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Response to Comment R.A-1 

The comment summarizes the elements of the Proposed Project and the CEQA process. The 
comment is introductory in nature and asserts that the Recirculated DEIR does not contain 
substantial evidence to support its conclusions regarding mitigation. Responses to the claims in 
this comment are addressed in the individual responses to comments expanding on the issues 
below. 

Response to Comment R.A-2 

The commenter claims that impacts related to construction emissions, Valley Fever, and GHG 
emissions are mischaracterized, underestimated and not mitigated. For CPUC’s response to 
comments related to construction emissions, refer to Master Response 11. For CPUC’s response 
to comments related to Valley Fever, refer to Master Response 14. For CPUC’s response to 
comments related to GHG emissions, refer to Master Response 16. 

Response to Comment R.A-3 

The comment restates the prior summary comments of Gregory House, the commenter’s 
agricultural resources consultant, submitted on the original DEIR (see Comment Letter D), that 
the Proposed Project will have significant permanent and temporary impacts to Important 
Agricultural areas. The comment alleges that these issues were not adequately analyzed or 
mitigated in the Recirculated DEIR. Specifically, the comment claims that the EIR’s mitigation 
measures with respect to agricultural resources are inadequate because they do not create new 
areas of Important Farmland, and that alleged impacts related to replacement, de-compaction, 
and replanting measures were not adequately analyzed in the EIR and may be potentially 
significant and unmitigated. 

Please refer to Responses to Comments R.A-21 to R.A-23, where these comments are discussed 
in more detail. Additionally, refer to CPUC’s responses to comments related to agricultural 
resources submitted by the commenter on the original DEIR (D-52 to D-71 and D-365 to D-376). 

Response to Comment R.A-4 

This comment restates the summary comments of Scott Cashen, the commenter’s biological 
resources consultant, submitted on the original DEIR (see Comment Letter D), that the Proposed 
Project may have potentially significant and unmitigated impacts to biological resources. 
Specifically, the comment mentions impacts to wildlife and sensitive natural communities 
including blue oak woodland, golden eagle and other special-status birds, amphibians, and 
bumble bees. The comment claims that these issues were not addressed in the Recirculated 
DEIR and that Mr. Cashen’s comments have been reattached to the comment letter for 
reference. 

The commenter’s new comments on the Recirculated DEIR related to biological resources are 
responded to in Responses to Comments R.A-37 to R.A-42, where the specific, detailed 
comments are provided in the letter. Additionally, refer to CPUC’s responses to comments 
related to biological resources submitted by the commenter on the original DEIR (D-72 to D-86 
and D-298 to D-348). 
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Response to Comment R.A-5 

This comment restates the summary comments of the commenter’s utility consultant, David 
Marcus, regarding the EIR’s alleged failure to accurately describe the Proposed Project’s 
environmental setting. The comment argues that the Proposed Project is not needed to address 
either the Distribution or Transmission Objective, and that the EIR omits an additional 
transmission line to Cholame Substation. The comment alleges that this omission is an 
impermissible act of piecemealing. 

Please refer to Responses to Comments R.A-18 to R.A-20, where these comments are further 
described by the commenter. Additionally, refer to CPUC’s responses to comments related to 
the environmental setting (with respect to utility capacity) submitted by the commenter on the 
original DEIR (D-18 to D-20 and D-349 to D-364). 

Response to Comment R.A-6 

This comment describes the commenter’s background and interests. The comment letter is 
submitted on behalf of California Unions for Reliable Energy (CURE). This is the same statement 
of interest that was provided in Comment D-9 on the original DEIR. Please refer to Response to 
Comment D-9. 

Response to Comment R.A-7 

This comment argues that the CPUC lacks substantial evidence to support its conclusions in the 
Recirculated DEIR regarding the Proposed Project’s significant impacts and that the CPUC fails to 
incorporate all feasible mitigation measures necessary to reduce impacts to a less than 
significant level. The comment describes the purposes of CEQA and the discussion of impacts in 
an EIR. These are the same points that were raised in Comment D-11, submitted on the original 
DEIR. Please refer to Response to Comment D-11. 

Response to Comment R.A-8 

The comment summarizes the purposes and requirements of CEQA. The comment provides 
similar information and commentary to that provided in Comment D-12, submitted on the 
original DEIR. Please refer to Response to Comment D-12. 

Response to Comment R.A-9 

The comment summarizes information from the CEQA statute regarding the directive not to 
approve projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures 
available which would substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such projects 
(PRC Section 21002). The comment refers to the commenter’s letter on the original DEIR, 
arguing that Alternatives PLR-3A (Strategic Undergrounding, Option 1) and PLR-3B (Strategic 
Underground, Option 2) are feasible, and would substantially lessen the Proposed Project’s 
significant environmental impacts, and would meet all of the Project objectives. Finally, the 
comment also states that the commenter’s consultants present substantial evidence that 
additional mitigation measures are necessary. 

This is the same comment as D-7, which was submitted on the original DEIR. For CPUC’s 
response to these issues, please refer to Response to Comment D-7. 
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Response to Comment R.A-10 

The comment summarizes the commenter’s arguments that the Recirculated DEIR does not 
satisfy the purposes of CEQA. Note that the comment refers to “the City” in describing the 
alleged failures of the Recirculated DEIR; however, it appears that this was a typographical error 
and the commenter had intended to refer to the CPUC. For CPUC’s responses to the 
commenter’s specific alleged deficiencies of the Recirculated DEIR, please refer to Responses to 
Comments R.A-11 to R.A-42, as well as Responses to Comments R.A-44 to R.A-63. 

Response to Comment R.A-11 

This comment alleges that the CPUC did not make all documents referenced or relied upon in 
the Recirculated DEIR available for the duration of the public comment period. The comment 
claims that the CPUC only granted the commenter access to some of the materials referenced in 
the Recirculated DEIR, specifically alleging that the CPUC failed to provide access to the 129 
letters received during the public review period for the DEIR. As a result, the comment states 
that the commenter reserves a right to submit supplemental comments on the Recirculated 
DEIR at a future date. 

CEQA requires that the notice of availability of a draft, or recirculated draft, EIR identify where 
documents referenced and incorporated by referenced in the EIR are available for review. 
(PRC § 21092(b)(1); CEQA Guidelines § 15087(c)(5).) There is no requirement, however, that 
comment letters received during the public comment period be made available for review prior 
to publication of the Final EIR. Nevertheless, the 129 letters in question have been available on 
the CPUC’s Estrella Project website1 since before publication of the Recirculated DEIR. The 
commenter appears to have been aware of this since they provided a link to their own comment 
letter on the CPUC’s website earlier in their letter on the Recirculated DEIR (see Footnote 2 in 
the letter). Note that 2 additional letters from the DEIR comment period have been identified, 
bringing the total to 131, all of which are included and responded to in this FEIR. 

Further, the discussion on page 1-2 of the Recirculated DEIR explains: “As noted above, two 
comment letters, in particular, raised new information that CPUC determined warranted 
recirculation of portions of the DEIR. These comments, as they relate to the recirculation, are 
discussed further below.” The two letters mentioned were that of Horizon West Transmission 
(HWT) (Letter H in this FEIR) and the commenter’s letter on the original DEIR (Letter D). Since 
these letters provided a basis for recirculation, they were provided in Appendix A to the 
Recirculated DEIR. Because changes were also made to the DEIR as part of the recirculation 
based on Pacific Gas & Electric Company’s (PG&E) comment letter on the original DEIR, this 
letter (Letter J) was also included in Appendix A. 

The remainder of the 129 letters did not factor into the recirculation and it cannot properly be 
said that they were “referenced or relied on” in the Recirculated DEIR document. Subsequent to 
CPUC’s provision of material to the commenter in response to their November 19, 2021, 
request, the commenter did not indicate that they believed information was lacking. Please note 
that there is no provision within CEQA for submittal of additional comments after the close of 

                                                                   

1 See here: https://ia.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/horizonh2o/estrella/Public_Comments.html  

https://ia.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/horizonh2o/estrella/Public_Comments.html
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the public comment period. All comments received during the public comment periods for the 
DEIR and Recirculated DEIR have been responded to and are included in Volume 3 of this FEIR. 

Response to Comment R.A-12 

The commenter states that the revised Project Description included in the Recirculated DEIR 
arbitrarily changed the Proposed Project construction schedule from 18 months to 21 months. 
The commenter is concerned that, as a result, Proposed Project construction emissions will be 
less than those analyzed in the original DEIR. 

For CPUC’s response to these comments, please refer to Master Response 11. As was described 
on page 1-14 of the Recirculated DEIR, the Proposed Project Applicants provided comments on 
the DEIR suggesting revisions to the construction emission estimates, which were incorporated 
in the revised Project Description included in the Recirculated DEIR. This included changes to the 
Proposed Project schedule and timing, including an overall lengthening of the schedule. This 
may result in less overlap of emissions, potentially decreasing the maximum daily and/or 
quarterly reactive organic gases (ROG) and nitrogen oxides (NOx) values. The Applicants also 
suggested revised activity time assumptions for helicopters, which could potentially decrease 
the emissions associated with helicopters. At this time, given uncertainty with final construction 
schedules and equipment that may undergo additional changes, as well as inadequate detail 
provided by the Applicants to fully verify all the assumptions, the CPUC determined that no 
changes to the EIR construction emissions estimates, nor any change in the significance 
determination, were warranted. Based upon the substantial evidence in the record before it, the 
CPUC has determined that with the Proposed Project Applicant-provided construction emission 
estimates and the estimates shown in the EIR, a reasonable range of emissions has been 
presented and a reasonable upper bound was used to estimate emissions and establish the 
significance determination. 

Response to Comment R.A-13 

The commenter claims that a health risk assessment (HRA) is required based on California Office 
of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) guidance. For CPUC’s response to this 
issue, please see Master Response 15. The CPUC as the lead agency is responsible for 
determining appropriate analyses for its environmental documentation under CEQA while taking 
into consideration the recommendations of other responsible agencies. OEHHA’s guidance is 
only relevant if the CPUC made the decision to conduct an HRA, and it suggests that if one is 
conducted, that health risks be evaluated for the duration of the construction period if the 
period is longer than six months. OEHHA also cautions about the uncertainty of short-term 
projects that only will last a small fraction of a lifetime, as studies indicate that the dose rate 
changes the potency of a given dose of a chemical and a dose delivered over a short time period 
may have a different potency than the same dose delivered over a lifetime (OEHHA 2015, page 
8-17). OEHHA’s guidance also notes that its underlying purpose is not for CEQA, but “to provide 
HRA procedures for use in the Air Toxics Hot Spots Program or for the permitting of existing, 
new, or modified stationary sources.” (OEHHA 2015, page 1-2). The OEHHA guidance manual 
continues to explain that “[t]he Hot Spots Act requires that each local Air Pollution Control 
District or Air Quality Management District (hereinafter referred to as District) determine which 
facilities will prepare an HRA.” (OEHHA 2015, page 1-3). 
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The local air district, the San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District (SLOCAPCD), does 
not require agencies to conduct HRAs for projects. The SLOCAPCD only suggests that a lead 
agency may consider conducting an HRA if the project is within 1,000 feet of sensitive receptors. 
As described in the Recirculated DEIR, the CPUC did not choose to conduct its own HRA, as the 
qualitative analysis documented in the EIR supported a finding that human health impacts 
would be relatively limited due to the short construction duration and sparsely populated area 
surrounding the Proposed Project site. The CPUC acknowledged in the Recirculated DEIR that an 
HRA conducted by commenters conservatively concluded that a few receptors located close to 
the Proposed Project construction areas, in particular the Estrella Substation area, may 
experience increased exposure to toxic air contaminant (TAC) emissions which may lead to 
adverse health impacts that would be significant. It should be noted that an Applicant-prepared 
HRA, provided as an attachment to Comment Letters R.B and R.E, concluded that health impacts 
would be below the significance threshold. After independently analyzing both the HRA 
prepared by the commenter and the HRA prepared by the Applicants, the CPUC has determined 
that these two HRAs show a range of anticipated health impacts associated with the Proposed 
Project indicating that health impacts may be lower or slightly higher than the significance 
thresholds. Because both HRAs are based upon assumptions that, while reasonable, differ from 
each other and the reasonable assumptions used in the consideration of health impacts 
completed by the CPUC. Thus, as concluded in the Recirculated DEIR, the CPUC has adequately 
analyzed associated health impacts under CEQA and disclosed that there is a significant impact. 

Response to Comment R.A-14 

This comment claims that the change in acreage of Important Farmland impacts from the 
original DEIR to the Recirculated DEIR is not supported by evidence in the record; however, no 
explanation is provided by the commenter. The comment references comments from 
Mr. House, which allege that the EIR fails to analyze and mitigate the potentially significant 
impacts on agricultural resources. The comment argues that conversion of Farmland from the 
Proposed Project is not adequately mitigated by implementation of conservation easement at a 
1:1 ratio and that the mitigation measure does not fully offset the significant impact because it 
does not create any new Important Farmland. The comment also summarizes Mr. House’s 
suggestions regarding mitigation measures that were submitted on the original DEIR. 

The commenter’s claims with respect to the disclosure of Important Farmland in the 
Recirculated DEIR are unclear and not specific enough to respond to. The reasoning behind the 
recirculation of the Agriculture and Forestry Resources section of the EIR is provided in Section 
1.2 of the Recirculated DEIR. This section informs the reader that HWT’s acquisition of an 
additional 5-acre area could result in permanent impacts to this area, which is largely designated 
as Unique Farmland, even though HWT has indicated that it does not plan to use the land for 
project activities (see discussion on page 1-7 of the Recirculated DEIR). The revised and 
recirculated Section 4.2, “Agriculture and Forestry Resources,” further describes the rationale 
for disclosing the additional potential impacts on Important Farmland (see Recirculated DEIR, 
page 2-R.4.2-13). The commenter does not indicate what evidence they believe to be lacking 
regarding the acreage of impacts to Important Farmland. 

The comments regarding the alleged inadequacy of the EIR’s mitigation measures pertaining to 
agricultural resources are the same comments that were raised on the original DEIR. For CPUC’s 
response to these issues, and the remainder of the comments by Mr. House, please refer to 
Responses to Comments D-52 to D-71, and D-365 to D-376. 
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Response to Comment R.A-15 

The comment claims that the Project Description in the Recirculated DEIR is inadequate because 
it does not contain a description of how the additional 5 acres included as part of the Estrella 
Substation parcel will be utilized or managed. The comment expresses concern that vegetation 
management activities within the 5-acre area may have potential impacts on sensitive biological 
communities. The Introduction to the Recirculated DEIR2 contains HWT’s description of the 
anticipated future use of the additional 5 acres. It states (Recirculated DEIR, pages 1-3 to 1-4): 

The additional 5 acres were acquired as part of property owner negotiations. These 
5 acres will not be used during or following construction for any project activities, and 
HWT is not asking for any CPUC approval or authorization to utilize these 5 acres for any 
new or different use. 

The additional 5 acres will be separated from the substation site by a steep, 
approximately 17-foot elevation change, and HWT does not intend to use these 5 acres 
as part of the project or for any other utility use services. These additional 5 acres will 
remain available for continued agricultural use. HWT has initiated conversations with 
the current landowner for continued farming of these additional 5 acres. 

The revised and recirculated Agriculture and Forestry Resources section acknowledges that 
there is uncertainty with respect to the future use of the 5-acre parcel and Proposed Project 
impacts at this time. The revised (additional) text from the Recirculated DEIR (which has been 
accepted in this FEIR; see Volume 1) is as follows (Recirculated DEIR; page 2-R.4.2-13): 

Additionally, with HWT’s purchase of the larger 20-acre site, on which the roughly 
15-acre Estrella Substation would be located, there is potential for an additional 5 acres 
of Unique Farmland to be impacted and converted to non-agricultural uses. Horizon 
West Transmission (HWT) has stated that the additional 5 acres “will not be used during 
or following construction for any project activities” (HWT 2021b). However, given that 
the land would be owned by HWT, even if the land would not be used for utility 
purposes (at this time), it may be allowed to go fallow and/or may be managed in 
accordance with HWT’s vegetation management guidelines (Kidwell, pers. comm., 
2021). The continuance of farming on the parcel would be at the discretion of the 
former landowner (or possibly another entity). Although HWT reports that an 
agreement has been reached with the landowner to continue farming this area, this 
agreement could be terminated or not renewed in the future. As such, the ultimate fate 
of this additional 5-acre area is unknown at this time. Because it may be impacted or 
otherwise converted to non-agricultural uses, there is potential for a permanent 
conversion of a total of 18.9 acres of Important Farmland (excluding Grazing Land, 
Farmland of Local Potential, and Farmland of Local Importance) to non-agricultural uses 
as a result of the Proposed Project. 

                                                                   

2 The Recirculated DEIR files are available here: 
https://ia.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/horizonh2o/estrella/RDEIR.html  

https://ia.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/horizonh2o/estrella/RDEIR.html
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This information provided in the Recirculated DEIR discloses the potential impacts to Important 
Farmland associated with this additional 5-acre area. The fact that there remains uncertainty as 
to the use and treatment of the area is not a fault of the EIR. The details of HWT’s vegetation 
management guidelines could not be provided because the guidelines are considered 
confidential. The additional 5-acre area is currently almost entirely under active agricultural 
production; therefore, it is unclear which sensitive biological communities the commenter 
believes could be impacted through HWT’s potential vegetation management activities that 
would be undertaken to mitigate fire risk. 

Response to Comment R.A-16 

This comment asserts that the Recirculated DEIR failed to address the commenter’s prior 
comments regarding the alleged piecemealing with respect to a potential new 70 kV line from 
Cholame Substation. This comment raises the same contentions as Comment D-16, which the 
commenter submitted on the original DEIR. For CPUC’s response to these comments, please 
refer to Response to Comment D-16. 

Response to Comment R.A-17 

The comment generally states that the Recirculated DEIR does not adequately describe the 
environmental setting for the Proposed Project. The commenter’s specific contentions with 
respect to the environmental setting (the commenter specifically identifies utility capacity and 
biological resources as aspects of the setting that are deficient) are addressed in Responses to 
Comments R.A-18 to R.A-20, where the specific comments are described in the comment letter. 

Response to Comment R.A-18 

This comment claims that the environmental setting in the EIR is inadequate because it allegedly 
fails to explain the existing conditions with respect to power outages. The comment argues, 
based on input from Mr. Marcus (the commenter’s utility consultant), that the Estrella 
Substation is not needed to meet Paso Robles Distribution Planning Area (DPA) peak loads; 
would not be effective in addressing a double 230 kV line outage on the lines feeding Templeton 
Substation; and would not be address a potential future “N-2” outage involving the new 
Estrella-Paso Robles and Templeton-Paso Robles 70 kV lines. 

These are the same comments that were raised in the commenter’s letter on the original DEIR in 
Comments D-18 to D-20. For CPUC’s response to these comments, please refer to Responses to 
Comments D-18 to D-20. 

Response to Comment R.A-19 

This comment states that the Recirculated DEIR did not address the commenter’s prior 
comments related to alleged biological resources baseline issues. The comment lists the 
commenter’s prior claims with respect to the biological resources environmental setting, 
including alleged incomplete reporting data with respect to golden eagle nests; golden eagle 
nest territories and important eagle use areas; records of golden eagle sightings in the eBird 
database; and the methods used to obtain information on golden eagle nests in the Proposed 
Project and alternatives vicinity. 
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These are the same comments that were raised in the commenter’s letter on the original DEIR in 
Comments D-21 to D-26. For CPUC’s response to these comments, please refer to Responses to 
Comments D-21 to D-26. 

Response to Comment R.A-20 

The comment generally states that the Recirculated DEIR does not contain revisions suggested 
by the commenter with respect to the environmental baseline such that a specific response 
cannot be provided. Specific responses to comments regarding baseline concerns that were 
previously raised by the commenter are discussed in Responses to Comments D-17 through 
D-26, which explains why EIR revision and recirculation is not warranted.   

Response to Comment R.A-21 

This comment asserts that the Recirculated DEIR continues to underestimate the amount of 
agricultural land that will be permanently converted to nonagricultural uses and 
mischaracterizes permanent impacts to agricultural lands as temporary. The comment claims 
that the lack of detail provided regarding mitigation of temporary impacts to agricultural lands 
constitutes impermissibly deferred analysis. 

These are the same contentions that were raised by the commenter on the original DEIR in 
Comment D-54. Please refer to the response to this comment for CPUC’s response. 

Response to Comment R.A-22 

This comment summarizes Mr. House’s comments on the original DEIR, including that complete 
removal of rock and other imported materials from temporarily affected agricultural lands is 
“generally economically infeasible”; and that de-compacting soil will likely not return the 
Proposed Project site’s soil to pre-construction conditions. These are the same comments that 
were raised in the commenter’s letter on the original DEIR in Comments D-63, D-65, D-370, and 
D-372. For CPUC’s responses to these comments, please see Responses to Comments D-63, 
D-65, D-370, and D-372. 

Response to Comment R.A-23 

The comment summarizes Mr. House’s comments on the original DEIR that the EIR allegedly 
fails to adequately analyze and mitigate impacts associated with soil disturbance, hazardous 
materials, and restoration of slopes and contours on the Proposed Project site. These are the 
same comments that were raised in the commenter’s letter on the original DEIR in Comments D-
55, D-68, D-69, and D-374 to D-376. For CPUC’s response to these comments, please see 
Responses to Comments D-55, D-68, D-69, and D-374 to D-376. 

Response to Comment R.A-24 

The commenter claims that the Recirculated DEIR fails to adequately analyze and mitigate 
significant air quality impacts. After this topic sentence, the rest of the text summarizes the 
commenter’s interpretation of judicial review standards for CEQA. 

Please refer to Responses to Comments R.A-25 to R.A-32, where specific comments are 
discussed in more detail. 
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Response to Comment R.A-25 

The commenter claims that the Recirculated DEIR fails to require all feasible mitigation that 
would significantly reduce construction ROG and NOx emissions to below the significance 
thresholds. 

For CPUC’s detailed response to comments related to construction emissions estimates and the 
EIR’s air quality mitigation measures, please refer to Master Responses 11 and 13, respectively. 
The Recirculated DEIR concluded that Impacts AQ-2 (result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region in non-attainment under an 
applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard) and AQ-3 (potential to expose sensitive 
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations) are significant and unavoidable. Mitigation 
Measures AQ-1 (Prepare a Construction Activity Management Plan for Review by SLOCAPCD and 
Final Approval by CPUC) and AQ-2 (Prepare a Valley Fever Management Plan for Review by 
CDPH and San Luis Obispo Department of Public Health and Final Approval by CPUC) have been 
prescribed to mitigate these significant impacts to the extent feasible. These mitigation 
measures were modified and enhanced in the Recirculated DEIR from the DEIR to incorporate 
several mitigation measures suggested in public comments, including those from the 
commenter. The mitigation measures contain minimum performance standards and detailed 
requirements outlining how feasibility will be determined by the CPUC during its review of the 
mitigation measure plans. As shown in Table 4.3-5b in Volume 1 of the FEIR3, even if all off-road 
construction equipment was equipped with Tier 4 Final engines, the emissions would still be 
significant and unavoidable primarily due to the helicopter emissions. Due to the limited 
availability of suitable helicopters capable of performing the work, there are no feasible 
emission reduction measures available. Depending on the actual use of helicopters, including 
changes to the activity assumptions (time) for helicopter operation, as stated by the Applicant, 
emissions from helicopters may be lower than currently estimated and may result in less ROG 
and NOx emissions than currently anticipated. 

As such, the EIR fully disclosed all significant air quality impacts and implemented all feasible 
mitigation measures to reduce those impacts. 

Response to Comment R.A-26 

The commenter argues that the EIR is insufficient because it allegedly fails to explain why it was 
not feasible for the CPUC to provide an analysis that connected the air quality effects from the 
Proposed Project to human health consequences. 

For CPUC’s detailed response to comments related to health risk and formal HRAs submitted 
during public review periods, please see Master Response 15. The EIR does disclose the 
anticipated health consequences from the Proposed Project and explains why this analysis is 
sufficient. 

                                                                   

3 Table 4.3-5b was added to the Air Quality section as part of the Recirculated DEIR to show mitigated 
emissions. The changes from the Recirculated DEIR have been accepted in the FEIR. 
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Response to Comment R.A-27 

The commenter claims the Recirculated DEIR utilized data from the HRA presented by the 
commenter’s consultants in some areas, but failed to implement it in other areas. For example, 
the comment claims that the Recirculated DEIR “fails to rely” on the commenter’s HRA’s findings 
that the Proposed Project would result in acute health impacts along the 70kV power line and 
reconductoring segment and cancer risks east of the reconductoring segment. For CPUC’s 
response to comments related to the HRAs submitted during the public review periods for the 
EIR, see Master Response 15. 

Response to Comment R.A-28 

The commenter claims that their consultant’s analysis concludes that with the use of Tier 4 Final 
engines and lower tier engines equipped with diesel particulate filters (DPFs), Impact AQ-3 could 
be less than significant. 

Please see Master Response 11 (Construction Emissions), 13 (Air Quality Mitigation Measures), 
15 (Health Risk Assessments), and 14 (Valley Fever). The Recirculated DEIR concluded that 
Impact AQ-3 would remain significant and unavoidable. Even the commenter’s HRA, which 
included an all Tier 4 engine scenario showed that elevated cancer risks remained in this 
scenario (Environmental Permitting Specialists 2021). The commenter’s consultants’ statements 
about the possibility of adding certain after-market control devices to construction equipment 
are incorrect. Not all equipment can be equipped with after-market control equipment, Tier 4 
engines already have these types of control devices, such as DPFs equipped on the device, and 
there are typically no additional options available to further reduce the emissions from the Tier 
4 reductions. Additionally, besides the elevated health impacts possible from construction 
emissions, Impact AQ-3 is significant in terms of the potential exposure of sensitive receptors to 
Valley Fever. 

Response to Comment R.A-29 

The commenter claims that the Recirculated DEIR’s statement that the nearest sensitive 
receptors to the substation site are approximately 215 feet southwest and not downwind from 
the most prominent wind direction is inaccurate and misleading. 

The Recirculated DEIR showed in Figure 4.3-14 the location of the nearest sensitive receptor to 
the Estrella Substation site along with the wind rose of the Paso Robles Airport meteorological 
data. This information indicates that the prominent wind directions place this sensitive receptor 
not downwind of the Estrella Substation construction. This is a qualitative assessment of the 
anticipated air dispersion of TACs emitted from construction activities. The commenter 
incorrectly claims that the SLOCAPCD requires an HRA where long-term projects occur within 
1,000 feet of sensitive receptor locations. The SLOCAPCD CEQA Air Quality Handbook states 
(SLOCAPCD 2017; page 2-3): 

The proximity of sensitive individuals (receptors) to a construction site constitutes a 
special condition and may require a more comprehensive evaluation of toxic diesel PM 

                                                                   

4 The changes from the Recirculated DEIR have been accepted in this FEIR. Thus, Figure 4.3-1 is included in 
Section 4.3, “Air Quality,” in Volume 1 of the FEIR (refer to page 4.3-25). 
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impacts and if deemed necessary by the SLO County APCD, more aggressive 
implementation of mitigation measures than described below in the diesel idling 
section. Areas where sensitive receptors are most likely to spend time include schools, 
parks and playgrounds, day care centers, nursing homes, hospitals, and residential 
dwelling unit(s). Sensitive receptor locations for a project need to be identified during 
the CEQA review process and mitigation to minimize toxic diesel PM impacts need to be 
defined. The types of construction projects that typically require a more comprehensive 
evaluation include large-scale, long-term projects that occur within 1,000 feet of a 
sensitive receptor location(s). 

Further, on page 3-5, the SLOCAPCD CEQA Air Quality Handbook states: “If sensitive receptors 
are within 1,000 feet of the project site, a Health Risk Assessment (HRA) may also be required.” 
(Emphasis added). The short-duration of the Proposed Project construction activities along with 
the qualitative analysis support their decision of not conducting a more thorough HRA. Lead 
agencies are required to exercise their independent judgment to identify the significance of all 
impacts, based on scientific and factual data (CEQA Guidelines, § 15064(b)). 

Response to Comment R.A-30 

The commenter claims that the health risk impacts associated with helicopter emissions are 
significant and unmitigated. The commenter references a statement in Section 4.14, “Population 
and Housing,” of the EIR, regarding the potential for some individuals to temporarily leave their 
homes to ensure their safety during helicopter operations. The comment argues that this 
statement does not constitute enforceable mitigation under CEQA. 

Regarding the potential health risk impacts from helicopter emissions and the commenter’s 
HRA, please see Master Response 15. As noted by the commenter’s consultant, the HRA 
provided by the commenter did not include helicopter emissions. Helicopters combust jet fuel 
or aviation gasoline. The combustion of these fossil fuels, like any fossil fuel combustion, will 
produce a variety of TACs that would be evaluated for each individual TAC rather than a mixture 
of TACs, which has been done specifically for diesel particulate matter (DPM) with toxicity 
factors for the mixture as a whole. When a helicopter is flying between sites at a higher altitude, 
the combustion emissions will be dispersed and diluted in the atmosphere such that it is unlikely 
that substantial concentrations of these TACs would reach individual sensitive receptors. When 
a helicopter is in operation at a landing zone or hovering above an area, there is potential for 
these combustion TACs from the helicopters to disperse to nearby sensitive receptors. It is 
difficult to determine the health impacts from these helicopter emissions given the localized 
wind turbulence caused by the helicopter spinning blades. Estimation of such impacts would 
require more sophisticated models requiring additional unavailable data inputs. Therefore, an 
HRA for helicopter emissions would be highly speculative at this time. 

The helicopter has the potential to complete the pole installation work in less time and 
potentially with less emissions than would be required if ground-based diesel equipment was 
used to conduct the installation. A few temporary landing zones would be utilized and health 
impacts for sensitive receptors may be higher at these sites than other locations. The helicopter 
impacts for the take-off location at the Paso Robles Airport would have been incorporated 
under previous authorizations and operations conducted as part of this facility. 
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Regarding the statement in the EIR pertaining to temporary impacts to residents from helicopter 
operations, this statement was not intended to be an enforceable measure, but rather is a 
disclosure of the potential impacts. The potential disruptions to residents close to helicopter 
operations are discussed in Chapter 2, Project Description, in Volume 1 of the FEIR, and 
enforceable measures are included in APM TR-1 (Air Transit Control). Specifically, the third 
bullet in APM TR-1 (see page 2-119) commits the Applicants, with respect to helicopter use 
during construction, to “coordinate with potentially affected residents or businesses to minimize 
the duration of necessary work and any resulting inconvenience”. These effects are related to 
general nuisance disturbance from the proximity of work activities, rather than an identified 
significant impact from helicopter emissions. For the above reasons, EIR revision and 
recirculation is not warranted. 

Response to Comment R.A-31 

The commenter claims that the Recirculated DEIR fails to adequately analyze the emissions from 
the battery energy storage system (BESS) facilities. For CPUC’s response to comments related to 
BESS emissions, please refer to Master Response 17. 

Response to Comment R.A-32 

The commenter claims that the Recirculated DEIR fails to adequately analyze and mitigate 
potentially significant impacts associated with Valley Fever. For CPUC’s response to comments 
related to Valley Fever, please refer to Master Response 14. Mitigation measures for Valley 
Fever were incorporated into the Air Quality section as part of the Recirculated DEIR, including 
several specific measures proposed by commenters to decrease the impacts to nearby sensitive 
receptors. Mitigation Measure AQ-2 requires implementation of the currently suggested 
measures from the CDPH which includes adoption of site plans and work practices that reduce 
workers’ exposure to minimize primary and secondary exposure to the community through 
direct dispersal of spores or secondary dispersal from contaminated workers or equipment to 
the community. Some recommended measures that were incorporated include: cleaning tools, 
equipment, and vehicles before being transported offsite; providing coveralls, change rooms, 
and showers where possible; identifying a health care provider that is knowledgeable in Valley 
Fever for occupational injuries and illnesses; training staff on the risk of Valley Fever; and 
encouraging workers to report any Valley Fever symptoms promptly. The mitigation measures 
included in the EIR were directed at those sources of Valley Fever spores or exposure pathways 
that would have an impact on off-site sensitive receptors rather than the construction workers 
employed under the Proposed Project. The on-site workers are not within the scope of CEQA, 
but rather are protected under Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) and 
California Division of Occupational Safety and Health (Cal/OSHA) requirements and other state 
regulations related to Valley Fever and worker protections. The measures in Mitigation Measure 
AQ-2 are consistent with current recommendations from the state and county public health 
agencies to mitigate Valley Fever impacts and the scope of environmental impacts, as defined by 
CEQA, of the Proposed Project and its alternatives. 

How the specific suggested measure provided in the commenters bullet point list are 
incorporated or considered in the VFMP required under Mitigation Measure AQ-2 is detailed 
below. 
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1. The commenter suggests to further enhance enclosed air-conditioned cabs with heavy 
equipment that is not only enclosed and temperature controlled, but also includes a high 
efficiency particulate air (HEPA) filtered air. It is unknown at this time the feasibility based 
on readily available commercial equipment of enclosed cabs for heavy equipment 
machinery that incorporates HEPA filtered air. The feasibility will be further evaluated 
during preparation of the VFMP. Furthermore, it is unclear at the additional reductions in 
the exposure pathway to the public (outside of clothing transfer which has other mitigation 
measures to address this exposure pathway) and this more directly applies to the exposure 
pathway to workers and is not in CEQA’s scope but rather agencies such as OSHA and 
Cal/OSHA. Minimizing digging by hand is already in the recommended measures.   

2. The commenter suggests to water continuously the soil while digging or moving earth.  
Application of water, soil stabilizers, and/or revegetation to reduce air borne dust is listed in 
Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2. It is left up to the CAMP and VFMP to determine the 
appropriate water frequency needed to meet the performance standards, thus, applying 
water is included in the mitigation measure while allowing for flexibility to be determined 
later the amount and frequency of watering required to meet the performance standard.   

3. The commenter suggests that landing zones for helicopters and areas where bulldozers, 
graders and skid steer loaders operating require continuous wetting. Applying water is 
included in the mitigation measure while allowing for flexibility to be determined later the 
amount and frequency of watering required to meet the performance standard.   

4. The commenter suggests training workers to reduce the amount of dust inhaled by staying 
upwind when possible. Training is required in the VFMP to train workers on best work 
practices to minimize exposure. 

5. The commenter suggests several items that should be included in the training of workers. 
Training is required in the VFMP, the specific details of this training is not available at this 
time, but will include aspects of how to recognize symptoms of Valley Fever, how to report 
symptoms and seek care, and proper work practices which may or may not include 
respirators. 

6. The commenter suggests the use of respirators with HEPA filters. This measure was not 
explicitly included as a measure to address in the VFMP as it does not have a primary or 
secondary exposure route to the community sensitive receptors and only effects workers 
impacts which is not considered under CEQA and is an OSHA and/or CalOSHA issue. 

7. The commenter suggests implementing a mandatory and comprehensive respirator 
program. This measure was not explicitly included as a measure to address in the VFMP as it 
does not have a primary or secondary exposure route to the community sensitive receptors 
and only effects workers impacts which is not considered under CEQA and is an OSHA 
and/or CalOSHA issue. 

8. The commenter suggests providing coveralls to prevent street clothes from being 
contaminated and taken home. The VFMP requires several options to minimize 
contaminated clothing from leaving the job site, however, it leaves the specific options to be 
considered and evaluated in the VFMP.  
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9. The commenter suggests requiring a change of clothing and shoes at the worksite to 
prevent workers from taking contaminated clothes home. The VFMP requires several 
options to minimize contaminated clothing from leaving the job site, however, it leaves the 
specific options to be considered and evaluated in the VFMP.  

10. The commenter suggests providing workers with lockers or other storage areas to keep 
street clothes and work clothes separate. The VFMP requires several options to minimize 
contaminated clothing from leaving the job site, however, it leaves the specific options to be 
considered and evaluated in the VFMP.  

11. The commenter suggests encouraging workers to shower and wash their hair at the 
workplace. The VFMP requires several options to minimize contaminated workers from 
leaving the job site, however, it leaves the specific options to be considered and evaluated 
in the VFMP.  

12. The commenter suggests washing equipment before moving it off-site. This is included in 
Mitigation Measure AQ-2 to be included in the VFMP. 

13. The commenter suggests coordinating with local medical clinics that have a protocol for 
evaluating and treatment of Valley Fever. This is included in Mitigation Measure AQ-2 to be 
included in the VFMP. 

14. The commenter suggests washing tools, equipment, and vehicles before moving them off-
site. This is included in Mitigation Measure AQ-2 to be included in the VFMP. 

15. The commenter suggests tracking and reporting all suspected Valley Fever illnesses that 
occur at the work site. Mitigation Measure AQ-2 requires the VFMP to identify health care 
providers who are knowledgeable in diagnosing and treating Valley Fever which helps 
ensure proper diagnosis and treatment and tracking. It also requires that workers are 
encouraged to report Valley Fever symptoms promptly to a supervisor. The commenter is 
only requesting tracking and reporting that occur at the work site rather than the 
community since this only affects workers impacts which is not considered under CEQA and 
is an OSHA and/or CalOSHA issue. 

Response to Comment R.A-33 

This comment claims that the Proposed Project’s potential impacts related to electric and 
magnetic fields (EMF) remain significant and unmitigated. No new information regarding EMF 
was added to the EIR as part of the recirculation; thus, the comment restates the commenter’s 
previous objections to the information in the EIR related to EMF submitted during the DEIR 
review period. The comment claims that, contrary to indications in the EIR, there is “substantial 
agreement in the scientific community that electromagnetic fields cause health impacts,” and 
references various studies that the commenter’s consultant has identified. The comment lists a 
number of short- and long-term health impacts allegedly caused by EMF associated with 
transmission lines, which are the same concerns listed in the commenter’s original Comment D-
283; please refer to that response. For CPUC’s response to comments related to EMF, please 
refer to Master Response 2. 
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Response to Comment R.A-34 

This comment argues that the EIR should have considered an alternative that undergrounds the 
entire 70 kV power line. The comment claims that undergrounding the entire 70 kV power line is 
feasible and would substantially lessen the Proposed Project’s allegedly significant impacts on 
biological resources and fire risk. These are the same contentions that were raised by the 
commenter in their comments on the original DEIR in Comments D-31 to D-40. Please refer to 
CPUC’s responses to these comments. 

Response to Comment R.A-35 

The commenter asserts the Recirculated DEIR failed to adequately analyze and mitigate the 
Proposed Project’s alleged operational GHG impacts, in particular those associated with 
operation of BESSs. For CPUC’s response to these comments, please refer to Master Responses 
16 (GHG Emissions) and 17 (BESS Emissions). 

Response to Comment R.A-36 

The commenter claims that the Recirculated DEIR fails to mention potentially significant indirect 
GHG emissions, specifically sulfur hexafluoride (SF6) emissions from gas insulated switch (GIS) 
leaks and from the generated electricity in the grid. 

The EIR did estimate SF6 emissions from GIS leaks, as shown in Table 4.8-1. Under APM GHG-1, 
PG&E and HWT would incorporate Estrella Substation into their respective system-wide SF6 
emission reduction programs and would require that the breakers at Estrella Substation have a 
manufacturer’s guaranteed maximum leakage rate of 0.5 percent per year or less for SF6. No 
reduction in emissions was included for this guarantee as current regulation allows up to 
1 percent leak rate and it is not known how the vendor guarantee would perform in the field. 
Existing state regulations require the tracking and reporting of SF6 leaks. As stated on page 4.8-7 
in Volume 1 of the FEIR, transmission and distribution losses as well as equipment energy use to 
operate the substation and transmission lines are a small percentage of PG&E’s total electricity-
based operation GHG emissions. The Proposed Project represents a small change to the total 
amount of substations and transmission lines for PG&E. These operational indirect emissions are 
not quantified as they are not released locally, but rather represent an overall loss of efficiency 
and are taken into account in the average carbon intensity of delivered electricity. The Proposed 
Project would not generate electricity, but rather would transmit electricity that could be 
produced either via GHG-emitting or non-GHG-emitting sources. 

Response to Comment R.A-37 

This comment claims that the Recirculated DEIR fails to adequately analyze and mitigate impacts 
to biological resources, noting that the commenter’s prior comments on the original DEIR 
related to biological resources still stand. The comment lists some of the changes to the Project 
Description included as part of the recirculation. This information is noted, but as it does not 
raise specific environmental issues regarding the accuracy of the EIR, no further response is 
required. The commenter’s prior comments related to biological resources, including the 
attachment of Mr. Cashen’s comments, have been responded to in this FEIR. Please refer to 
Responses to Comments D-72 to D-86, and D-298 to D-348. 
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Response to Comment R.A-38 

This comment alleges that the Proposed Project changes included as part of the Recirculated 
DEIR were not adequately analyzed for their impacts to biological resources. The comment 
discusses the risk of bird strikes and mortality, but does not connect this to any aspect of the 
Proposed Project that changed as part of the recirculation. Rather, the comment cites to the 
Biological Resources section of the EIR, which was not included as part of the recirculation. The 
comment claims that the Proposed Project would exacerbate the cumulatively significant risk to 
avian species. For CPUC’s response to these comments, please refer to Response to Comment 
D-132. 

Response to Comment R.A-39 

This comment claims that the Proposed Project changes included as part of the Recirculated 
DEIR would require additional trenching, which the commenter argues will exacerbate the 
threats to California red-legged frog (CRLF) and Western spadefoot toads. The commenter does 
not indicate what aspect of the Proposed Project changes would require additional trenching. 
The comment also reiterates comments submitted on the original DEIR that mitigation related 
to risks of entrapment in trenches should not be limited to providing escape ramps and that 
inspecting trenches at the beginning of the workday would not be effective for Western 
spadefoot toads. For CPUC’s response to these issues, please refer to Response to Comment 
D-85. 

Response to Comment R.A-40 

This comment asserts that the Proposed Project changes included as part of the Recirculated 
DEIR would require additional removal of vegetation; however, the comment does not indicate 
what this assertion is based on. The comment also states that the Recirculated DEIR does not 
clarify how much additional vegetation will be required to be removed as a result of the 
Proposed Project changes, in particular the removal/impacts to oak trees. As noted above, the 
comment does not provide explanation or citations in support of its assertions to provide a 
more specific response to these allegations. As described in the Recirculated DEIR, some aspects 
of the Proposed Project changes would expand the area of disturbance for certain components 
(e.g., increasing the length of paved substation access roads); however, the Proposed Project 
changes would also result in a reduction in the temporary disturbance area associated with the 
substation from 6.2 acres to 0.2 acres (see Recirculated DEIR, page 1-12). 

As shown in Figure 1-1 in the Recirculated DEIR, there appears to be one oak tree within the 
expanded Estrella Substation parcel (far northeastern corner of the parcel); however, the 
remainder of the parcel is under active vineyard cultivation. The Recirculated DEIR states that 
HWT has no plans to develop this portion of the parcel at this time, but the EIR analysis assumes 
that it could be impacted. As explained in the Recirculated DEIR, the CPUC followed CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088.5 in recirculating portions of the EIR (see Section 1.2 beginning on 
page 1-6). Specifically, it was determined that the additional 5 acres of Unique Farmland that 
could potentially be converted to nonagricultural uses as a result of HWT’s acquisition of the 
larger substation parcel constituted a substantial worsening of the significant impact identified 
for Important Farmland in the EIR. Impacts to oak trees were not identified as a significant 
impact, as these impacts could be reduced to less than significant levels with implementation of 
Mitigation Measure BIO-4; thus, the potential loss of an additional oak tree within the expanded 
substation parcel would not constitute a new or substantially worsened significant impact for 
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which recirculation would be required. Therefore, the Biological Resources section of the EIR 
was not revised and recirculated as part of the Recirculated DEIR. 

Response to Comment R.A-41 

The comment cites a portion of the Recirculated DEIR related to mowing vegetation. The quoted 
text is from the revised Project Description in relation to preparation of temporary work areas 
for installation of crossing structures. However, this text was not revised as part of the 
Recirculated DEIR and was present in the original DEIR. Therefore, this passage was not 
“clarified” in response to the commenter’s request, as indicated in the comment. The 
commenter does not provide a definition of “fuel reduction program,” but mowing of temporary 
work areas is not considered part of a fuel reduction effort for this project. The comment does 
not provide substantial evidence that the Recirculated DEIR provided insufficient or incorrect 
information regarding analysis of fuel reduction efforts. 

Response to Comment R.A-42 

The comment generally states that the Recirculated DEIR does not address the comments raised 
by the commenter on the original DEIR with respect to biological resources impacts. The 
comment references Mr. Cashen’s comments and notes that those original comments are 
attached for reference to the Recirculated DEIR comment letter. All of the commenter’s 
comments on the original DEIR are responded to in this FEIR. For those relating to biological 
resources, please refer to Responses to Comments D-72 to D-86, and D-298 to D-348. 

Response to Comment R.A-43 

The comment generally alleges that the Recirculated DEIR is inadequate and requires revision 
and recirculation to include an adequate description of the Project, baseline, feasible mitigation 
and alternatives, and adequate analysis of significant impacts related to air quality, health risk, 
biological resources, GHG, and agricultural resources. The commenter’s specific objections to 
the Recirculated DEIR, as described in the body of their letter, are each specifically responded to 
above. See Responses to Comments R.A-1 to R.A-42 for a comprehensive discussion about the 
EIR’s adequacy under EIR, explaining why EIR revision and recirculation is not warranted. 

Response to Comment R.A-44 

This comment begins Exhibit A to the comment letter, which is the detailed comments of Phyllis 
Fox. The comment describes the recirculation process. The comment is noted. It does not raise 
issues regarding the adequacy of the EIR, and no further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment R.A-45 

The commenter lists a number of alleged omissions and unidentified significant impacts based 
on the commenter’s review of the Recirculated DEIR, including: 

• Construction air quality impacts are significant and inadequately mitigated. 

• Construction health risks are avoidable if mitigated requiring use of Tier 4 final engines 
and diesel particulate traps. 
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• Health impacts of helicopter emissions were not evaluated and are potentially 
significant. 

• The Recirculated DEIR fails to disclose and mitigate significant PM10 and PM2.5 fugitive 
dust emission and potential Valley Fever impacts from helicopter landing and takeoffs. 

• The Recirculated DEIR failed to revise the project construction emissions relative to the 
project evaluated in the Recirculated DEIR. 

• Mitigation is inadequate and unenforceable for construction, Valley Fever, and EMF. 

• Operation of the BESS in Alternative BS-2 may increase GHG and criteria pollutant 
emissions. 

For CPUC’s response to these comments, please refer to Master Responses 2 (Electric Magnetic 
Fields), 11 (Construction Emissions), 13 (Air Quality Mitigation Measures), 12 (Fugitive Dust), 
14 (Valley Fever), 15 (Health Risk Assessment), and 17 (BESS Emissions). Additionally, see 
Responses to Comments R.A-25 and R.A-30. 

Response to Comment R.A-46 

The commenter claims that Mitigation Measure AQ-1 is not valid mitigation because it is not 
enforceable. For CPUC’s response to comments related to the EIR’s air quality mitigation 
measures, please see Master Response 13. As described in this master response, the CPUC 
made revisions to Mitigation Measure AQ-1 as part of the Recirculated DEIR to also clarify 
minimum performance standards and to describe the types of mitigation that can feasibly 
achieve the performance standards which satisfies the requirements of CEQA Guidelines 
15126.4(a)(1)(B). As such, Mitigation Measure AQ-1 is enforceable and adequate under CEQA. 

Response to Comment R.A-47 

The commenter states that the construction activity management plan (CAMP) required under 
Mitigation Measure AQ-1 is not in the record and asserts that some measures are not 
enforceable and are not valid mitigation. The commenter also claims that the CAMP fails to 
address helicopter emissions of NOx, PM10, and PM2.5. Finally, the commenter claims that 
Mitigation Measure AQ-1 fails to explain how compliance will be demonstrated with the CAMP. 

For CPUC’s detailed response to comments related to the EIR’s air quality mitigation measures, 
please see Master Response 13. The CPUC made revisions to Mitigation Measure AQ-1 as part of 
the Recirculated DEIR to also clarify minimum performance standards that are to be achieved 
and describes types of mitigation that can feasibly achieve the performance standards which 
satisfies the requirements of CEQA Guidelines 15126.4(a)(1)(B). The CAMP will be prepared and 
reviewed prior to the start of construction and will include the items outlined in Mitigation 
Measure AQ-1 to ensure the established performance standards are met. The commenter does 
not specify which measures in Mitigation Measure AQ-1 they believe are not enforceable. 
Helicopter fugitive emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 will be controlled by the fugitive dust 
emissions mitigation measures specified in Mitigation Measures AQ-1. Due to limited availability 
of helicopters capable of performing the work required, there are no feasible measures to 
reduce the NOx, PM10 and PM2.5 emissions associated with engine exhaust which are a 
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characteristic of the engine and its operation parameters. Ensuring compliance with the CAMP 
described in Mitigation Measure AQ-1 is the responsibility of the CPUC as the lead agency. 
CPUC’s compliance and enforcement approach is detailed in the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Plan (MMRP) (see Appendix F in Volume 2 of the FEIR). 

Response to Comment R.A-48 

The commenter claims that the requirement for Tier 4 final engine condition in Mitigation 
Measure AQ-1 is not enforceable. For CPUC’s response to this issue, please see Master 
Responses 11 (Construction Emissions) and 13 (Air Quality Mitigation Measures). The CPUC in its 
role as lead agency has the responsibility to ensure that the requirements of Mitigation Measure 
AQ-1 are met. The MMRP (Appendix F in Volume 2 of the FEIR) describes how the CPUC will 
ensure that these measures are enforced by such means as audits of construction equipment. 

The CPUC has a CEQA Citation Program, which was created by Resolution E-4550 and adopted 
on May 9, 2013. This program authorizes Commission Staff to fine public utilities for non-
compliance with Permits to Construct (PTC) and Certificates of Public Convenience and 
Necessity (CPCN) issued for natural gas storage facilities, electric generating plants, electric 
transmission/power/distribution line facilities, and substations. Energy Division refers cases to 
Utilities Enforcement Branch when it finds a CEQA violation and recommends enforcement 
action. (CPUC 2022b). 

Furthermore, a detailed Mitigation Monitoring, Compliance, and Reporting Program (MMCRP) 
would be developed, would be the mechanism for CPUC implementation of the MMRP, and 
would incorporate the MMRP summary table. The MMCRP would be the basis for the CPUC’s 
environmental monitoring and reporting activities throughout project construction and would 
detail how and when the mitigation measures would be implemented. The MMCRP would also 
identify duties and responsibilities of the various parties, communication protocols to follow, 
and record management requirements. The MMCRP would be adopted after consideration of 
the Final EIR instituted prior to any notices to proceed being issued or the initiation of any 
construction.  

Response to Comment R.A-49 

The commenter claims that the Dust Control Management Plan, required under Mitigation 
Measure AQ-1, is not in the record. For CPUC’s response to this comment, please see Master 
Responses 12 (Fugitive Dust) and 13 (Air Quality Mitigation Measures). The CPUC made revisions 
to Mitigation Measure AQ-1 as part of the Recirculated DEIR to clarify minimum performance 
standards that are to be achieved and describes types of mitigation that can feasibly achieve the 
performance standards which satisfies the requirements of CEQA Guidelines 15126.4(a)(1)(B). 
The CAMP, which will include a Dust Control Management Plan, will be prepared and reviewed 
prior to the start of construction and will include the items outlined in Mitigation Measure AQ-1 
to ensure the established performance standards are met. 

Response to Comment R.A-50 

The commenter claims that the Dust Control Management Plan does not address helicopter 
fugitive dust emissions. For CPUC’s detailed response to this comment, please see Master 
Responses 12 (Fugitive Dust) and 13 (Air Quality Mitigation Measures). Helicopter fugitive 
emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 will be controlled by the fugitive dust emissions mitigation 
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measures specified in Mitigation Measures AQ-1. The helicopter landings taking place at the 
Paso Robles airport will adhere to fugitive dust mitigation measures applicable to the airport 
plans. Due to limited availability of helicopters capable of performing the work required, there 
are no feasible measures to reduce the NOx, PM10 and PM2.5 emissions associated with engine 
exhaust, which are a characteristic of the engine and its operation parameters. 

Response to Comment R.A-51 

The commenter claims that wind speed conditions are not enforceable and suggests that 
Condition AQ-1 be modified to require real-time monitoring of PM2.5 and PM10 at all active 
construction sites. Mitigation Measure AQ-1 requires that all earthmoving activities cease when 
sustained wind speeds exceed 25 mph or if two wind gusts exceed 25 mph in a 30-minute 
period. This is a defined performance standard. The CAMP will describe how compliance with 
this requirement will be ensured, likely with the use of an anemometer and/or windsock or 
monitoring weather reports for wind speeds and gusting. Further, there is a performance 
standard for fugitive dust not to exceed 20 percent opacity for greater than 3 minutes in any 60-
minute period while construction activity is occurring.  

The property line is meant to be the edge of the work area established for the current project 
activities. This has been clarified in a footnote to Mitigation Measure AQ-1 in Section 4.3, “Air 
Quality,” page 4.3-23, in Volume 1 of the FEIR. The footnote to Mitigation Measure AQ-1 
clarifying the meaning of “property line” in the context of the measure has also been carried 
over to Appendix F, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, in Volume 2 of the FEIR. The 
additional text is also provided in Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR, in this Volume 3 document. 

Response to Comment R.A-52 

The commenter claims that helicopter emissions are not addressed in Mitigation Measure AQ-1. 
For CPUC’s detailed response to this comment, please refer to Master Responses 11 
(Construction Emissions), 13 (Air Quality Mitigation Measures), and 12 (Fugitive Dust). 
Additionally, see Response to Comment R.A-50. 

Response to Comment R.A-53 

The commenter claims that construction emissions are underestimated. Please refer to Master 
Response 11 (Construction Emissions). Additionally, see Response to Comment R.A-30. 

Response to Comment R.A-54 

The commenter asserts that construction health risks are significant and must be mitigated. The 
commenter claims that the Recirculated DEIR failed to evaluate and acknowledge the health 
impacts of helicopter exhaust emissions. 

For CPUC’s detailed response to these issues, please refer to Master Responses 11 (Construction 
Emissions), 13 (Air Quality Mitigation Measure), and 15 (Health Risk Assessment). Also, see 
Responses to Comments R.A-28 and R.A-30. Tier 4 engines cannot be further mitigated by the 
use of DPFs, as alleged by the commenter, as they already have DPFs incorporated into them 
from the manufacturer to achieve the Tier 4 engine rating. Mitigation Measure AQ-1 requires 
the use of Tier 4 engines unless these engines are not feasibly available for use. If any non-Tier 4 
engines are used, and if they can be equipped with particulate filters, such filters would be 
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required, as specified in Mitigation Measure AQ-1, under Item 2, as the filters would be 
considered BACT. 

The HRA presented by this same commenter on the DEIR, which was referenced in the 
Recirculated DEIR, did not provided sufficient details for the CPUC to evaluate the HRA’s fidelity 
to the project description, nor whether the modelling methodology was sound. With the 
comment letter on the Recirculated DEIR the commenter provided the detailed modeling files 
which allowed review of certain parameters not previously disclosed. For example, the width of 
the line sources of 30 meters and the release height of 5 meters was identified. There would 
have been no Public Records Act request to send as there was no public agency that had the 
records of the commenter’s modeling files. These files should have been provided with their 
comment letter like all other relevant references were provided. The commenter is incorrect in 
stating that actual emissions and the sources spatial representation were provided. Tables 2-1 
and 2-2 of Exhibit 20, as cited by the commenter, do not give the emission rate over which these 
emissions were assumed to be generated. Based on the review of the now provided files, it 
appears that the HRA used a constant rate of emissions for a full 2-year period and did not take 
into account any specific changes in the construction schedule at the three different source 
locations they chose to model. Figure 2-1 does not exist in Exhibit 20. Section 3 only provides 
generalized statements of what is contained in an air dispersion model and only provides a 
zoomed-out Figure 3-1, which does not provide sufficient detail to distinguish the detailed 
source parameters and exposure assumptions used in the model, such as to be reproducible by 
someone skilled in air dispersion modeling and health risk assessments. 

The comment is misleading in stating that the analysis found significant cancer risks along the 
reconductoring segment. Scenario 1, which the CPUC determined was most representative of 
the mitigated emissions, does not show excess cancer risks above 10 in a million along the 
reconductoring line, as shown in Figure 4-1 of Exhibit 20 to the commenter’s DEIR comment 
letter. Scenario 2, which was modeled assuming significantly worse construction emissions, does 
show cancer risks above the threshold near all three sources including the substation, new 70 kV 
line, and reconductoring segment, as shown in Figure 4-2. As outlined in CPUC’s Master 
Response 15 (Health Risk Assessments), the acute health index and toxicity factors used by the 
commenter are not standard values and methodologies used by California agencies conducting 
HRAs, including the guidance from the OEHHA, the main authoritative body in California. Thus, it 
is difficult to determine a quantitative value for acute health impacts at any of the sources based 
upon the analysis provided by the commenter. Mitigation measures to reduce acute health 
impacts would be similar to those described to reduce cancer risks and includes using the least 
emitting construction equipment as possible, as required by Mitigation Measure AQ-1. 

Response to Comment R.A-55 

The commenter claims that helicopter emissions are not addressed in the health impacts 
analysis. For CPUC’s detailed response to these comments, please refer to Master Responses 11 
(Construction Emissions), 13 (Air Quality Mitigation Measures), and 15 (Health Risk Assessment). 
Additionally, please see Response to Comment R.A-30. 

Response to Comment R.A-56 

The commenter states that construction health impacts from criteria pollutants were not 
evaluated. Please refer to Master Responses 11 (Construction Emissions) and 15 (Health Risk 
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Assessment). Additionally, see Response to Comment D-94 regarding NO2 modeling. The EIR has 
disclosed the likely, anticipated health consequences, connected such health impacts to the 
Project’s impacts from criteria pollutants, and explained why it was not feasible to provide a 
more comprehensive analysis because it would be speculative. 

Response to Comment R.A-57 

The commenter claims that recharging BESSs can increase criteria pollutant and GHG emissions. 
For CPUC’s response to this comment, please refer to Master Responses 17 (BESS Emissions) 
and 16 (GHG Emissions). The commenter suggests that conditions be imposed regarding the 
operation of the BESSs in order to reduce the indirect criteria pollutants and GHG emissions 
associated with the operation. As discussed, there are several scenarios that could occur in 
operating the BESSs. It is speculative at this time to figure out the specific operating conditions 
and scenarios under which BESSs will be charged and discharged. Any situation for BESSs in front 
of the meter will be under PG&E’s operating control and the GHG emissions and BESSs efficiency 
will be incorporated into existing GHG emissions reporting and cap-and-trade allowance 
offsetting programs. Any electricity source that generates criteria air pollutants operates under 
its air permit conditions which limit and control these emissions according to the air permit. The 
use of BESSs would not create any new criteria pollutants that are not already authorized to be 
emitted unless there are new air permits submitted for new electricity generating sources which 
would undergo their own CEQA analysis. For BESSs used after the meter, there is less control 
over charging and discharging operations. It is speculative to figure out the specific operating 
conditions and scenarios that may be used. While there is the chance that there may be some 
small quantity of GHG emissions increase due to a loss of efficiency associated with the BESSs, 
the specific amount cannot be determined at this time due to insufficient site specific and 
operational details. Furthermore, any local electricity generating systems that could be used to 
charge these BESSs would require air permits if they emit criteria air pollutants such as a with a 
generator or boiler and the CEQA analysis would be completed at the time of project permitting.   

Response to Comment R.A-58 

The commenter claims that the Valley Fever mitigation (Mitigation Measure AQ-2), included as 
part of the Recirculated DEIR, is inadequate. For CPUC’s response to these issues, please refer to 
Master Responses 14 (Valley Fever), 12 (Fugitive Emissions), and 13 (Air Quality Mitigation 
Measures). Additionally, please see Response to Comment R.A-32. 

Response to Comment R.A-59 

The commenter claims that the requirements with respect to the Valley Fever Management Plan 
(VFMP), included in Mitigation Measure AQ-2, are incomplete. For CPUC’s response to these 
issues, please refer to Master Responses 14 (Valley Fever), 12 (Fugitive Emissions), and 13 (Air 
Quality Mitigation Measures). Additionally, please see Response to Comment R.A-32. The 
commenter’s previously suggested Valley Fever mitigation measures are also addressed in 
Responses to Comments D-110 and D-111, and D-192 to D-196. The CPUC as the lead agency is 
responsible for ensuring that mitigation measures are enforced. Details of how the CPUC will 
monitor the implementation of mitigation measures is described in the MMRP (Appendix F in 
Volume 2 of the FEIR). 
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Response to Comment R.A-60 

The commenter asserts that the VFMP, pursuant to Mitigation Measure AQ-2, is not 
enforceable. Please refer to Master Responses 14 (Valley Fever), 12 (Fugitive Emissions), and 13 
(Air Quality Mitigation Measures). Additionally, please see Response to Comment R.A-32. The 
CPUC as the lead agency is responsible for ensuring that mitigation measures are enforced. 
Details of how the CPUC will monitor the implementation of mitigation measures is described in 
the MMRP (Appendix F in Volume 2 of the FEIR). 

Response to Comment R.A-61 

The commenter claims that wind monitoring to satisfy the requirements of Mitigation Measure 
AQ-2 for suspension of work during heavy wind is not defined. Mitigation Measure AQ-1, which 
would also be required to be implemented during Proposed Project construction, requires that 
all earthmoving activities cease when sustained wind speeds exceed 25 mph or if two wind gusts 
exceed 25 mph in a 30-minute period. This is a defined performance standard. The CAMP will 
describe how compliance with this requirement will be ensured, likely with the use of an 
anemometer and/or windsock or monitoring weather reports for wind speeds and gusting.  
Further, there is a performance standard for fugitive dust not to exceed 20 percent opacity for 
greater than 3 minutes in any 60-minute period while construction activity is occurring. The 
property line is meant to be the edge of the work area established for the current project 
activities. The CPUC in evaluating the VFMP under Mitigation Measure AQ-2, will ensure that an 
appropriate heavy wind speed is defined and monitored, as recommended by the state and local 
public health departments for an appropriate wind speed for Valley Fever. 

Response to Comment R.A-62 

The commenter states that Valley Fever spore monitoring in soils should be required. Please 
refer to Master Responses 14 (Valley Fever) and 13 (Air Quality Mitigation Measures). The EIR 
assumes that Valley Fever spores may be present in the soil and implements the measures 
recommended by the state and county health departments for minimizing the exposure of the 
public to Valley Fever spores during Proposed Project construction. Methods and 
instrumentation to reliably detect Valley Fever spores in real time are not commercially 
available, technically feasible or cost-effective. The references cited by the commenter are from 
university labs conducting a research study and are not standardized methods nor readily 
available to projects outside of these specific research studies. Real-time monitoring is not 
something routinely suggested or implemented for construction projects and there are no 
unique aspects of this project that would deem it necessary over other types of projects that 
don’t have these requirements. Conclusively determining that Coccidiodomycosis spores are 
present would not alter any of the mitigation measures required and no additional mitigation 
measures would be feasible to implement. 

Response to Comment R.A-63 

This comment claims that the impacts to human health from EMF associated with the Proposed 
Project’s 70 kV power line are significant and unmitigated in the EIR. The comment cites various 
studies and reports regarding alleged EMF health impacts, and presents a list of alleged short-
term and long-term health impacts (the same impacts listed earlier in the comment letter in 
R.A-33, and in the commenter’s original DEIR comments in Comment D-282). The comment 
argues that the Recirculated DEIR did not address the potential EMF impacts or the 
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commenter’s prior comments, and also cites information from Winston & Strawn’s (i.e., HWT’s) 
original DEIR comment letter (Letter H in this FEIR) indicating that reduction of EMF exposure 
levels is feasible. For CPUC’s detailed response to comments regarding EMF, please refer to 
Master Response 2. 

Response to Comment R.A-64 

This comment begins Exhibit B to the comment letter, which is the detailed comments of 
Gregory House. The comment states that the Recirculated DEIR does not address the comments 
that Mr. House submitted on the original DEIR (see Comments D-365 to D-376). The restates the 
points raised in Comment D-365, including that the proposed 1:1 mitigation ratio for land 
permanently converted to non-agricultural uses in Mitigation Measure AG-1 is insufficient. The 
comment provides examples of where alternative ratios and/or funds were used. Please refer to 
Responses to Comments D-60 and D-365. 

Response to Comment R.A-65 

This comment requests that Mitigation Measure AG-1 define commensurate agricultural land. 
The comment provides several suggestions for how “commensurate” should be defined 
(e.g., soil quality, equivalent supply of water for irrigation, etc.). These are the same comments 
that were raised in Comments D-60 and D-366. Please refer to the CPUC’s Responses to 
Comments D-60 and D-366. As described in Response to Comment D-60, revisions have been 
made to Mitigation Measure AG-1 to define commensurate agricultural land. 

Additionally, note that revisions have separately been made to Mitigation Measure AG-1 based 
on comments from the Applicants (see Comment H-16) such as to allow flexibility to contribute 
funds to another public agency or non-profit organization (apart from the California Farmland 
Conservancy Fund) that is able to achieve the long-term preservation of agricultural land in the 
County or purchase the conservation easement directly from a landowner in San Luis Obispo 
County. Refer to Response to Comment H-16; Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR, and/or Volume 1 
of the FEIR for the additional revisions to Mitigation Measure AG-1. 

Response to Comment R.A-66 

This comment states that the mitigation fees discussed in Mitigation Measure AG-1 should go to 
a local agricultural trust or San Luis Obispo County as opposed to the California Farmland 
Conservancy Program. This is the same comment that was originally raised by the commenter in 
Comment D-367. Please refer to the CPUC’s response to Comment D-367. Additionally, note 
above that the CPUC has revised the text of Mitigation Measure AG-1 (as shown in Response to 
Comment H-16) to allow the Applicants to purchase the conservation easement directly from a 
landowner in San Luis Obispo County or contribute funds to another public agency or non-profit 
organization that is able to achieve the long-term preservation of agricultural land in the County. 

Response to Comment R.A-67 

This comment claims, in reference to Mitigation Measure AG-1, that “in-lieu” fees can be 
misused or misapplied. The comment suggests that the ”DEIR directly identify and purchase the 
conservation easement with the oversight and approval of an appropriate jurisdiction,” and also 
that a definite time frame be identified within which the in-lieu fees would be used to purchase 
the intended conservation easement. This is the same comment that was raised by the 
commenter on the original DEIR in Comment D-368. Please refer to Response to Comment 
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D-368. Note that the text of Mitigation Measure AG-1, which can be found in Section 4.2, 
“Agriculture and Forestry Resources,” in Volume 1 of the FEIR, has been revised to allow the 
Applicants to purchase the conservation easement directly from a landowner in San Luis Obispo 
County. 

Response to Comment R.A-68 

This comment summarizes that Proposed Project activities related to, or that would require, 
restoration of agricultural land temporarily impacted by construction activities pursuant to 
Mitigation Measure AG-2. The comment states that none of the commenter’s prior comments 
were reflected in the Recirculated DEIR. The comment goes on to restate the commenter’s prior 
contention that Mitigation Measure AG-2 lacks specificity as to how the restoration measures 
will be accomplished. For CPUC’s response to this issue, please refer to Response to Comment 
D-369. 

Response to Comment R.A-69 

This comment restates the commenter’s prior claim that Farmland temporarily impacted by the 
Proposed Project will not be fully restored to pre-construction conditions (as required under 
Mitigation Measure AG-2), due to the alleged infeasibility of removing 100% of the imported 
rock. Therefore, the commenter believes these temporary impacts will be permanent impacts. 
This is the same comment that was raised by the commenter on the original DEIR in Comment 
D-370. The issue was also raised in Comment D-63. Please refer to the CPUC’s Responses to 
Comments D-63 and D-370. 

Response to Comment R.A-70 

This comment restates the commenter’s prior contention that topsoil will be scraped away with 
the imported rock as part of restoration activities under Mitigation Measure AG-2. The 
comment provides a recommendation on how the top soil should be replaced. This is the same 
comment that was raised by the commenter on the original DEIR in Comment D-371. The issue 
was also raised in Comment D-64. Please refer to the CPUC’s Responses to Comments D-64 and 
D-317. 

Response to Comment R.A-71 

This comment restates a prior comment that suggests ways that de-compacting soil (as required 
under Mitigation Measure AG-2) can be successful. This is the same comment that was raised by 
the commenter on the original DEIR in Comment D-372. Please refer to the CPUC’s Response to 
Comment D-372 for CPUC’s detailed response. 

Response to Comment R.A-72 

This comment restates a prior comment that requested that cover cropping be added to the list 
of actions in Mitigation Measure AG-2. This is the same comment that was raised by the 
commenter on the original DEIR in Comment D-373. Please refer to the CPUC’s Response to 
Comment D-373 for CPUC’s detailed response to this issue. 

Response to Comment R.A-73 

This comment asserts that the degree of soil disturbance associated with the different Proposed 
Project activities is not disclosed in the EIR, and may be unknown at this time. The commenter 
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claims that the depth of disturbance or severe compaction could make it impracticable to fully 
restore the disturbed areas to pre-project conditions. This is the same comment that was raised 
by the commenter on the original DEIR in Comment D-374. Please refer to the CPUC’s Response 
to Comment D-374. 

Response to Comment R.A-74 

This comment claims that there is no discussion in the EIR regarding use of hazardous materials 
on the temporary construction sites. The comment suggests that prevention and containment 
measures be included, as well as contingency plans for hazardous waste cleanup. This is the 
same comment that was raised by the commenter on the original DEIR in Comment D-375. The 
issue was also raised in Comment D-69. Please refer to the CPUC’s Responses to Comments D-69 
and D-375. 

Response to Comment R.A-75 

This comment asserts that the Proposed Project’s temporary construction sites are located on 
undulating land that is prone to soil erosion. The comment claims that the mitigation plan must 
restore the temporary construction sites to their original slopes and contours for proper surface 
water drainage. This is the same comment that was raised by the commenter on the original 
DEIR in Comment D-376. The issue was also raised in Comment D-68. Please refer to the CPUC’s 
Responses to Comments D-68 and D-376. 

Response to Comment R.A-76 

This comment is a duplicate of the entire comment letter that was submitted by Mr. Scott 
Cashen on the original DEIR (included as Exhibit B to CURE’s comments on the original DEIR; see 
Letter D in this FEIR). Please refer to Responses to Comments D-298 to D-347. 

Response to Comment R.A-77 

This comment is a duplicate of the comments submitted by David Marcus on the original DEIR 
(included as Exhibit C to CURE’s comments on the original DEIR; see Letter D in this FEIR). Please 
refer to Responses to Comments D-349 to D-364. 
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