16, 2020) 
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Response to Comment DE-1 

Thank you for your comment. This comment does not raise issues regarding EIR adequacy and 
no response is required. 

Response to Comment DE-2 

The commenter expresses general concern regarding “environmental issues” related to 
Alternative SE-PLR-2: Templeton-Paso South River Road Route. This comment does not raise any 
specific comments regarding environmental issues such that a response could be provided. 
Please refer to Response to Comment DE-3 below for responses to specific environmental 
concerns raised by the commenter. 

Response to Comment DE-3 

The comment expresses concern that “the chart with the financial comparisons of each project” 
(presumably Table 5-3 in the EIR) may be misread to give a false impression that Alternative SE-
PLR-2 is considerably less expensive than other alternatives. Table 5-3, Footnote 3, explains that 
the costs associated with the alternative combination including Alternative SE-PLR-2 would likely 
be higher than listed in the table. Note that the DEIR text mistakenly referred to Alternative 
Combination #3 instead of #4 in the referenced table footnote; however, this has been 
corrected in the FEIR (refer to Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR of this volume and Volume 1 of 
the FEIR). 

Response to Comment DE-4 

This comment does not raise issues regarding EIR adequacy and no response is required. 
Nevertheless, thank you for your comment.  
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Letter DF: Barbara E. Sellers (December 17, 2020) 
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Response to Comment DF-1 

The commenter expresses opposition to Alternative SE-PLR-2: Templeton-Paso South River Road 
Route. This comment does not raise issues regarding EIR adequacy and no response is required. 
Nevertheless, this comment is noted and will be shared with the CPUC’s decisionmakers. 

Response to Comment DF-2 

The comment alleges the potential for adverse impacts to evacuation routes/ability in the event 
of a wildfire and/or another emergency associated with Alternative SE-PLR-2. For the CPUC’s 
response to these concerns, please refer to Master Response 6. 

Response to Comment DF-3 

Please refer to Response to Comment DF-2 for a response to the commenter’s concern 
regarding wildfire impacts on the communities along South River Road. 

Response to Comment DF-4 

The comment expresses wildfire risk concerns regarding transmission lines under Alternative SE-
PLR-2, including wind and egress conditions. Please refer to Master Response 4.  



California Public Utilities Commission  3. Response to Comments 
 

Estrella Substation and Paso Robles Area 
Reinforcement Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 
Volume 3 – Comments and Responses to Comments 

3-1205 March 2023 
Project 17.010 

 

Letter DG: Martha Silva (January 9, 2021) 
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Response to Comment DG-1 

The comment expresses concern about evacuation routes/ability in the event of a wildfire 
associated with Alternative SE-PLR-2: Templeton-Paso South River Road Route. For the CPUC’s 
response to the commenter’s evacuation concerns, please refer to Master Response 6. Please 
also refer to Master Response 4 for discussion of wildfire risk associated with the transmission 
lines. The commenter’s opposition to Alternative SE-PLR-2 is noted and will be shared with the 
CPUC’s decisionmakers. 

Response to Comment DG-2 

This comment does not raise issues regarding EIR adequacy and no response is required. 
Nevertheless, this comment is noted and will be shared with the CPUC’s decisionmakers.  
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Letter DH: Dale Sinor (January 19, 2021) 
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Response to Comment DH-1 

The comment states the commenter has a few questions. This comment does not raise issues 
regarding EIR adequacy and no response is required. Nevertheless, this comment is noted. 

Response to Comment DH-2 

This comment requests additional information about new or additional electric lines and 
request clarification as to why raising the lines may reduce EMF. As discussed in Section 2.3, 
“Proposed Project Components,” of the FEIR, the Proposed Project is comprised of two main 
components: Estrella Substation and the 70 kV power line. The 70 kV power line involves the 
following main components: 

▪ PG&E would construct, own and operate a new 70 kV double-circuit power line between 
the new 70 kV substation and the existing San Miguel-Paso Robles 70 kV power line. 

▪ PG&E would reconductor and replace poles on a portion of the existing 70 kV power line 
between the interconnection point of the new 70 kV power line segment and Paso 
Robles Substation. 

Along the reconductoring segment, the existing 70 kV conductor would be replaced with a larger 
conductor and a new common neutral wire and fiber line would be installed which may result in 
an increase in EMF emissions compared to the existing 70 kV conductor. 

As discussed on pages 2-115 to 2-116 in Chapter 2, Project Description, in Volume 1 of the FEIR, 
EMF levels from transmission lines can be reduced by increasing the distance from the source. 
The distance between the source of fields and the public can be increased by either placing the 
wires higher aboveground, burying underground cables deeper, or by increasing the width of 
the right-of-way. For transmission lines, these methods can prove effective in reducing fields 
because the reduction of the field strength drops rapidly with distance. For more information 
pertaining to EMF, please refer to Section 2.9, ”Electric and Magnetic Fields,” in Volume 1 of this 
FEIR. For the CPUC’s response to concerns related to EMF and effects on human health, refer to 
Master Response 2. 

Response to Comment DH-3 

This comment asks about the number of, and duration of, electrical outages that would be 
experienced by customers during Proposed Project construction. As described on page 2-78 in 
Chapter 2, Project Description, of Volume 1 of the FEIR, “sections of distribution lines that would 
cross the project or would be collocated on the new 70 kV power line segment may be 
temporarily taken out of service. As part of its normal operating procedures, PG&E’s Distribution 
System Operations group would coordinate taking the distribution lines out of service (i.e., 
taking a clearance). The Distribution System Operations group would assess how to accomplish 
the clearances, identify where and when clearances may occur, notify customers being served 
by the distribution line that power outages could occur, manage the clearances, and retain 
balance in the system by routing power to minimize customer outages.” At this time, the CPUC 
cannot provide an exact number of, or duration for, clearances required for the Proposed 
Project. 
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Response to Comment DH-4 

This comment requests relocation of an existing pole on the commenter’s property (requesting 
that the pole be moved 18 feet north along the existing line) and requests contact information 
for this request. This request for design modification, unrelated to significant environmental 
impacts, is outside the scope of CEQA and, therefore, cannot be addressed in this document. 
This comment is noted and will be shared with the CPUC’s decisionmakers. The commenter is 
also encouraged to contact PG&E directly either via contact information provided in the relevant 
land conveyance, easement, or other right of way documentation provided to the commenter or 
via PG&E’s Land Request process available at: 

https://www.pge.com/en_US/about-pge/about-pge/land-use-and-sales/easement-and-
property-requests.page?WT.mc_id=Vanity_land  



California Public Utilities Commission  3. Response to Comments 

 

Estrella Substation and Paso Robles Area 
Reinforcement Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 
Volume 3 – Comments and Responses to Comments 

3-1213 March 2023 
Project 17.010 

 

Letter DI: Brad L. Smith (January 22, 2021) 
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Response to Comment DI-1 

The commenter provides an introduction to the comment letter’s opposition to Alternative SE-
PLR-2: Templeton-Paso South River Road Route. This comment does not raise issues regarding 
EIR adequacy and no response is required. Nevertheless, the comment is noted and will be 
shared with the CPUC’s decisionmakers. 

Response to Comment DI-2 

The comment asserts that transmission lines under Alternative SE-PLR-2 would increase wildfire 
risk and notes that the alternative is in a High Fire Hazard Zone. For the CPUC’s response to 
comments and concerns related to potential increased wildfire risk from construction and 
operation of transmission lines, please refer to Master Response 4. 

Response to Comment DI-3 

This comment expresses concern regarding impacts on the commenter’s homeowner’s 
insurance policy due to construction of Alternative SE-PLR-2. For the CPUC’s response to these 
concerns, please refer to Master Response 7. 

Response to Comment DI-4 

The comment states the Proposed Project places residents “at significantly increased risk” to the 
community’s homes and lives. This comment does not raise specific concerns regarding the type 
of risk and associated impacts such that a response can be provided. Nevertheless, the 
comment is noted and will be shared with the CPUC’s decisionmakers. 

Response to Comment DI-5 

The comment expresses general concern regarding the aesthetic impacts that would result from 
Alternative SE-PLR-2. For the CPUC’s response to comments and concerns related to aesthetic 
impacts from the high voltage overhead powerline and towers, please refer to Master 
Response 3.  

In addition, the comment expresses concern that the “proposed alignment” is not consistent 
with the County’s General Plan because the commenter states the General Plan identifies 
aesthetics as “one of the important factors contributing to the County’s community character.” 
It is assumed that the commenter is referring to the Alternative SE-PLR-2 alignment and alleging 
inconsistency between the General Plan and Alternative SE-PLR-2, which the remainder of the 
comment letter references. Please note that community character is not an environmental 
resource or physical characteristic defined in CEQA, and “CEQA does not require an analysis of 
subjective psychological feelings or social impacts.” (Preserve Poway v. City of Poway (2016) 245 
Cal. App.4th 560, 579.) Additionally, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15131, subdivision (a), social 
and economic effects are not considered environmental impacts pursuant to CEQA. The EIR 
references General Plan Goals and policies related to aesthetics (refer to Appendix A in Volume 
2 of this FEIR). In addition, the EIR provides an analysis of the aesthetic impacts of Alternative 
SE-PLR-2. The EIR acknowledges that “much of the length of Alternative SE-PLR-2 passes through 
what may be considered oak-covered hillsides, as identified in the City of Paso Robles General 
Plan, which are considered scenic resources or vistas” (FEIR, Volume 1, Section 4.1, “Aesthetics,” 
page 4.1-53). The EIR concluded that Alternative SE-PLR-2 would have significant and 
unavoidable aesthetic impacts (FEIR, Volume 1, pages 4.1-53 to 4.1-54). The comment does not 
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introduce any evidence, and no evidence exist in the record, that Alternative SE-PLR-2 would 
have significant undisclosed impacts; thus, no further environmental evaluation is required. 
Please refer to Master Response 3 for additional information related to the EIR’s aesthetics 
analysis. 

Additionally, the comment expresses concerns regarding impacts to heritage oaks, various 
wildlife, including golden and bald eagles, as well as other avian species. For the CPUC’s 
response to these concerns, please refer to Master Responses 9 and 10. 

Finally, the comment also mentions impacts to property values from implementation of 
Alternative SE-PLR-2. For the CPUC’s response to concerns regarding effects on property values, 
please refer to Master Response 7.  
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Letter DJ: Jim Spear (December 15, 2020) 
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Response to Comment DJ-1 

This comment requests details related to existing and proposed pole heights along the 70 kV 
reconductoring segment, north of Paso Robles Substation. As indicated in Table 2-5 of the EIR 
(refer to FEIR, Volume 1, Chapter 2, Project Description, pages 2-19 to 2-21), the reconductoring 
segment would use a combination of pole types, which would range in height (typically between 
80 and 90 feet tall). Existing structures to be replaced along this segment also vary in height, but 
range between 50 and 80 feet in height. As discussed in Section 4.1, “Aesthetics” of Volume 1 of 
the FEIR (page 4.1-39) and in Master Response 3, replacement poles would typically be 
approximately 30 to 40 feet taller than the existing poles. 

The commenter also asks specifically about pole heights for the reconductoring segment 
proposed between Wellsona Road and Highway 46, understood by the CPUC to be part of 
Alternative PLR-1A: Estrella Route to Estrella Substation (although a portion of the Proposed 
Project’s reconductoring segment is north of Highway 46). The existing and proposed pole 
heights for the reconductoring segment of Alternative PLR-1A would be similar to that of the 
Proposed Project. Specifically, the height of existing poles on the Alternative PLR-1A 
reconductoring segment are 45 to 87 feet tall. The portion of the reconductoring segment for 
Alternative PLR-1A between Wellsona Road and Highway 46 would use the same types of poles 
as are described for the Proposed Project reconductoring segment. Thus, the 70kV power line 
structures would vary in height depending on their location and purpose, but typically would 
range between 80 to 90 feet. Refer to Table 2-5 in Chapter 2, Project Description of the FEIR, 
Volume 1, for detailed information.  
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Letter DK: Terry Stegman (December 16, 2020) 
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Response to Comment DK-1 

The commenter expresses opposition to “project #2”; however, it is unclear which “project” or 
alternative combination to which the commenter refers. Alternative Combination #2 is the 
“Estrella Route” alternative combination, made up of Estrella Substation, Alternative PLR-1A, 
Alternative BS-2, and Alternative BS-3. However, given that the commenter references impacts 
from “high power lines going down Goldenhill and across the back of Circle B,” it appears that 
the commenter is referring to the Proposed Project. Regardless, the CPUC notes the 
commenter’s general concern for visual resources and property values within the Golden Hill 
Road and Circle B surrounding area. 

The commenter raises general aesthetic concerns and states the Proposed Project would be an 
“eyesore” to the community and impact property values. In response to general concerns 
related to adverse impacts to aesthetics, please refer to Section 4.1, “Aesthetics,” of the EIR 
(refer to Volume 1 of this FEIR), which includes a detailed analysis of impacts to the surrounding 
area that would result from the Proposed Project and alternatives. For the CPUC’s response to 
comments related to potential impacts on property values, please refer to Master Response 7.  
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Letter DL: David M. Taylor (January 5, 2021) 
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Response to Comment DL-1 

The commenter expresses opposition to Alternative SE-PLR-2: Templeton-Paso South River Road 
Route is noted. Specific concerns listed in this comment (fire danger, health concerns for local 
residents, health and safety of local wildlife, damage or loss to oak trees, and impacts to the 
beauty of the neighborhood) are addressed in subsequent Responses to Comments DL-2, DL-3, 
DL-4, DL-5, DL-6, and DL-7, which raise more specific concerns, below. For the CPUC’s response 
to concerns regarding health effects from EMF, refer to Master Response 2. 

Response to Comment DL-2 

This comment asserts that transmission lines under Alternative SE-PLR-2 would increase wildfire 
risk. The comment notes that the alternative is in a High Fire Hazard Zone and describes the 
characteristics of the Santa Ysabel Ranch area that make it susceptible to wildfire. The comment 
also expresses concerns regarding evacuation routes/ability and emergency vehicle access in the 
event of a wildfire associated with Alternative SE-PLR-2. 

For the CPUC’s response to comments and concerns related to increased wildfire risk from 
construction and operation of transmission lines, please refer to Master Response 4. For the 
CPUC’s response to comments and concerns related to potential impacts to evacuation routes 
and emergency vehicle access, please refer to Master Response 6. 

Response to Comment DL-3 

The comment expresses further concern regarding increased wildfire risk from the transmission 
lines and impacts to evacuation routes, specifically Warm Springs Lane (a single entrance, dead 
end road) in the event of a wildfire. Considering Warm Springs Lane currently has only one 
entrance, evacuation concerns in the event of a fire is an existing issue. However, for the CPUC’s 
response to comments and concerns related to increased wildfire risk from construction and 
operation of transmission lines, please refer to Master Response 4. Furthermore, for discussion 
of potential impacts to evacuation routes and emergency vehicle access related to Alternative 
SE-PLR-2, please refer to Master Response 6. 

Response to Comment DL-4 

The comment alleges risks for birds as they could be electrocuted or collide with the power lines 
and power lines may be difficult for birds to see at night that would be associated with 
Alternative SE-PLR-2. For the CPUC’s response to concerns and comments regarding golden 
eagles and other avian species, please refer to Master Response 9. Additionally, as discussed in 
Master Response 9, bird diverters will be placed on new power lines in golden eagle territories 
which would assist in preventing collisions with power lines at night. 

Response to Comment DL-5 

The comment expresses general concern regarding the aesthetic impacts that would result from 
Alternative SE-PLR-2. Please refer to Master Response 3 for a discussion regarding the aesthetic 
analysis for Alternative SE-PLR-2. The commenter’s opposition to this alternative is noted and 
will be shared with decisionmakers. 

In addition, the comment expresses concern that the “proposed alignment” is not consistent 
with the County’s General Plan because the General Plan identifies aesthetics as “one of the 
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important factors contributing to the County’s community character.” It is assumed that the 
comment is referring to Alternative SE-PLR-2 and alleging inconsistency between the General 
Plan and Alternative SE-PLR-2, which the remainder of the comment letter references. The EIR 
references General Plan goals and policies related to aesthetics (refer to Appendix A in Volume 2 
of the FEIR). In addition, the EIR provides an analysis of the aesthetic impacts of Alternative SE-
PLR-2. The EIR acknowledges that “much of the length of Alternative SE-PLR-2 passes through 
what may be considered oak-covered hillsides, as identified in the City of Paso Robles General 
Plan, which are considered scenic resources or vistas” (FEIR, Volume 1, page 4.1-53). The EIR 
concluded that Alternative SE-PLR-2 would have significant and unavoidable aesthetic impacts 
(FEIR, Volume 1, page 4.1-53 to 4.1-54). The comment does not introduce any evidence, and no 
evidence exists in the record, that Alternative SE-PLR-2 would have new or more severe 
significant undisclosed impacts; thus, no further environmental evaluation is required. 

The comment also expresses concern regarding removal of heritage oak trees. For the CPUC’s 
response to comments and concerns regarding heritage oaks, refer to Master Response 10. 

Response to Comment DL-6 

The commenter expresses concerns about disturbing archaeological sites and impacting cultural 
resources in Santa Ysabel Ranch. Impacts to cultural resources from Alternative SE-PLR-2 are 
addressed in the EIR in Section 4.5.4, on page 4.5-28, within Section 4.5, “Cultural Resources,” in 
Volume 1 of the FEIR. No Native American archaeological sites are known to exist along the 
Alternative SE-PLR-2 route. However, the area is considered sensitive for Native American 
resources, and such resources could be revealed during construction. As discussed on pages 4.5-
15 to 4.5-16 of the FEIR, unanticipated discovery of cultural resources during construction is 
addressed under APM CUL-3 (Inadvertent Discoveries) and Mitigation Measure CR-1 (CPUC 
Enhancements to APMs CUL 1, CUL 2, CUL 3, CUL 5, and CUL 6). These measures would require 
that, in the event of a discovery of unanticipated cultural materials during construction, all 
construction work within 50 feet of the discovery would cease and the principal investigator 
would be consulted to assess the find. 

Response to Comment DL-7 

This comment asserts that growth for Paso Robles is expected to happen north and east, and 
that the Templeton area does not have capacity for growth. The comment also claims that the 
project should be forward-thinking, as an example of what can be done to solve energy needs in 
California. Further, the comment alleges that the area’s energy needs are small and could be 
satisfied with other technologies. For the CPUC’s response to these comments, including a 
discussion regarding the Proposed Project’s purpose and objectives, please refer to Master 
Response 8. 

Response to Comment DL-8 

The comment reiterates general concerns regarding public safety, environmental, historical, and 
wildlife preservation that has been addressed in the above Responses to Comment DL-2, DL-3, 
DL-4, DL-5, DL-6, and DL-7 above; please refer to those responses.  
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Letter DM: Geoff Thompson (December 23, 2020) 
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Response to Comment DM-1 

The comment alleges that transmission lines under Alternative SE-PLR-2: Templeton-Paso South 
River Road Route would increase wildfire risk and notes that the alternative alignment is in a 
High Fire Hazard Zone. For the CPUC’s response to comments and concerns regarding increased 
wildfire risk from construction and operation of transmission lines, please refer to Master 
Response 4. 

Response to Comment DM-2 

The comment expresses concern about the power lines associated with Alternative SE-PLR-2 
and the risk of golden eagles colliding with, or being electrocuted by, the lines. For the CPUC’s 
response to comments and concerns regarding golden eagles, refer to Master Response 9. 

Response to Comment DM-3 

This comment raises general concerns regarding safety and wildlife in expressing opposition to 
Alternative SE-PLR-2. As discussed above, refer to Master Response 4 for a discussion of fire 
safety and Master Response 9 for a discussion of potential impacts to birds and avoidance 
measures.  
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Letter DN: John and Linda Tubb (December 17, 2020) 
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Response to Comment DN-1 

The commenter provides an introduction to the remainder of the comment letter expressing 
opposition to the Proposed Project. This comment does not raise issues regarding EIR adequacy 
and no response is required. 

Response to Comment DN-2 

The comment expresses concern regarding the aesthetic impacts of the Proposed Project. 
Please refer to Master Response 3 for a discussion regarding the aesthetic analysis of 
replacement poles. 

The commenter argues the Proposed Project would adversely impact property values. For the 
CPUC’s response to comments related to potential impacts on property values, please refer to 
Master Response 7. 

Response to Comment DN-3 

This comment pertains to construction of power line infrastructure near the commenter’s 
vineyard and mentions concerns related to EMF and effects on human health. 

For the CPUC’s response to concerns related to EMF, please refer to Master Response 2. 

Response to Comment DN-4 

This comment suggests alternative routes to the Proposed Project, including a route west along 
SR 46, north on Buena Vista, or No. River Road. The comment suggests undergrounding 
transmission lines that would impact property owners’ views. The commenter expresses general 
opposition to the Proposed Project, and support for “the route along Charolais Road.” As 
described in Chapter 3, Alternatives Description, in Volume 1 of the FEIR, the CPUC developed a 
range of reasonable, potentially feasible alternatives to the Proposed Project in compliance with 
CEQA requirements, including undergrounding. Please refer to Chapter 3, Alternative 
Description, for a discussion of the various alternatives reviewed. For additional information on 
the alternatives development process, refer to the Final Alternatives Screening Report (ASR), 
which is included as Appendix B to the FEIR (refer to Volume 2). Furthermore, please refer to 
Master Response 3 for a discussion of aesthetic impacts from the Proposed Project and Master 
Response 8 for a discussion of the project alternatives process.  

As described in Master Response 8, the CEQA Guidelines make clear that “An EIR need not 
consider every conceivable alternative to a project” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6). While 
the EIR considered Alternatives PLR-1A and PLR-1C, which would route the 70 kV alignment 
north of Paso Robles and connect with the existing line along North River Road further to the 
north of the Proposed Project 70 kV power line alignment, the suggested routes along Highway 
46 and Buena Vista Drive were not considered. Refer to the Final ASR for the rationale for 
including the alternatives that were evaluated in the EIR. This comment is noted and will be 
shared with decisionmakers.  
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Letter DO: Carlos Valdez (January 19, 2021) 
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Response to Comment DO-1 

The commenter expresses opposition to Alternative SE-PLR-2: Templeton-Paso South River Road 
Route. This comment does not raise issues regarding EIR adequacy and no response is required. 

Response to Comment DO-2 

The comment alleges that transmission lines associated with Alternative SE-PLR-2 would 
increase wildfire risk, noting that the alternative alignment is located in a High Fire Hazard Zone. 
For the CPUC’s response to comments and concerns regarding increased wildfire risk from 
construction and operation of transmission lines, please refer to Master Response 4. 

Response to Comment DO-3 

The comment reiterates concern about wildfire hazards and also expresses concern over the 
removal of oak trees, golden and bald eagles. The commenter also raises concerns regarding the 
“community character” of Saint Ysabel Ranch. For the CPUC’s response to these concerns, 
please refer to Master Response 4 (Increased Fire Risk), Master Response 9 (Golden Eagles), and 
Master Response 10 (Heritage Oak Trees). Community character is not an environmental 
resource of physical characteristic defined in CEQA. “CEQA does not require an analysis of 
subjective psychological feelings or social impacts.” (Preserve Poway v. City of Poway (2016) 245 
Cal. App.4th 560, 579.) Additionally, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15131, subdivision (a), social 
and economic effects are not considered environmental impacts pursuant to CEQA.  
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Letter DP: Johnny Valdez (January 19, 2021) 
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Response to Comment DP-1 

The commenter expresses opposition to Alternative SE-PLR-2: Templeton-Paso South River Road 
Route. This comment does not raise issues regarding EIR adequacy and no response is required. 

Response to Comment DP-2 

The comment alleges that transmission lines under Alternative SE-PLR-2 would increase wildfire 
risk, noting that the alternative is in a High Fire Hazard Zone. For CPUC’s response to comments 
and concerns related to increased wildfire risk from construction and operation of transmission 
lines, please refer to Master Response 4. 

Additionally, the commenter states that energy needs can always be changed and urges 
Alternative SE-PLR 2 to be rejected. Energy needs can change; however, as discussed in the EIR, 
population in San Luis Obispo County is expected to increase; therefore, energy needs are 
expected to increase. On page 2-13, in Chapter 2, Project Description, in Volume 1 of the FEIR, 
the FEIR states, “Overall, City planners are estimating a nearly 50 percent increase in the 
population of Paso Robles by 2045.” However, the distribution/load growth aspects are only one 
part of the Proposed Project’s objectives. As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, in 
Volume 1 of the FEIR, CPUC identified two CEQA objectives for the Proposed Project, as follows: 

Transmission Objective: Mitigate thermal overload and low voltage concerns in the Los 
Padres 70 kV system during Category B contingency scenarios, as identified by the CAISO 
in its 2013-2014 Transmission Plan. 

Distribution Objective: Accommodate expected future increased electric distribution 
demand in the Paso Robles DPA, particularly in the anticipated growth areas in 
northeast Paso Robles. 

Alternative SE-PLR-2 is one project alternative, of many, that meets these project objectives 
(when paired with one or more other alternatives) and will be reviewed by the CPUC. The EIR 
considered Alternative BS-3: Behind-the-Meter Solar and Battery Storage, which would involve 
behind-the-meter (BTM) solar and battery storage, and may also include other Distributed 
Energy Resources (DER) technologies, such as energy efficiency or demand response (FEIR, 
Volume 1, page 3-136). In this respect, the EIR considered approaches that would potentially 
change energy needs. However, as noted above, the Transmission Objective of the Proposed 
Project could not be met through DERs alone. Alternative BS-3 would be included along with 
Alternative SE-PLR-2 as part of Alternative Combination #4, as discussed in Chapter 5, 
Alternatives Analysis Summary and Comparison of Alternatives, in Volume 1 of the FEIR. The 
commenter’s general opposition to Alternative SE-PLE 2 is noted and will be shared with the 
CPUC’s decisionmakers. 

Response to Comment DP-3 

This comment questions why the area including Alternative SE-PLR-2 was chosen as a potential 
alignment for a new transmission line. The commenter notes that there will not be major 
community development in this area, while projected growth is anticipated near the Paso 
Robles Airport. For the CPUC’s response to these comments, including alternative alignments, 
please refer to Master Response 8.  
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Response to Comment DP-4 

This comment inquires about the use of newer alternative technologies and solutions to resolve 
energy needs. Please refer to Master Response 8 for a discussion of alternative technologies 
available to address energy needs.  
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Letter DQ: Shally Valdez (January 19, 2021) 
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Response to Comment DQ-1 

The commenter expresses opposition to Alternative SE-PLR-2: Templeton-Paso South River Road 
Route. This comment does not raise issues regarding EIR adequacy and no response is required. 

Response to Comment DQ-2 

The comment alleges that transmission lines under Alternative SE-PLR-2 would increase wildfire 
risk, noting that the alternative alignment is in a High Fire Hazard Zone. The comment also 
alleges the possibility of a wildfire to be started during construction activities and potential 
impacts to evacuation routes and emergency response for Santa Ysabel Ranch in the event of a 
fire. For the CPUC’s response to comments and concerns related to increased wildfire risk from 
construction and operation of transmission lines, please refer to Master Response 4. For the 
CPUC’s response to comments and concerns related to potential impacts to evacuation 
routes/ability and emergency response, please refer to Master Response 6. 

Response to Comment DQ-3 

This comment expresses concerns related to potential impacts to property values from 
Alternative SE-PLR-2. For the CPUC’s response to these comments, please refer to Master 
Response 7. 

Response to Comment DQ-4 

This comment does not raise issues regarding EIR adequacy and no response is required. 
Nevertheless, the comment is noted and will be shared with the CPUC’s decisionmakers.  
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Letter DR: Cindee Van Vleck (January 16, 2021) 
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Response to Comment DR-1 

The commenter provides an introduction to the remainder of the comment letter expressing 
opposition to Alternative SE-PLR-2: Templeton-Paso South River Road Route. This comment 
does not raise issues of EIR adequacy and no response is required. Nevertheless, this comment 
is noted and will be shared with decisionmakers. 

Response to Comment DR-2 

The comment alleges that transmission lines under Alternative SE-PLR-2 would increase wildfire 
risk, noting that the alternative alignment is in a High Fire Hazard Zone. For the CPUC’s response 
to comments and concerns related to increased wildfire risk from construction and operation of 
transmission lines, please refer to Master Response 4. 

Response to Comment DR-3 

The comment expresses concern about evacuation routes/ability and emergency vehicle access 
in the event of a wildfire associated with Alternative SE-PLR-2. For the CPUC’s response to these 
concerns, please refer to Master Response 6. 

Response to Comment DR-4 

This comment suggests locating new power generation near the area of growth, suggesting the 
area near the Paso Robles Airport. The comment recommends for this project to use “forward-
thinking” technologies “to solve energy needs in California”. For the CPUC’s response to 
comments related to the Proposed Project need and consideration of alternatives, please refer 
to Master Response 8. 

Response to Comment DR-5 

The comment claims that energy needs in the area are small enough that they can be met with 
other technologies. Please refer to Master Response 8. 

Response to Comment DR-6 

This comment asserts that Templeton does not have capacity for substantial residential or 
commercial growth, and argues that Alternative SE-PLR-2 would be contrary to the California 
policy targeting “non-wire” alternatives. Please refer to Master Response 8. 

Response to Comment DR-7 

The comment expresses concern about the power lines associated with Alternative SE-PLR-2 
and the risk of golden eagles colliding with, or being electrocuted by, the lines. For the CPUC’s 
response to comments and concerns regarding golden eagles, refer to Master Response 9. 

Response to Comment DR-8 

The comment again reiterates general concerns regarding safety, wildlife, and wildfire that were 
previously raised. Please refer to Responses to Comments DR-2, DR-3, DR-4, DR-5, DR-6, and DR-
7 above for responses to these specific concerns.  
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Letter DS: Keith W. Van Vleck (January 16, 2021) 
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Response to Comment DS-1 

This letter reiterates the comments found in Letter DR and is an exact duplicate of that letter; 
therefore, please refer to Response to Comment DR-1. 

Response to Comment DS-2 

Refer to Response to Comment DR-2. 

Response to Comment DS-3 

Refer to Response to Comment DR-3. 

Response to Comment DS-4 

Refer to Response to Comment DR-4. 

Response to Comment DS-5 

Refer to Response to Comment DR-5. 

Response to Comment DS-6 

Refer to Response to Comment DR-6. 

Response to Comment DS-7 

Refer to Response to Comment DR-7. 

Response to Comment DS-8 

Refer to Response to Comment DR-8.  
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Letter DT: James R. Walti (December 20, 2020) 
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Response to Comment DT-1 

The commenter expresses opposition to Alternative SE-PLR-2: Templeton-Paso South River Road 
Route. The commenter provides a description of existing above-ground distribution and 
transmission lines in the vicinity of Santa Ysabel Ranch, and argues that this area is already 
substantially negatively impacted by these facilities. The CPUC considered the existing 
transmission lines in its environmental analysis as part of the baseline for assessing 
environmental impacts under CEQA. The EIR also considered existing transmission lines in its 
cumulative analysis in Section 6.5.3, Chapter 6, Other Statutory Consideration and Cumulative 
Impacts, in Volume 1 of the FEIR. The FEIR found that Alternative SE-PLR-2 would have a 
significant and unavoidable impact on existing visual character. 

Response to Comment DT-2 

This comment expresses concerns related to construction of high voltage power line 
infrastructure near the commenter’s residential community along Alternative SE-PLR-2. 
Specifically, the commenter mentions concerns related to EMF and effects on human health. 

For the CPUC’s response to concerns related to EMF, please refer to Master Response 2. 

Response to Comment DT-3 

This comment does not raise issues regarding EIR adequacy and no response is required. 
Nevertheless, the commenter’s support for undergrounding the transmission line in the event 
that Alternative SE-PLR-2 is chosen is noted and will be shared with the CPUC’s decisionmakers.  
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Letter DU: Margaret and Larry Ward (December 22, 2020) 

  



California Public Utilities Commission  3. Response to Comments 

 

Estrella Substation and Paso Robles Area 
Reinforcement Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 
Volume 3 – Comments and Responses to Comments 

3-1246 March 2023 
Project 17.010 

 

Response to Comment DU-1 

The commenter expresses opposition to Alternative SE-PLR-2: Templeton-Paso South River Road 
Route due to general concerns regarding the aesthetic impacts that would result from 
Alternative SE-PLR-2. The comment also expresses concern regarding impacts on heritage oaks 
and property values. Please refer to pages 4.1-53 through 4.1-54 of Section 4.1, “Aesthetics,” in 
Volume 1 of the FEIR for the analysis of impacts on visual resources from Alternative SE-PLR-2. 
The commenter is also referred to Master Response 10 for a discussion of heritage oak trees and 
Master Response 7 regarding property values. 

Response to Comment DU-2 

The comment alleges that transmission lines under Alternative SE-PLR-2 would increase wildfire 
risk, noting that the alternative is in a High Fire Hazard Zone. For the CPUC’s response to 
comments and concerns related to increased wildfire risk from construction and operation of 
transmission lines, please refer to Master Response 4. 

The comment also expresses concern about the potential for adverse impacts to evacuation 
routes/ability in the event of a wildfire associated with Alternative SE-PLR-2. For the CPUC’s 
response to these concerns, please refer to Master Response 6. 

Response to Comment DU-3 

This comment expresses concerns related to construction of high voltage transmission line and 
associated infrastructure near the commenter’s residential community along Alternative SE-PLR-
2. Specifically, the commenter mentions concerns related to EMF and effects on human health. 
For the CPUC’s response to concerns related to EMF, please refer to Master Response 2. 

Response to Comment DU-4 

The comment expresses concern about the power lines associated with Alternative SE-PLR-2 
and the risk of golden eagles and bald eagles colliding with, or being electrocuted by, the lines. 
For the CPUC’s response to comments and concerns regarding golden and bald eagles, refer to 
Master Response 9. 

Response to Comment DU-5 

The comment reiterates general concerns regarding aesthetics, fire, health, and wildlife the 
comment letter previously raised. Please refer to Responses to Comments DU-1, DU-2, DU-3, 
and DU-4 for responses to these specific concerns.  
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Letter DV: Warm Springs Lane Residents (February 19, 2021) 
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Response to Comment DV-1 

The commenter expresses opposition to Alternative SE-PLR-2: Templeton-Paso South River Road 
Route. All of the commenters provided individual or household comment letters in addition to 
this letter. This comment describes the commenter’s understanding of the route for Alternative 
SE-PLR-2 but does not raise any issues regarding EIR adequacy and no response is required. 
Nevertheless, this comment is noted and will be shared with the CPUC’s decisionmakers. 

Response to Comment DV-2 

The comment expresses concern about the potential for adverse impacts to evacuation 
routes/ability in the event of a wildfire or another emergency associated with Alternative SE-
PLR-2. For the CPUC’s response to comments and concerns regarding potential impacts to 
evacuation routes and emergency vehicle access, please refer to Master Response 6. 

The comment also mentions the proximity of the Alternative SE-PLR-2 alignment to earthquake 
fault lines and alleges that the transmission lines could spark a wildfire. For the CPUC’s response 
to these concerns, please refer to Master Responses 1 and 4. 

Response to Comment DV-3 

The comment expresses general concern regarding the aesthetic impacts that would result from 
Alternative SE-PLR-2. For the aesthetics analysis of the new poles under Alternative SE-PLR-2, 
please refer to Section 4.1, “Aesthetics,” pages 4.1-53 to 4.1-54, in Volume 1 of the FEIR. Also, 
note that CEQA is primarily concerned with a project’s effects on public views and not private 
residential views. (See Mira Mar Mobile Community v. City of Oceanside (2004) 119 Cal. App. 4th 
477, 492 [“Under CEQA, the question is whether a project will affect the environment of persons 
in general, not whether a project will affect particular persons.”]; Banker’s Hill, Hillcrest, Park 
West Community Preservation Group v. City of San Diego (2006) 139 Cal.App.4th 249, 279, 
[“[O]bstruction of a few private views in a Project’s immediate vicinity is not generally regarded 
as a significant environmental impact.”) The impact analysis under significance criterion C1 for 
Alternative SE-PLR-2 evaluates the alternative’s degradation of public views on the area and 
whether Alternative SE-PLR-2 would conflict with zoning or other regulations governing scenic 
quality. 

The comment also expresses concern regarding potential impacts to property values from 
implementation of Alternative SE-PLR-2. For CPUC’s response to these concerns, please refer to 
Master Response 7. 

Response to Comment DV-4 

This comment recommends removal of the Alternative SE-PLR-2 from the FEIR. This would not 
comply with CEQA, which requires EIRs to describe a reasonable range of alternatives to a 

                                                                   

1 Significance criterion C in the FEIR’s aesthetics analysis reads: “In non-urbanized areas, substantially 
degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings (public 
views are those that are experienced from publicly accessible vantage point). If the project is in an 
urbanized area, would the project conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic 
quality?” 
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proposed project that could feasibly attain most of the basic project objectives, and would avoid 
or substantially lessen any of the proposed project’s significant effects. (CEQA Guidelines, 
Section 15126.6(a).) This comment does not raise any issues regarding EIR adequacy and no 
response is required. Nevertheless, this comment is noted and will be shared with the CPUC’s 
decisionmakers.  
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Letter DW: Bonnie and Steve Webb (January 11, 2021) 
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Response to Comment DW-1 

The commenter expresses opposition to Alternative SE-PLR-2: Templeton-Paso South River Road 
Route. Additionally, the commenter’s general concern related to fire and earthquakes in 
California is noted. Please review Section 4.9, “Hazards and Hazardous Materials” and Section 
4.20, “Wildfire” of this FEIR (refer to Volume 1) for a detailed analysis of the Proposed Project’s 
and alternatives’ impacts related to hazards and wildfire, respectively. Please also refer to 
Master Response 4.  
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Letter DX: Jeff Wu (February 20, 2021) 
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Response to Comment DX-1 

This comment alleges the Proposed Project would “create irreversible changes to our property.” 
Please refer to Master Response 7 for a discussion of concerns related to decreased property 
values in the surrounding area. The commenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project is noted 
and will be shared with the CPUC’s decisionmakers. 
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