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101 California Street 
San Francisco, CA 94111 

T +1415 5911000 
F +1415 5911400 

Re: Comments of Horizon West Transmission, LLC on the Recirculated Po1tions of the 
Draft Environmental Impact Report for the EstreUa Substation and Paso Robles 
Area Reinforcement Prnject, November 2021 (California State Clearinghouse 
No. 2018072071) 

Dear Mr. Pratt and Mr. Engels: 

This letter and the enclosed documents provide the comments of Horizon West 
Transmission, LLC ("Horizon West") on the Recirculated Portions of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report ("Recirculated DEIR") for the Estrella Substation and Paso Robles Area 
Reinforcement Project ("Estrella Project" or "Proposed Project") proposed by Horizon West and 
Pacifi c Gas and Electric Company ("PG&E"). 1 Horizon West appreciates the time and effort of 
Commission staff and its consultants in preparing the Recirculated DEIR. These comments focus 
on the Recirculated DEIR- namel y Chapter 2 (Project Description), Section 4.2 (Agricultural 
Resources and Forestry Resources), and Section 4.3 (Air Quali ty) (collectively, the "Recirculated 
Sections"), and, for ease of review, include all of Horizon West's comments on the Recirculated 
Sections. Horizon West requests that the CPUC consider Horizon West's comments on the 
Recirculated Sections as presented herein, and also consider the Horizon West DEIR Comments 
addressing portions of the DEIR other than the Recirculated Sections, and incorporate all such 
comments into the final environmental impact report for the Estrella Project ("FEIR"). Horizon 
West's comments are intended to ensure that the FEIR wi ll be accurate, complete, and consistent 
with the California Environmental Quali ty Act ("CEQA''). 

I. OVERVIEW 

Section II below provides a brief overview of the Proposed Project. Section III below 
provides Horizon West ' s comments on the Recirculated DEIR. As explained in Section III below, 
Horizon West requests that the following modifications be incorporated into the FEIR: 

A. In Section 4.2.4 (Agriculture and Forestry Resources- Impact Analysis), revise 
Mitigation Measure AG-I to (i) allow Horizon West and PG&E to utilize other 
comparable mitigation measures that would achieve conservation easements for 

Horizon West submitted comments on the December 8, 2020 Draft Environmental Impact 
Report ("DEIR") on February 22, 2021 , and submitted an updated version of its comments on 
May 26, 2021 in response to data request 6 from staff of the California Public Utilities Commission 
("Commission" or "CPUC") (as updated, the "Horizon West DEIR Comments"). 
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Attachments 

Comment R.B-30: Attachment 1. Construction Emissions Table 

Comment R.B-31: Attachment 2. Health Risk Assessment 

Note to Readers: 

The materials provided as attachments have been omitted from this section because they are 
voluminous and do not contain specific comments on the Recirculated DEIR. Each attachment is 
responded to in this section, in correspondence to the alpha-numeric code assigned to each bracketed 
item, but the full attachments are provided in Section 3.4.  
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Response to Comment R.B-1 

The comment provides an introduction and overall summary of the commenter’s letter. The 
comment is noted. For the CPUC’s responses to the commenter’s comments on the original DEIR 
and/or sections of the DEIR that were not recirculated, please refer to the responses to Letter H 
located earlier in this chapter. 

Response to Comment R.B-2 

This comment begins a list summarizing the primary modifications to the Recirculated DEIR 
sections that the commenter requests be incorporated into the FEIR. The comment summarizes 
the first request, described in detail later in the comment letter in Comments R.B-11 to R.B-15, 
to revise Mitigation Measure AG-1 (Provide Compensation for Loss of Agricultural Land) to allow 
HWT and PG&E the option of utilizing other conservation easement options and to recognize 
that HWT and PG&E will have different contribution amounts. Please refer to Responses to 
Comments R.B-11 to R.B-15. 

Response to Comment R.B-3 

This comment summarizes the commenter’s request, described in more detail in Comment 
R.B-16, to modify the impact analysis in the revised Section 4.2, “Agriculture and Forestry 
Resources,” to state that placing the Estrella Substation within the existing parcel that is under a 
Williamson Act contract would not conflict with that contract. Please refer to Response to 
Comment R.B-16. 

Response to Comment R.B-4 

This comment summarizes the commenter’s request, described in detail in Comments R.B-17 to 
R.B-19, to revise the recirculated Section 4.3, “Air Quality,” to incorporate the commenter’s 
construction emissions estimates, which the commenter claims reflects “realistic helicopter 
assumptions and the updated construction schedule.” Please refer to Responses to Comments 
R.B-17 to R.B-19. 

Response to Comment R.B-5 

This comment summarizes the commenter’s request, described in detail in Comment R.B-20, to 
revise Mitigation Measure AQ-1 in the recirculated Section 4.3, “Air Quality,” to “defer to San 
Luis Obispo Air Pollution Control District (SLOCAPCD) requirements.” The comment asserts that 
the Proposed Project’s daily and quarterly Tier 2 reactive organic gases (ROG) plus nitrogen 
oxides (NOx) emissions, and quarterly fugitive particulate matter less than 10 microns in 
diameter (PM10) emissions, would not exceed SLOCAPCD significance thresholds. Please refer to 
Response to Comment R.B-20. 

Response to Comment R.B-6 

This comment summarizes the commenter’s request, described in detail in Comments R.B-21 to 
R.B-23, to revise the impact analysis in the recirculated Section 4.3, “Air Quality,” to reflect the 
Proposed Project Applicants’ Health Risk Assessment (HRA), which is provided as Attachment 2 
to the letter (identified as Comment R.B-31). The comment argues that the HRA demonstrates 
that the Proposed Project’s construction activities would not result in significant health impacts 
to off-site sensitive receptors. Please refer to Responses to Comments R.B-21 to R.B-23. 
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Response to Comment R.B-7 

This comment summarizes the commenter’s request, described in detail in Comment R.B-24, to 
revise the impact analysis in the recirculated Section 4.3, “Air Quality,” with respect to Valley 
Fever. The comment argues that exposure of sensitive receptors to Valley Fever from Proposed 
Project construction would be reduced to less than significant with implementation of the Valley 
Fever Management Plan (VFMP) required in Mitigation Measure AQ-2. Please refer to Response 
to Comment R.B-24. 

Response to Comment R.B-8 

This comment summarizes the commenter’s request, described in detail in Comment R.B-25, to 
revise Mitigation Measure AQ-2 in the recirculated Section 4.3, “Air Quality,” to state the 
Proposed Project Applicants shall consult with the California Department of Public Health 
(CADPH) and the San Luis Obispo Department of Public Health (SLODPH) in developing a VFMP, 
rather than requiring these agencies to review the VFMP. Please refer to Response to Comment 
R.B-25. 

Response to Comment R.B-9 

This comment notes that the commenter requests that additional minor corrections be made in 
the FEIR for accuracy, as described in detail in Comments R.B-26 to R.B-28. For the CPUC’s 
response to these requested corrections, please refer to Responses to Comments R.B-26 to R.B-
28. 

Response to Comment R.B-10 

This comment provides background information regarding the Proposed Project. The comment 
is noted. It does not address substantive contents of the DEIR, and no further response is 
necessary. 

Response to Comment R.B-11 

This comment’s header states that Mitigation Measure AG-1 should be revised to allow use of 
comparable mitigation measures, and to recognize that Horizon West Transmission (HWT) and 
PG&E will have different contribution amounts. This concern is addressed in Response to 
Comment R.B-15; for the CPUC’s response to the comments, please refer to Response to 
Comment R.B-15. 

The text of this comment summarizes the changes to the impact analysis in Section 4.2, 
“Agriculture and Forestry Resources,” included in the Recirculated DEIR with respect to the 
additional 5 acres of agricultural land that could be impacted and/or converted to 
nonagricultural use due to the Proposed Project in light of the changes to Estrella Substation 
parcel and layout described in HWT’s comment letter on the DEIR (refer to Comment Letter H). 
The comment implies that the CPUC was wrong to assume that the additional 5 acres could 
reasonably be impacted or converted to non-agricultural use in the future, as the commenter 
states that “Those 5 acres therefore are expected to remain in agricultural use.” The comment 
also disagrees with the Recirculated DEIR’s findings that conversion of Important Farmland from 
the Proposed Project would be significant given the number of acres involved. Similar to its 
comments on the original DEIR, the commenter argues that the CPUC’s application of this 
stringent threshold “suggests that the permanent conversion of any amount of designated 
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farmland acreage, however small, and regardless of its quality, is a de facto significant impact.” 
The comment goes on to argue that the CPUC’s approach is contrary to CEQA. 

These comments are very similar to the commenter’s comments on the original DEIR with 
respect to the agricultural resources analysis. For the CPUC’s response to the comments, please 
refer to Response to Comment H-12. 

With respect to the assumptions in the Recirculated DEIR regarding potential conversion of the 
additional 5 acres that are now part of the Estrella Substation parcel, the CPUC maintains that it 
was correct in disclosing the potential impacts to this area. No changes to this portion of the 
text in the revised Section 4.2, “Agriculture and Forestry Resources” (now accepted in this FEIR) 
have been made in the FEIR. 

Response to Comment R.B-12 

This comment argues that application of the Recirculated DEIR’s threshold of significance for 
impacts from conversion of Important Farmland to nonagricultural use also negates the use of 
the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) Model. The comment 
describes the California LESA Model and provides a quotation from the California Department of 
Conservation’s (CDOC) website describing the California LESA Model as an “optional 
methodology” that lead agencies may use in CEQA reviews. The comment argues that the 
Recirculated DEIR’s approach contravenes any quantitative assessment of effects with respect 
to agricultural land conversions and reiterates the commenter’s opposition to the significance 
threshold used in the DEIR. 

These comments are similar to the commenter’s comments on the original DEIR. For the CPUC’s 
response to these issues, please refer to Response to Comment H-12. 

Response to Comment R.B-13 

This comment argues that the Recirculated DEIR’s approach to evaluating the impacts from 
conversion of Important Farmland overstates the Proposed Project’s impacts, is a departure 
from the thresholds applied with respect to conversion of agricultural land for other CPUC-
approved projects, and would create a precedent for future projects. The comment lists and 
describes the thresholds used for several other projects under CPUC jurisdiction, arguing that 
under those thresholds the Proposed Project’s impacts would be less than significant. 

These comments are very similar to those submitted by the commenter on the original DEIR. For 
the CPUC’s response to these comments, please refer to Response to Comment H-13. 

Response to Comment R.B-14 

This comment argues that the Recirculated DEIR is incorrect in finding that application of 
Mitigation Measure AG-1 would not fully offset the conversion of Important Farmland from the 
Proposed Project, and thus would not reduce those impacts to a level that is less than significant 
and assumes this method is due to the holding in King and Gardiner Farms, LLC v. County of Kern 
(2020) 45 Cal.App.5th 814. The comment states that CPUC precedent has allowed the use of 
conservation easements to mitigate impacts related to conversion of Important Farmland to less 
than significant levels, also noting that the CEQA Guidelines were changed in 2018 to include 
conservation easements under the definition of “mitigation.” 
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These comments are similar to those submitted by the commenter on the original DEIR (in 
particular, refer to Footnote 14 within Comment H-15). The topic is also discussed in PG&E’s 
comment letter on the original DEIR (refer to Comments J-51 to J-55). For the CPUC’s response 
to these concerns, please refer to Responses to Comments H-15 and J-51 to J-55. 

Response to Comment R.B-15 

This comment states that, to the extent the CPUC still applies the allegedly stringent threshold 
(discussed in previous comments), Mitigation Measure AG-1 should be revised to allow the 
Proposed Project Applicants to utilize other comparable mitigation measures to achieve the 
conservation easements for Important Farmland. The comment provides the suggested 
revisions to Mitigation Measure AG-1 in underline/strikeout format. These are the same 
comments that were submitted by the commenter on the original DEIR, including the identical 
suggested revisions. For the CPUC’s responses to these comments, please refer to Responses to 
Comments H-15 and H-16. As described therein, the CPUC has accepted some of the 
commenter’s proposed revisions (with modifications) to Mitigation Measure AG-1 for the FEIR. 

Response to Comment R.B-16 

This comment states that the Recirculated DEIR’s conclusion of significant and unavoidable 
agricultural impacts due to conflict with an existing Williamson Act contract misapplies the law 
and should be corrected. The comment argues that because Government Code Section 51238 
allows for erection of electric utilities with an agricultural preserve, and because removing the 
acreage for the Estrella Substation from the existing 98-acre Williamson Act contract parcel 
would not disqualify the remainder, the impacts should not be considered significant. The 
comment provides proposed revised language, which is identical to the language proposed by 
the commenter in its comments on the original DEIR. For the CPUC’s response to these 
comments, please refer to Responses to Comments H-17 to H-18. 

This comment also includes a footnote that reiterates HWT’s previous statement that the Bonel 
Ranch Substation site is located on a site that is under Williamson Act contract, noting that the 
Recirculated DEIR corrected this issue. The comment urges, however, that, for the same reasons 
argued for the Estrella Substation, locating a substation on the Bonel Ranch site should not be 
found to cause a significant and unavoidable impact with regards to a conflict with a Williamson 
Act contract. The CPUC’s response above applies to the Bonel Ranch Substation site as well. 

Response to Comment R.B-17 

The commenter asserts that the air quality analysis should be revised to incorporate corrected 
construction emissions, as provided in their comment letter. The commenter notes that HWT 
provided revised helicopter usage information in its comments on the DEIR, which was not 
reflected in the Recirculated DEIR. 

For the CPUC’s detailed response to comments related to construction emissions estimates and 
the construction schedule and helicopter usage assumptions, please refer to Master 
Response 11. Additionally, note that Mitigation Measure AQ-1 is designed to assure that 
appropriate mitigation measures reflective of the actual construction emissions during 
construction are implemented to the performance standards indicated. Thus, even if any of the 
emission estimates change between the certification of the FEIR and actual construction, 
appropriate mitigation reflecting actual construction emissions will be required. If emissions can 
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be shown at the time of construction to be below the Tier 2 threshold and other performance 
thresholds, the Applicants would have met the requirements of the mitigation measure. 

Response to Comment R.B-18 

The commenter argues that the air quality analysis should be revised to recognize the extension 
of the construction schedule, which would have the effect of reducing the overlapping of project 
phases, thereby reducing ROG and NOx emissions. 

For the CPUC’s detailed response to comments regarding construction emissions estimates and 
the construction schedule assumptions utilized, please refer to Master Response 11. Note that 
Mitigation Measure AQ-1 is designed to ensure that appropriate mitigation measures reflective 
of actual construction emissions during construction are implemented to the performance 
standards indicated. Thus, even if any of the emission estimates change between the 
certification of the FEIR and actual construction, appropriate mitigation will be required. If 
emissions can be shown at the time of construction to be below the Tier 2 threshold and other 
performance thresholds, the Applicants would have met the requirements of the mitigation 
measure. 

The schedule changes indicated by the commenter may change back to a condensed schedule in 
the future. For example, if individual components are delayed and need to overlap to meet 
other mitigation criteria and overall timing to complete the Proposed Project. By allowing for 
flexibility in Mitigation Measure AQ-1, the Proposed Project will not need to stop and reassess if 
during the course of construction, conditions change such that emissions would be projected to 
be above the significance threshold. 

Response to Comment R.B-19 

The commenter asserts that the air quality analysis should be revised to incorporate corrected 
construction emissions, as provided in their comment letter (Attachment 1 to the letter; 
designated as Comment R.B-30). The comment asserts that the emissions estimates included in 
Attachment 1 to the letter demonstrate that air quality emissions from the Proposed Project 
would be below the SLOCAPCD’s ROG plus NOx daily and quarterly Tier 2 thresholds, as well as 
the PM10 quarterly threshold. 

For the CPUC’s detailed response to comments related to construction emissions estimates, 
please refer to Master Response 11. Additionally, refer to Responses to Comments R.B-17 and 
R.B-18. 

Response to Comment R.B-20 

The commenter asserts that Mitigation Measure AQ-1 should be revised to remove the 
requirement for preparation of a Construction Activity Management Plan (CAMP) since the 
commenter’s projection of emissions would be below the SLOCAPCD’s Tier 2 ROG and NOx, as 
well as PM10, thresholds. 

For the CPUC’s response to comments related to construction emissions, please refer to Master 
Response 11. Additionally, for the CPUC’s response to comments related to the air quality 
mitigation measures, please refer to Master Response 13. Please also refer to Responses to 
Comments R.B-17 and R.B-18 above. 
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HWT and PG&E may prepare separate CAMPs, but will have to include contingencies if the 
combined emissions exceed the Tier 2 threshold performance standard in their individual 
CAMPs. It is suggested that the companies work with the CPUC to prepare standard emission 
tracking spreadsheets to ensure that it can be verified that projected and actual emissions do 
not exceed a combined Tier 2 threshold. The CPUC, as the lead agency, is responsible for 
ensuring that implementation of the mitigation measures occurs in accordance with the 
mitigation monitoring and enforcement program. (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15097(a).) Thus, as 
stated in Mitigation Measure AQ-1, the CPUC and not SLOCAPCD will have final authority over 
mitigation measure implementation and CAMP approvals, regardless of whether the SLOCAPCD 
has an official mechanism to review the CAMP(s). 

As stated in Response to Comment R.B-17, the CPUC will not be revising the EIR’s significance 
determination for Impact AQ-2 (cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant 
for which the project region is in non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient 
air quality standard) due to the remaining uncertainty and potential further adjustments to 
construction emissions that may occur prior to the start of, and/or during Proposed Project 
construction. Mitigation Measure AQ-1 not only addresses the Proposed Project’s criteria 
pollutant emissions with respect to Impact AQ-2, but also addresses the impacts under Impact 
AQ-3 (potential to expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations), which are 
also significant. Mitigation Measure AQ-1 defines several options for mitigating air emissions 
and defines minimum performance standards for the Proposed Project. Within these 
performance criteria, the Applicants and their contractors have some flexibility in how they 
achieve these reductions, which the Applicants and their contractors will define, as detailed in 
their CAMP(s). 

The CAMP allows for the flexibility to select options, such as reduce the activity from 
helicopters, in order to demonstrate that they meet the performance standards of Mitigation 
Measure AQ-1. One of these performance standards is to ensure that emissions are below Tier 2 
performance standards, as defined by SLOCAPCD, for ROG, NOX, and diesel particulate matter 
(DPM) emissions. If at the time of project construction, the Applicants and their contractors can 
demonstrate that their emissions, projected and actual, are below these levels, there will be less 
mitigation required, as this performance standard will be met. This protects the environment 
and the project in cases where construction estimates may not be accurate or where project 
schedules or equipment change over time. 

Response to Comment R.B-21 

The commenter asserts that the EIR should be revised to incorporate results of the Applicants’ 
HRA, which the commenter claims demonstrates that construction activities would not result in 
significant health impacts to offsite sensitive receptors. 

For the CPUC’s detailed response to comments related to HRAs, refer to Master Response 15. As 
described in the EIR, the CPUC chose not to conduct its own HRA as the qualitative analysis 
documented in the EIR supports a finding that human health impacts would be relatively limited 
due to the short construction duration and sparsely populated area surrounding the Project site. 
The CPUC acknowledges in the EIR that an HRA conducted by one commenter conservatively 
concluded that a few receptors located close to the Proposed Project construction areas, in 
particular the Estrella Substation area, may experience increased TACs which may lead to 
adverse health impacts that would be significant. It is noted that the Applicant-prepared HRA 
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(included as Attachment 2 to the comment letter and designated as Comment R.B-31) concludes 
that health impacts would be below the significance threshold. The CPUC believes 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. 
Thus, as concluded in the EIR, the CPUC has reasonably concluded that the project will likely 
result in a significant impact. 

Response to Comment R.B-22 

The comment notes that the EIR states that the HRA submitted by Adams Broadwell Joseph & 
Cardozo (Adams Broadwell) is inadequate and does not reflect the Applicants’ currently 
proposed project schedule and air quality emission estimates. The commenter also alleges the 
Adams Broadwell HRA assumes 100 percent Tier 2 engines, which is more conservative than the 
unmitigated emissions and is not reasonable. The Adams Broadwell HRA assumes two scenarios.  
The first scenario assumes 100 percent Tier 2 engines which is unreasonable as this is not 
allowed under CARB’s In-Use Off-Road Diesel-fueled Fleets Regulation and is substantially higher 
in emissions than estimated using CARB default emissions based on typical equipment age. The 
second scenario assumes Tier 4 engines which is similar to the mitigated scenario presented in 
the EIR and in line with the requirements of Mitigation Measure AQ-1 requiring Tier 4 engines 
unless a specific piece of equipment is not readily available as a Tier 4 engine. For the CPUC’s 
detailed response to these comments, please refer to Master Response 15. 

Response to Comment R.B-23 

The comment asserts that the EIR should be revised to incorporate results of the Applicants’ 
HRA, which the comment claims demonstrates that construction activities would not result in 
significant health impacts. The comment notes that the Applicants’ HRA indicates that health 
impacts would be below significance thresholds for all Project components. The commenter 
suggests revising the significant impact conclusion to Impact AQ-3 to less than significant. 

For the CPUC’s detailed response to comments related to HRAs, please refer to Master 
Response 15. The results of the HRA prepared by the Applicants’ consultant, included as 
Attachment 2 to the comment letter, have been reviewed and shared with decisionmakers. A 
revision to the significance conclusion of Impact AQ-3 is unwarranted. 

Response to Comment R.B-24 

The commenter asserts that the EIR’s conclusion under Impact AQ-3 (potential to expose 
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations) should be revised to conclude that 
impacts from Valley Fever would be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation 
Measure AQ-2. The commenter provides examples of previous CPUC projects’ environmental 
analyses of Valley Fever. 

For the CPUC’s detailed response to comments related to Valley Fever, please refer to Master 
Response 14. The CPUC has not revised Impact AQ-3  (i.e., significant and unavoidable) in 
response to this comment, since, as stated in the EIR, sensitive receptors may be exposed to 
both TACs, such as DPM, resulting in adverse health impacts, as well as the potential for Valley 
Fever exposure by spores becoming disturbed and dispersing through the environment during 
Proposed Project construction. Valley Fever is an emerging issue and cases are currently on the 
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rise and anticipated to continue this trend. Since sensitive receptors could be exposed to both 
the TACs and Valley Fever, the conclusion in the EIR remains significant and unavoidable. 

The causes of Valley Fever and its prevalence in various soil conditions and locations is an 
emerging issue and understanding of Valley Fever continues to change over time. What may be 
determined to be feasible and appropriate for mitigation measures in the future may change 
with evolving scientific knowledge of Valley Fever. Given the recent tracking of increased 
instances of Valley Fever in San Luis Obispo County and the greater concern with respect to 
Valley Fever in the local community and throughout the state, the CPUC has reasonably 
concluded that it is prudent to take this conservative approach. Since exposure of sensitive 
receptors to pollutants under Impact AQ-3 was not separated for TACs and Valley Fever spores, 
there would be little change, if any, to the overall conclusion of the impact. 

Response to Comment R.B-25 

The comment suggests revisions to Mitigation Measure AQ-2 to state that Applicants should 
consult with the California Department of Public Health (CADPH) and the San Luis Obispo 
Department of Public Health (SLODPH), rather than the requirement for these agencies to 
review the VFMP. The comment also suggests wording changes to define dust as “at risk for 
containing spores.” 

For the CPUC’s detailed response to comments related to Valley Fever, please refer to Master 
Response 14. Also, refer to Response to Comment R.B-7. No changes are warranted to 
Mitigation Measure AQ-2 to clarify dust such as to specifically limit it to dust “at risk for 
containing spores,” as whether dust contains spores would be difficult to determine and may 
change over time. It is appropriate, without routine testing of the disturbed soil and generated 
dust, to assume that all dust could contain spores. However, the wording of Mitigation Measure 
AQ-2 (first bullet) in Section 4.3, “Air Quality,” page 4.3-27, in Volume 1 of the FEIR, has been 
revised to require consultation with the CADPH and SLODPH. The revised text is provided in 
Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR, and in Volume 1 of the FEIR, and is shown below. 

▪ Prepare a VFMP. The Applicants shall prepare a VFMP and submit it to the CPUC 
for review and approval prior to the start of construction. Prior to submittal of 
the VFMP to the CPUC, the Applicants shall consult with The VFMP shall be 
submitted to the California Department of Public Health and the San Luis Obispo 
Department of Public Health for review guidance on all feasible mitigation 
measures to include in the VFMP. Feasible mitigation measures identified during 
this consultation shall be incorporated by the Applicants in the VFMP submitted 
to the CPUC and to CPUC for final approval prior to the start of construction. 

The revisions to Mitigation Measure AQ-2 have also been carried over to Appendix F, Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program, in Volume 2 of the FEIR. The commenter’s other suggested 
revisions have not been implemented. 

Response to Comment R.B-26 

This comment provides a clarification regarding HWT’s acquisition of the parcel that would be 
used for the Estrella Substation, indicating that HWT has purchased the 20-acre portion of the 
parcel. In response to this comment, the text on page 2-68 in Chapter 2, Project Description, in 
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Volume 1 of the FEIR, has been revised as indicated by the commenter. For the revised 
language, please refer to Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR, and Volume 1 of the FEIR. 

Response to Comment R.B-27 

This comment provides a clarification that the 230 kV portion of the Estrella Substation could be 
constructed on a slab or piers. In response to this comment, the text on page 2-71 in Chapter 2, 
Project Description, in Volume 1 of the FEIR, has been revised as indicated by the commenter. 
For the revised language, please refer to Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR, and Volume 1 of the 
FEIR. 

Response to Comment R.B-28 

This comment identifies a typographical error in the text of the revised Chapter 2, Project 
Description, whereby noise was incorrectly written as “nose.” In response to this comment, the 
text on page 2-85 has been revised as indicated by the commenter. For the revised language, 
please refer to Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR, and Volume 1 of the FEIR. 

Response to Comment R.B-29 

The comment requests that proposed modifications, as supported by attachments to the 
commenter’s letter, be incorporated in the FEIR. The comment is noted. Please refer to the 
responses to the preceding comments, as well as Responses to Comments R.B-30 and R.B-31. 

Response to Comment R.B-30 

The commenter has enclosed a revised construction emissions table as Attachment 1. This 
construction emissions table has been reviewed and will be shared with decisionmakers. For the 
CPUC’s detailed response to comments regarding construction emissions estimates, please refer 
to Master Response 11. Please also refer to Response to Comment R.B-17. 

Response to Comment R.B-31 

The commenter has enclosed an HRA. The HRA provided by the commenter has been reviewed 
and will be shared with decisionmakers. For the CPUC’s detailed response to the HRAs 
submitted during public review periods for the Proposed Project EIR, please refer to Master 
Response 15.  
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Letter R.C: Victor De la Cruz, Manatt, Phelps, & Phillips, LLP for Sun Communities, Inc. and 
Cava Robles RV Resort (January 12, 2022) 
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Response to Comment R.C-1 

This comment introduces the commenter’s background, indicating that the firm represents Sun 
Communities, Inc. and the Cava Robles RV Resort. The comment describes the commenter’s 
past submittal on the DEIR (indicated in this FEIR as Comment Letter I), and claims that the 
Recirculated DEIR did not remedy the issues that the commenter had previously raised. The 
comment summarizes the Cava Robles RV Resort’s setting and contributions to the local 
economy. 

The CPUC notes the commenter’s background and interests. The CPUC disagrees with the 
contention that the EIR is legally deficient. The substantive points raised by the commenter later 
in the letter are responded to in the following responses to comments. 

Response to Comment R.C-2 

This comment contends that Alternative Combination #2 (which includes the Estrella Substation, 
Alternative PLR-1A [Estrella Route to Estrella Substation], as well as Alternatives BS-2 [Battery 
Storage to Address the Distribution Objective] and BS-3 [Behind-the-Meter Solar and Battery 
Storage]) is superior to the Proposed Project from an environmental perspective. The comment 
alludes to the commenter’s belief (explained later in the comment letter) that the information in 
the Recirculated DEIR indicates a greater difference in impacts between the Proposed Project 
and Alternative PLR-1A than previously disclosed. 

The commenter’s preference for Alternative Combination #2, including Alternative PLR-1A, is 
noted. The commenter’s specific points on this topic are addressed in later responses to 
comments, where those specific points appear. The ranking of alternative combinations in 
Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis Summary and Comparison of Alternatives, with respect to 
environmental superiority has not been revised in the FEIR. Thus, the EIR’s conclusion remains 
that (FEIR, Volume 1, page 5-13): 

“Given the numerous tradeoffs involved with each alternative combination, the 
selection of a single, Environmentally Superior Alternative was not clear-cut. Depending 
on how the trade-offs are weighted, several of the alternatives could be considered the 
Environmentally Superior Alternative. Taking all factors into account, Alternative 
Combination #2 offers the most advantages and least drawbacks among the Proposed 
Project and other alternatives.” 

Response to Comment R.C-3 

This comment asserts that the EIR remains deficient, based on the comments in this letter and 
the commenter’s comments on the DEIR (refer to Comment Letter I); thus, the commenter 
argues, the CPUC may not rely on the EIR until the alleged deficiencies are corrected. 
Additionally, the commenter argues that responsible agencies may not rely on the EIR in issuing 
permits or approvals for the Proposed Project. This comment is noted and will be shared with 
the CPUC’s decisionmakers. The CPUC disagrees with the commenter’s characterization of the 
EIR, which has been adequately prepared consistent with CEQA. 

Response to Comment R.C-4 

The commenter asserts that the Recirculated DEIR modified the construction schedule without 
revising the air emissions modeling. The commenter argues that the EIR should disclose the 
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correct magnitude of significant emissions based on the most accurate information available, 
which would include the updated construction schedule. The commenter also faults the 
Recirculated DEIR for not providing analysis of how changes to construction phasing could 
increase emissions and potentially result in new environmental impacts, or more significant 
impacts than previously disclosed.  

Page 1-14 of the Recirculated DEIR explains that although the construction schedule changed, 
“no changes were made to the air pollutant emissions modeling assumptions or results 
compared to the original DEIR. The CPUC maintains that the schedule and equipment 
assumptions used in the air quality analysis are reasonable estimates for the project given the 
information provided and considering that some uncertainty still exists regarding the 
construction schedule (additional changes are possible in the future given that final design and 
engineering has not yet been completed).” Mitigation Measure AQ-1 requires that emissions are 
below the SLOCAPCD thresholds of significance verified with detailed emission calculations at 
the time of construction and requires implementation of mitigation measures to reduce 
emissions below these thresholds or provide offsets for emissions. Thus, there is a maximum 
amount of emissions as measured by the performance standard of Mitigation Measure AQ-1 
that will occur. For additional information regarding these comments, please refer to Response 
to Comment R.A-12. 

Response to Comment R.C-5 

The commenter asserts that Mitigation Measure AQ-1 (which was revised as part of the 
Recirculated DEIR) does not adequately ensure that construction equipment will meet Tier 4 
final standards. Thus, the commenter argues, the air emissions analysis is based on false 
assumptions. 

For the CPUC’s response to these comments, please refer to Master Response 11 (Construction 
Emissions) and 13 (Air Quality Mitigation Measures). Most common construction equipment is 
available in Tier 4 final engine requirements, however, there are some rare and less common 
equipment that are not readily available as Tier 4 engines. Therefore, the commenter is accurate 
that Mitigation Measure AQ-1 does allow for non-Tier 4 equipment to be used in the event a 
certain type of necessary equipment is not available as Tier 4. In such a scenario, Mitigation 
Measure AQ-1 requires the Applicants to provide “documentation on why anything less than a 
Tier 4 final off-road engine is infeasible for the project such as unavailability of specialized 
equipment with a Tier 4 Final engine.” Mitigation Measures AQ-1 is a comprehensive mitigation 
measure that reflects all feasible mitigation measures based on the California Code of 
Regulations Section 15364 definition of feasibility. “Feasible” means capable of being 
accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account 
economic, environmental, social, and technological factors. Furthermore, the CPUC, in its role as 
the CEQA lead agency, is responsible for ensuring that the requirements of Mitigation Measure 
AQ-1 are met. The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP) (refer to Appendix F in 
Volume 2 of this FEIR) describes how the CPUC will ensure that these measures are enforced by 
such means as audits of construction equipment. 

Response to Comment R.C-6 

The commenter argues that the EIR’s health risk analysis under Impact AQ-3 (as revised in the 
Recirculated DEIR) and its conclusions are flawed. The comment also asserts that the 
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Recirculated EIR disclosed a new significant impact related to Project’s construction emissions 
impacts on sensitive receptors. 

For the CPUC’s detailed response to these comments, please refer to Master Responses 15 
(Health Risk Assessment),11 (Construction Emissions), and 13 (Air Quality Mitigation Measures). 

Response to Comment R.C-7 

The commenter asserts that the EIR adopts the conclusions of a health risk assessment (HRA) 
prepared by another commenter (i.e., Adams Broadwell Joseph and Cardozo [Adams Broadwell], 
on behalf of California Unions for Reliable Energy [CURE]) without further analysis and instead of 
preparing its own HRA. 

For the CPUC’s detailed response to these comments, please refer to Master Response 15. 

Response to Comment R.C-8 

The commenter asserts that the EIR determines that health risk impacts are significant, but fails 
to identify mitigation measures to reduce the adverse health impacts. The commenter argues 
that references in the EIR to Mitigation Measure AQ-1 are not enough to reduce health risk 
impacts. The commenter argues that while the EIR analyzes how Mitigation Measure AQ-1 
would reduce diesel particulate matter (DPM) emissions, the EIR does not make a connection 
between implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1 and reduction of toxic air contaminant 
(TAC) emissions. 

Please refer to Master Responses 15 and 13. The EIR notes that an analysis provided by a 
commenter indicates that health effects from the Proposed Project could exceed threshold 
levels even if all equipment used Tier 4 engines. Please refer to Master Response 15 for further 
discussion on this commenter provided report. There are no other feasible mitigation measures 
for reducing emissions from engines that are already at the Tier 4 level, as these already 
incorporate diesel particulate filters. Using alternative fueled equipment is not always feasible 
as this equipment may not exist. Tier 4 engines are required under Mitigation Measure AQ-1 
unless there is no Tier 4 equipment available. This can happen for specialized equipment where 
no manufacturers have made Tier 4 engines yet. Alternatively, the Applicants can demonstrate 
that the Proposed Project’s emissions are below the performance thresholds (including for 
DPM) indicated in Mitigation Measure AQ-1. 

DPM is the primary TAC of concern from construction equipment. DPM is a mixture of several 
individual TACs that Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) has established 
as having a unique toxicity factor. Thus, by discussing reductions of DPM emissions, the primary 
contributor to health effects outside of the criteria pollutants has been addressed. 

Response to Comment R.C-9 

The commenter asserts that the Recirculated DEIR’s analysis of Valley Fever impacts discloses a 
new significant and unavoidable impact under the Project as compared to Alternative PLR-1A. 
The commenter also argues that the EIR fails to differentiate the magnitude of Valley Fever 
impacts under the Proposed Project as compared to Alternative PLR-1A. The comment argues 
that the EIR’s reasoning that many individuals in the area of the Proposed Project may already 
have developed immunity to Valley Fever does not apply to Cava Robles RV Park, since it serves 
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visitors from outside the area. Based on the same logic, the comment argues that Alternative 
PLR-1A, since the route avoids visitor-serving uses (e.g., resorts, campgrounds, wineries, and 
tasting rooms), would have reduced impacts with respect to Valley Fever compared to the 
Proposed Project. 

For the CPUC’s response to comments related to Valley Fever and HRAs, please refer to Master 
Responses 14 and 15. In discussing the impacts of the Proposed Project under Impact AQ-3 
(potential to expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations), there are two 
types of health impacts primarily considered in this situation. The first is based on HRAs, which 
evaluate cancer risk, chronic non-cancer health effects, and acute health effects from TACs 
released during construction. Cancer risk calculations are based on, amongst other factors, 
duration and amount of emissions averaged over an individual’s lifetime. 

The second type of impact is from the disturbance of soil that may contain Coccidioides immitis 
fungi spores. Disturbance of such soil can aid in the dispersal of these spores through the 
ambient air. The spores may then be inhaled by sensitive receptors and may cause Valley Fever 
after only a single exposure. Unlike a traditional HRA for TACs with a dose-response curve for 
determining impacts, the CPUC is not aware of any dose-response curve that has been 
established in California that would indicate the increased chance of contracting Valley Fever. 
The best guidance is to mitigate the dispersal of spores and disturbance of soil that may contain 
spores to the extent feasible. 

Even with the mitigation measures being implemented under Mitigation Measure AQ-2, there 
remains the chance that nearby residents may contract Valley Fever. Therefore, it was 
concluded independently from the consideration of TACs and other criteria pollutants that 
effects related to Valley Fever from the Proposed Project could result in a significant and 
unavoidable impact. Based on these two independent determinations for Impact AQ-3, it can be 
stated that the traditional health impacts, and more specifically a cancer burden (or number of 
receptors above a threshold), would be lower under Alternative PLR-1A as compared to the 
Proposed Project, but that the exposure to Valley Fever would remain the same. 

Response to Comment R.C-10 

This comment introduces the remainder of the comment letter, asserting that the analyses 
within the Recirculated DEIR fail to account for the alleged flaws raised by the commenter 
previously during the DEIR review period (refer to Comment Letter I). The CPUC has responded 
to specific points raised by the commenter in the subsequent responses to comments. 

Response to Comment R.C-11 

This comment argues that the revised Project Description (included as part of the Recirculated 
DEIR) still fails to accurately describe all relevant components of the Proposed Project, including 
details relating to power line pole height, location, and aesthetic treatments. This comment is 
incorrect; the full scope of the Project is adequately described within the description as required 
by CEQA. Please refer to Responses to Comments I-40 to I-41 and I-43 for more information.  



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 

3-1486 March 2023 
Project 17.010 

 

Response to Comment R.C-12 

The commenter asserts that the EIR continues to omit information on how the transmission line 
route would be restored after completion of construction, as well as analysis of the air emission 
impacts and Valley Fever-related impacts of such restoration. 

Please refer to Response to Comment I-44. Please also refer to Master Response 11 
(Construction Emissions), 15 (Health Risk Assessment), and 14 (Valley Fever). 

Response to Comment R.C-13 

This comment argues that the Project Description continues to cite to population growth 
projections that the commenter believes are flawed. The comment argues that the Proposed 
Project is designed to accommodate growth beyond what would be reasonably expected to 
occur without the Proposed Project. For the CPUC’s response to these comments, please refer 
to Responses to Comments I-32 to I-39 and I-42. 

Response to Comment R.C-14 

This comment asserts that, despite the revision and recirculation of the Agricultural Resources 
section as part of the Recirculated DEIR, the CPUC continues to fail to adequately mitigate the 
Proposed Project’s significant impacts to agriculture resources. Specifically, the comment argues 
that Mitigation Measure AG-1 should include a timing requirement for when the Applicants 
must contribute sufficient funds, and that the analysis continues to ignore impacts associated 
with conversion of agricultural land as a result of growth. 

In response to this and several other comments (e.g., Comments H-16, J-122 and D-60), 
Mitigation Measure AG-1 has been revised. The revised text is provided in Response to 
Comment H-16 and in Volume 1 of the FEIR, on page 4.2-14, and in the Mitigation Monitoring 
Reporting Plan (Appendix F in Volume 2 of the FEIR). The revised text is also provided in Chapter 
4, Revisions to the DEIR, within this Volume 3 document. With the revisions, the mitigation 
measure requires that the chosen compensation action be taken before construction of the 
Proposed Project; therefore, compensation will be addressed before any agricultural land is lost. 

  

As for the commenters concerns regarding the impacts associated with conversion of 
agricultural land as a result of growth, the DEIR found that the Proposed Project would not 
induce substantial unplanned growth. While the Proposed Project, with buildout of the 
reasonably foreseeable distribution components, would serve the new growth anticipated by 
the city, it would not cause or result in this growth. Therefore, any future project that does 
cause growth that would cause the loss of agrucutural lands would need to be analyzed under 
CEQA. 

Response to Comment R.C-15 

The comment concludes the letter and invites inquiries into its substance. Thank you for your 
comments.  
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Letter R.D: Outward Development, LLC (January 12, 2022) 

  

R.D-1 

R.D-2 

Letter R.D 

Outward Development 

John Pauick 
Outward Development LLC 

839 Marsh St, Unit 1648 
San Luis Obispo, CA <,3401 

jp@outwarddevclopmcnt.com 

Sent via email (cstrcllaprojcct@horizonh2o.com) 

Trevor Praa, Project Manager 

California Public Utilities Commission 

505 Van Ness Avenue 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

Tom Engels 

Horizon Wa er and Environmcn , LLC 

266 Grand Avenue, Suite 210 

Oakland, CA 94610 

Re: Comments on the Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Estrella Substation and 

Paso Robles Arca Reinforcement Project 

Dear Mr. Prat and Mr. Engels, 

I am writing on behalf of Outward Development LLC ("Outward Development"), a San Luis Obispo-based 

company of which I am a co-founder and CEO. Since July of 2021, our company has been under contract 

to purchase a parcel ofland in Paso Robles, upon which we have been planning the dcvelopmcn of a 

luxury cabin hotel that pays rribu c to the scenic natural beauty of Paso Robles. 

In November of 2021, after months of diligence and several hundred thousand dollars of sunk cost spent 

on planning, we were made aware of the Draft Environmental Impact Report ("Draft EIR") prepared fo r 

the Estrella ubstation and Paso Robles Arca Reinforcement Project ("Project") by Paso Robles City Staff. 

While we understand the goals of the project, we fin d several derails of the 70 kV transmission line will 

needlessly have a severe impact upon our land, our project, and the community of Paso Robles. After a 

brief overview of our project, I will describe these impacts and the simple mi igation measures that can be 

taken to address them. 

Cabin hotel project description 

For nearly a year, we have been planning a luxury cabin hotel that blends indoor / outdoor living and 

invites young, affluent, urban guests to enjoy the rejuvenating outdoors while surrounded by the scenic 

beauty of Paso Robles. The hotel will exclusively consist of private cabins that will draw guests seeking an 

authentic outdoors escape without compromise. Our currently planned program includes a variety of 

studio, 1-bedroom, and 2-bedroom high-end cabins (many with full kitchens and living space). It also 



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 

3-1488 March 2023 
Project 17.010 

 

  



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 

3-1489 March 2023 
Project 17.010 

 

  



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 

3-1490 March 2023 
Project 17.010 

 

  



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 

3-1491 March 2023 
Project 17.010 

 

 
  



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 

3-1492 March 2023 
Project 17.010 

 

This page intentionally left blank. 



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 

3-1493 March 2023 
Project 17.010 

 

 
  



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 

3-1494 March 2023 
Project 17.010 

 

This page intentionally left blank. 



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 

3-1495 March 2023 
Project 17.010 

 

Response to Comment R.D-1 

This comment provides an introduction to the comment letter and describes the commenter’s 
background and interests, indicating that the commenter is writing on behalf of Outward 
Development, LLC. This company is planning a luxury cabin hotel in the Paso Robles area, which 
the commenter believes will be adversely affected by the Proposed Project’s 70 kV transmission 
line. The commenter’s general concern over the Proposed Project is noted and specific 
comments regarding the adequacy of the EIR are responded to below. 

Response to Comment R.D-2 

This comment provides an overview of the planned luxury cabin hotel, including planned 
activities, design, and location. This comment also provides graphics to show the site plan and 
the proximity of the Proposed Project’s 70 kV transmission line to the proposed development. 
This comment is noted and will be shared with the CPUC’s decisionmakers. 

Response to Comment R.D-3 

This comment states that the proposed 70 kV transmission line will cross a substantial portion of 
the cabin hotel project site. The comment also alleges that with the easements associated with 
the Proposed Project’s transmission line, placement of this line would render nearly an acre of 
land unusable. The commenter indicates that this portion of the property is currently designated 
as an event lawn for various types of events. The comment alleges future use of this area would 
be “made impossible” by the easement and general safety, aesthetic, and noise impacts of the 
transmission line. The comment does not raise concerns regarding these resource area impacts 
such that a specific response can be provided. 

The comment claims that the proposed alignment would result in a $1.8 million impact on the 
cabin hotel project because of reduced occupancy. With respect to the economic impacts that 
the commenter believes would occur due to the Proposed Project, the CEQA Guidelines make 
clear that “economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on 
the environment” (Section 15131[a]). Rather, the focus of the analysis in an EIR is meant to be 
on the physical changes caused by a proposed project resulting in impacts on the environment. 
Property value losses in and of themselves are not physical impacts required to be included in a 
CEQA analysis and are not encompassed in a resource topic that is included in Appendix G of the 
CEQA Guidelines. Please refer to Master Response 7 for more discussion of economic impacts. 
As such, this portion of the comment raises issues that are outside the scope of CEQA. 

Response to Comment R.D-4 

This comment alleges that the Proposed Project’s 70 kV transmission lines along the western 
and northern borders of the Outward Development property will have significant aesthetic, 
safety, and noise impacts for guests and employees of the cabin hotel. The comment describes 
various project features that will be specifically impacted, such as walking paths, camping sites, 
and an infinity pool. 

With respect to the commenter’s concerns regarding aesthetic impacts, please refer to 
Section 4.1, “Aesthetics,” within Volume 1 of this FEIR. This section includes a detailed 
evaluation of the potential aesthetics impacts of the new 70 kV power line segment. In 
particular, Figure 4.1-8 shows a rendering of the new 70 kV power line in the general vicinity of 
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the Outward Development parcel. However, as described in Section 4.1, and in accordance with 
the CEQA Guidelines, the focus of the analysis is on impacts to public views (refer to FEIR, 
Volume 1, pages 4.1-37 to 4.1-38). Thus, specific aesthetics impacts on private developments 
would be outside the scope of a CEQA analysis. With respect to safety impacts, it is presumed 
that the commenter is referring to potential health-related impacts from electric and magnetic 
fields (EMF). These potential impacts are discussed in Section 2.9 within Chapter 2, Project 
Description, in Volume 1 of the FEIR. Please also refer to Master Response 2 for the CPUC’s 
detailed response to comments submitted on the DEIR and Recirculated DEIR related to EMF. 

Finally, regarding the noise impacts referenced in the comment, please refer to Section 4.13, 
“Noise and Vibration,” in Volume 1 of the FEIR. As described therein, corona noise is generally 
more noticeable on high-voltage lines, and is not a design issue for power lines rated at 230 kV 
and lower (FEIR, Volume 1, page 4.13-3), such as proposed by the Project. 

Response to Comment R.D-5 

This comment asserts that the Proposed Project 70 kV transmission line (which would cut 
through a portion of the Outward Development property) puts the feasibility of the cabin hotel 
project as risk. The comment argues that abandoning this cabin hotel project will have major 
impacts on the Paso Robles community, including lost transient occupancy tax revenue that 
would be generated for the City of Paso Robles, loss of future business from tourists for the 
nearby businesses, a loss of income to residents that would be employed during the 
construction and operation of the project, and the personal loss for Outward Development 
founders who have invested into this project. 

This comment is noted and will be shared with the CPUC’s decisionmakers. Please refer to 
Response to Comment R.D-3 and Master Response 7 for comprehensive discussion of the 
treatment and analysis of economic impacts under CEQA. 

Response to Comment R.D-6 

This comment begins the commenter’s discussion of four approaches that the commenter 
believes could be implemented to reduce the impacts of the Proposed Project on the Outward 
Development property and planned development. The first option, described by the commenter 
as offering “complete mitigation,” is to choose Alternative Combination #2 (including the 
Estrella Substation, Alternative PLR-1A [Estrella Route to Estrella Substation], as well as 
Alternatives BS-2 [Battery Storage to Address the Distribution Objective] and BS-3 [Behind-the-
Meter Solar and Battery Storage]). The comment argues that Alternative Combination #2 would 
significantly reduce the environmental impact on Outward Development and the entire City of 
Paso Robles. 

As discussed in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis Summary and Comparison of Alternatives, in 
Volume 1 of the FEIR, Alternative Combination #2 was identified as the Environmentally 
Superior Alternative, although the determination was not clear-cut. Specifically, page 5-13 in 
Volume 1 of the FEIR states: “Taking all factors into account, Alternative Combination #2 offers 
the most advantages and least drawbacks among the Proposed Project and other alternative 
combinations.” The alternatives comprising Alternative Combination #2 were found to be 
potentially feasible for the EIR; however, the final determination of feasibility would be made at 
the time that the CPUC makes findings pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. The findings 
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would be made at the time that the CPUC decides whether or how to approve or carry out the 
Proposed Project, including the possible selection of an alternative combination. As such, its 
identification as the Environmentally Superior Alternative in the EIR does not mean that 
Alternative Combination #2 will ultimately be chosen for implementation by the CPUC. The 
commenter’s preference for Alternative Combination #2 is noted and will be shared with the 
CPUC’s decisionmakers. 

Response to Comment R.D-7 

This comment provides a second approach, described as offering “significant mitigation,” that 
would allegedly avoid the alleged impacts raised by the commenter in Comments R.D-3 through 
R.D-5. This option suggests undergrounding all transmission lines that border the cabin hotel 
property line. The commenter contends that this approach would mitigate perceived safety 
issues, avoid impacts on the northeast corner of the property, and reduce noise and aesthetic 
issues. 

At this time, undergrounding in the area of the Outward Development property is not under 
consideration. An undergrounding segment is evaluated in the EIR as Alternative PLR-3 
(Strategic Undergrounding), but this segment would not extend through or include the area of 
concern to the commenter. As discussed in Response to Comment R.D-4, CEQA is primarily 
concerned with a project’s effects on public views and not private residential views. Please refer 
to Master Response 3 for more discussion on this topic.  

Response to Comment R.D-8 

This comment provides a third approach identified as “somewhat significant mitigation”, that 
the commenter believes would avoid some of the alleged impacts discussed in Comments R.D-3 
through R.D-5. This option suggests undergrounding the proposed 70 kV transmission line only 
along the northern border of the property. The commenter claims that this approach would 
avoid the most direct impact upon the cabin hotel project. 

Please refer to Response to Comment R.D-7. As described in that comment response, an 
undergrounding option in the area of concern to the commenter is not under consideration. 

Response to Comment R.D-9 

This comment provides a fourth approach identified as “partial mitigation” to reduce the alleged 
impacts of the Proposed Project’s new 70 kV transmission line segment to the commenter’s 
property, which is to add an additional pole as indicated in the commenter’s Figure 3 such that 
the transmission line would not cross a portion of the Outward Development property. This 
option appears reasonable but would need to be evaluated by PG&E. 

While this approach appears reasonable, economic considerations are outside the scope of 
CEQA and economic impacts that do not result in physical impacts on the environment need not 
be mitigated. For more discussion regarding economic impacts under CEQA, please refer to 
Response to Comment R.D-3 and Master Response 3. 

As indicated in Chapter 2, Project Description, page 2-82, in Volume 1 of the FEIR, the final 
tower/pole locations would be determined when engineering is complete and, where feasible, 
would be adjusted to account for property owner preferences where possible. As such, there is 
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potential for future adjustment of specific pole locations such as to minimize impacts on local 
property owners. If the Proposed Project 70 kV power line routing is selected for 
implementation by the CPUC, the commenter's request could be revisited at a later time by 
PG&E. 

Response to Comment R.D-10 

This comment concludes the comment letter, stating that Outward Development appreciated 
that opportunity to review the Proposed Project and hopes that one of its proposed mitigation 
options can be implemented. The CPUC appreciates Outward Development’s comments. 

Response to Comment R.D-11 

This comment provides a lot line adjustment map to support its comments above. This 
comment is noted and no further response is required.  
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Letter R.E: Mathew Swain, Paragon Legal, for Pacific Gas & Electric Company (January 12, 
2022) 
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Attachments 

Comment R.E-11: Attachment 1. Revised Air Quality Analysis 

Comment R.E-12: Attachment 2. Health Risk Assessment 

Note to Readers: 

The materials provided as attachment have been omitted from this section because they are voluminous 
and do not contain specific comments on the Recirculated DEIR. Each attachment is responded to in this 
section, in correspondence to the alpha-numeric code assigned to each bracketed item, but the full 
attachments are provided in Section 3.4.  
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Response to Comment R.E-1 

This comment introduces the commenter’s comments and summarizes the Proposed Project, 
including providing background on the commenter’s joint filing (with Horizon West Transmission 
[HWT]) of the application requesting Permits to Construct (PTCs) for the Proposed Project. The 
comment also describes the contents of the submittal on the Recirculated DEIR comprising 
Letter R.E, including Attachment 1 (Revised Air Quality Analysis) and Attachment 2 (Health Risk 
Assessment [HRA]). The CPUC provides responses to each of the comments within this letter 
below, including Attachments 1 and 2, which are identified as Comments R.E-11 and R.E-12. 

Response to Comment R.E-2 

This comment restates the commenter’s objections to the EIR’s approach to the agricultural 
resources analysis, in particular the use of and interpretation of the significance threshold for 
conversion of Important Farmland to nonagricultural use, raised by the commenter on the 
original DEIR. The comment also raises similar objections to those raised by HWT in its letter on 
the original DEIR (refer to Comments H-12 to H-14). For the CPUC’s response to these 
comments, please refer to Responses to Comments J-47 to J-50 and Response to Comment 
H-12. 

 Response to Comment R.E-3 

The commenter states that the EIR’s air quality impact analyses and mitigation measures should 
be revised to incorporate the Applicants’ revised air quality calculations, HRA, and comments on 
Valley Fever. For the CPUC’s detailed response to the concerns raised in this comment, please 
refer to Master Responses 11 (Construction Emissions), 12 (Fugitive Dust Emissions), 13 (Air 
Quality Mitigation Measures), 15 (Health Risk Assessment), and 14 (Valley Fever). Refer also 
Responses to Comments R.E-4 to R.E-12 below. 

Response to Comment R.E-4 

The commenter argues that the EIR’s estimate of the Proposed Project’s air quality construction 
emissions should be revised based on refined helicopter assumptions and the updated 
construction schedule. This comment raises similar points to those raised in HWT’s comment 
letter on the Recirculated DEIR. For the CPUC’s response, please refer to Responses to 
Comments R.B-17 to R.B-19. 

Response to Comment R.E-5 

The commenter asserts that Mitigation Measure AQ-1 should be revised to remove the 
requirement for a Construction Activity Management Plan (CAMP), since the Applicants’ 
projection of emissions would be below the San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control 
District’s (SLOCAPCD’s) Tier 2 ROG and NOx as well as PM10 thresholds. For the CPUC’s response 
to these issues, please refer to Response to Comment R.B-20. For the CPUC’s response to 
comments related to construction emissions, please refer to Master Response 11. Additionally, 
for the CPUC’s response to comments related to the air quality mitigation measures, please 
refer to Master Response 13. 
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Response to Comment R.E-6 

The comment asserts that the CPUC did not revise Mitigation Measure AQ-1 based on any of the 
new information that triggered recirculation of portions of the DEIR. Therefore, the comment 
argues that the revisions to Mitigation Measure AQ-1 made as part of the Recirculated DEIR are 
unwarranted. If the changes to Mitigation Measure AQ-1 are retained, the comment suggests 
changes to limit equipment washing and track-out prevention measures to the substation site 
since they are not feasible at the pole site locations. 

The CPUC revised Mitigation Measure AQ-1 to clarify key assumptions and performance 
thresholds. Changes to the Impact AQ-3 analysis was one of several reasons for recirculation of 
the DEIR Air Quality section. Revisions to Mitigation Measure AQ-1 were appropriate and 
allowed for public comment on the proposed changes and clarifications to the mitigation 
measures. 

As provided for in the Mitigation Measure AQ-1, the Applicants may propose alternative 
measures in response to Impact AQ-3, provided that such measures adequately reduce the 
tracking of dust to a level that equals that of the suggested actions described in Mitigation 
Measure AQ-1. If demonstrable by the Applicants to be as effective as the suggested track-out 
control measures in Mitigation Measure AQ-1, track-out control measures from the SWPPP may 
also be included in the CAMP. 

Response to Comment R.E-7 

The comment asserts that guidance from SLOCAPCD would not necessarily require a CAMP and, 
therefore, Mitigation Measure AQ-1 should be revised. For the CPUC’s response to this 
comment, please refer to Response to Comment R.B-20. 

Response to Comment R.E-8 

The comment argues that the HRA provided by Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo (Adams 
Broadwell) does not accurately reflect the potential health impacts from the Proposed Project. 
The comment indicates that the Applicants have prepared an HRA based on their latest project 
information, which they believe demonstrates impacts to be less than significant. 

For the CPUC’s response to comments related to the HRAs submitted during the public review 
periods for the Proposed Project EIR, please refer to Master Response 15. Please also refer to 
Response to Comment R.B-21. The commenter’s critique of the Adams Broadwell HRA is noted. 
It should be noted that the Applicants’ critiques may not have been based on access to the 
detailed modeling files provided in Adams Broadwell’s comment letter on the Recirculated DEIR 
(Comment Letter R.A). 

Response to Comment R.E-9 

The comment argues that the exposure of sensitive receptors to Valley Fever due to Proposed 
Project construction would be reduced to less than significant with implementation of the valley 
fever management plan (VFMP) required by Mitigation Measure AQ-2. For the CPUC’s response 
to these issues, please refer to Response to Comment R.B-24. 



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 

3-1515 March 2023 
Project 17.010 

 

Response to Comment R.E-10 

The comment requests that the text of Mitigation Measure AQ-2 be revised to indicate that the 
Applicants will consult with the California Department of Public Health (CDPH) and the San Luis 
Obispo Department of Public Health (SLODPH) in developing a VFMP, rather than requiring the 
agencies to review the VFMP. This is the same point/request that was raised by HWT in its 
Comment R.B-25. Please refer to the response to comment R.B-25 for the CPUC’s detailed 
response. As described therein, the wording of Mitigation Measure AQ-2 has been changed to 
require consultation with the CDPH and SLODPH. 

Response to Comment R.E-11 

The commenter has prepared revised air quality construction emissions estimates. The 
emissions estimates presented are noted and will be shared with decisionmakers. For the 
CPUC’s detailed response to comments relating to construction emissions, please refer to 
Master Response 11. 

Response to Comment R.E-12 

The commenter has enclosed an HRA. The HRA provided is noted and will be shared with 
decisionmakers. For the CPUC’s detailed response to comments related to HRAs provided during 
the Proposed Project EIR public review periods, please refer to Master Response 15.  
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Letter R.F: Tom Erskine, Santa Ysabel Ranch Homeowners Association (January 11, 2022) 
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Response to Comment R.F-1 

The commenter introduces the remainder of the comment letter and states their role as HOA 
president. The comment expresses concern over health-related impacts due to air quality issues 
from the Proposed Project, including emissions of particulate matter and Valley Fever exposure 
during construction. 

For the CPUC’s response to these issues, please refer to Master Responses 11 (Construction 
Emissions), 15 (Health Risk Assessment), and 14 (Valley Fever). The EIR’s impact analysis 
concludes that construction emissions and health impacts are significant and unavoidable. 
Feasible mitigation measures have been incorporated to the EIR with appropriate performance 
standards, as further discussed in Master Response 13 (Air Quality Mitigation Measures). 

Response to Comment R.F-2 

The commenter notes the definition of sensitive receptors described in the EIR and that health 
effects are dependent upon several factors, including pollutant concentrations and exposure 
parameters. It is noted that the EIR states that health effects would be more likely for 
individuals with greater susceptibility to exposure. The commenter provides information on the 
demographics of the Santa Ysabel Ranch residents, stating that there are 33 single family homes 
within 1,000 feet of the proposed poles under Alternative SE-PLR-2: Templeton-Paso South River 
Road Route. The comment asserts that 53 out of 70 of these residents qualify as sensitive 
receptors. 

The comment is noted with respect to the demographics of the Santa Ysabel Ranch residents. 
Please refer to Master Response 15 for discussion of issues related to health effects and air 
quality. The EIR has concluded that health effects to sensitive receptors would be significant and 
unavoidable and feasible mitigation has been incorporated to the EIR to help reduce the severity 
of these impacts. Mitigation Measure AQ-1 requires preparation of a construction activity 
management plan (CAMP) that would establish standards and procedures to minimize emissions 
during construction activity. The CAMP would be reviewed by the San Luis Obispo County Air 
Pollution Control District (SLOCAPCD) and would be subject to approval by the CPUC. Mitigation 
Measure AQ-2 requires, prior to the start of construction, the Project Applicants or their 
contractors to draft a valley fever management plan (VFMP), consult with the California 
Department of Public Health and the San Luis Obispo Department of Public Health regarding 
Valley Fever best mitigation practices and implement all such feasible measures recommended 
by these agencies. These measures would help reduce potential impacts to the residents 
described in the comment. 

Response to Comment R.F-3 

The commenters express concern about the potential increase in exposure to Valley Fever 
resulting from Proposed Project construction. The commenter claims that Valley Fever fungus is 
in their soil and that a resident contracted the disease in 2011. Please refer to Master Response 
14 for a discussion regarding Valley Fever. 

Response to Comment R.F-4 

The commenter alleges that the EIR does not fully take into account the proximity and 
additional exposure of sensitive receptors from Proposed Project construction emissions and 
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effects, as it applies to the layout of Santa Ysabel Ranch. The comment alleges the EIR’s 
characterization of pole distance to sensitive receptors does not apply to the residents of Santa 
Ysabel Ranch, which the commenter expands on in Comment R.F-5. For the CPUC’s response to 
these issues, please refer to Master Response 15 and Response to Comment R.F-5. 

Response to Comment R.F-5 

The commenter suggests five reasons the EIR’s assumptions regarding the proximity and 
exposure of sensitive receptors to pollutants are incorrect. Specifically, the commenter notes: 

1. The main entry gate to Santa Ysabel Ranch, as well as the mailbox location used by all 
residents, would be between two poles. The commenter alleges soil disturbance would 
be extensive and would expose Santa Ysabel Ranch residents to health hazards. 

2. The poles proposed on the east side of Santa Ysabel Ranch would be installed along 
Warm Springs Lane, a road that provides recreational opportunities and the only egress 
for 24 residents and states there are 18 sensitive receptors living on that road. 

3. The property line of one home on Warm Springs Lane stops at South River Road and the 
commenter alleges it is unclear whether these individuals may have one or two poles 
on their property. The commenter notes these residents are elderly and one has 
asthma. 

4. There are 21 homes within 1,000 feet of proposed pole locations between Fire Rock 
Loop and Santa Ysabel Avenue. The commenter alleges 35 of those residents are 
sensitive receptors with health issues, including asthma. 

5. There are 3 homes with children on Fire Rock Loop and states the backyards of these 
homes are 30-60’ from the Project’s pole locations. 

For the CPUC’s discussion of these issues, please refer to Master Response 15. The CPUC 
evaluated air quality impacts qualitatively but noted that an HRA prepared by another 
commenter’s experts concludes that some health impacts above the applicable thresholds could 
occur. Thus, Impact AQ-3 (potential to expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations) was determined to be significant and unavoidable in the EIR. 

For situations during which residents are passing by the construction site(s) (getting mail, 
walking dogs, etc.), a small incremental increase in cancer risk and chronic health impacts might 
occur. However, given the standard conservative assumptions already considered in typical HRA 
methodologies, this slight increase would not substantially worsen the impact that would occur. 
The overall potential impact to sensitive receptors under Impact AQ-3 remains significant and 
unavoidable, as concluded in the EIR. Similarly, these short-term exposures while passing 
through gates, leaving the community, and walking to the mailbox or walking a dog could 
expose the residents to acute short-term health impacts. Acute health impacts are short-term in 
nature and dissipate quickly once the receptor is not in the area being exposed. Thus, no new or 
substantially worsened significant impact would occur. The overall potential impact to sensitive 
receptors disclosed under Impact AQ-3 would remain significant and unavoidable. 
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Response to Comment R.F-6 

The commenter asserts that the construction schedule for Alternative SE-PLR-2 is incorrect due 
to statements by PG&E in 2017 that power lines installed near fault lines require larger 
foundations and are taller and wider. The commenter does not believe that this has been 
accounted for in terms of the number of helicopter trips, level of construction traffic, and 
amount of earth moved. The commenter feels that construction of Alternative SE-PLR-2 would 
take longer than indicated in the EIR, further exposing their residents. 

For the CPUC’s response to these concerns, please refer to Master Response 11 (Construction 
Emissions) and 13 (Air Quality Mitigation Measures). The CPUC uses information available at the 
time of preparation of the DEIR. However, these are the best, reasonable estimates available at 
the time of DEIR preparation and there may be changes not anticipated to the schedule and 
construction equipment usage. The air quality mitigation measures are designed to ensure that 
even with unanticipated changes to the construction schedule and equipment lists described in 
the DEIR, the performance standards outlined in these measures will ensure that all feasible 
mitigation to minimize air quality-related impacts are implemented. The air quality mitigation 
measures are described in detail in Section 4.3.4 within Section 4.3, “Air Quality,” Volume 1 of 
the FEIR. With respect to the dimensions of power line poles near fault lines, please also refer to 
Response to Comment L-17. 

Response to Comment R.F-7 

The commenter states that they oppose Alternative SE-PLR-2 due to the health hazards that 
construction-related emissions, particulate matter, and Valley Fever exposure would cause the 
Santa Ysabel Ranch residents. The commenter states that they support Alternative Combination 
#2, due to less impact. 

The comment is noted, including the commenter’s opposition to Alternative SE-PLR-2 and 
preference for Alternative Combination #2. Please refer to the above responses regarding 
specific responses to the general concerns regarding health hazards raised in this comment. 

Response to Comment R.F-8 

The commenter questions the EIR’s description of the construction schedule for Alternative SE-
PLR-2 as taking 9 months less to complete than the Proposed Project. The commenter believes 
the construction schedule for Alternative SE-PLR-2 is inaccurate based on the assumption that 
the proximity of earthquake faults to the alignment would require larger pole foundations, 
which the commenter believes would take more time to install than standard poles. The 
commenter asks for clarification on how tall and wide the poles would be in front of the Santa 
Ysabel Ranch. They also question the timing if a portion of the proposed 70 kV line along South 
River Road is undergrounded instead of installed above-ground on poles. The commenter notes 
deviations in time could increase air quality impacts. 

For the CPUC’s response to these concerns, please refer to Master Response 15, as well as 
Response to Comment R.F-5 and R.F-6. Please also refer to Response to Comment L-17. 
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Response to Comment R.F-9 

The commenter asserts that the EIR underestimates the health impacts related to air quality due 
to the proximity of 13 homes on Warm Springs Lane to proposed pole locations under 
Alternative SE-PLR-2. Please refer to Master Response 15 and Response to Comment R.F-5. 

Response to Comment R.F-10 

The commenter purports to quote the EIR stating health effects would be more likely for 
individuals with greater susceptibility to exposure and the location of receptors relative to the 
project. The commenter states, and provides a graphic showing, that there are 21 homes within 
1,000 feet of the proposed pole locations under Alternative SE-PLR-2, and that 35 of the 
residents are sensitive receptors. 

Please refer to Master Response 15 and Response to Comment R.F-5. 

Response to Comment R.F-11 

The comment provides a quotation from the EIR indicating the types of locations that may 
contain sensitive receptors (e.g., residences, senior living complexes, schools, parks, daycare 
centers, nursing homes, and medical facilities). The commenter states, and provides a graphic 
showing, that there are four sensitive receptor locations within 1,000 feet of the Alternative SE-
PLR-2 alignment in proximity to the Paso Robles Substation along the northern portion of the 
alignment. 

Please refer to Master Response 15 and Response to Comment R.F-5. 

Response to Comment R.F-12 

The commenter notes that there are fault lines along the proposed Alternative SE-PLR-2 
alignment and reiterates assertions raised previously in this comment letter stating that this 
would require installation of taller and wider poles with larger foundations. The comment 
questions the length of time estimated in the EIR for the construction work for Alternative SE-
PLR-2 based on the alleged need for larger poles. The comment also notes the consideration of 
an undergrounding segment along Alternative SE-PLR-2, and questions the construction 
schedule for Alternative SE-PLR-2. The comment argues that, based on these points, the adverse 
health impacts of Alternative SE-PLR-2 due to air quality issues may be greater than estimated in 
the EIR. 

Please refer to Master Response 15 and Response to Comment R.F-8, as well as Response to 
Comment L-17. 
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