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INTRODUCTION 

The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) prepared this Comments and Responses 
to Comments Document (Volume 3 of the Final Environmental Impact Report [FEIR]) for the 
Suncrest Dynamic Reactive Power Support Project (Proposed Project) proposed by NextEra 
Energy Transmission West, LLC (NEET West). The FEIR was prepared in compliance with the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970 (as amended) and the CEQA Guidelines 
(14 California Code of Regulations (CCR) 15000 et seq.). The FEIR provides the public, 
responsible agencies, and trustee agencies with information about the potential 
environmental effects of implementation of the Proposed Project.  

Format and Organization of the Comments and Responses to 
Comments Document 

This volume of the FEIR contains the following components: 

Chapter 1, Introduction. This chapter describes the organization of the Comments and 
Responses to Comments Document; the public review, preparation and certification 
process; and presents a list of agencies and persons that commented on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).  

Chapter 2, Master Responses. This chapter contains the master responses prepared 
for common thematic comments received on the DEIR - to avoid repetition in 
responding to individual comments.  

Chapter 3, Individual Responses to Comments. This chapter presents all of the 
comments received on the DEIR, and CPUC’s individual responses to those comments.  

Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR. This chapters presents revisions made to the DEIR 
in response to comments, as well as any corrections made by the CPUC.  

Chapter 5, Report Preparation. This chapter lists the individuals involved in preparing 
this Comments and Responses to Comments Document and their responsibilities. 

Chapter 6, References. This chapter provides the bibliography of literature, websites, 
and other materials cited during preparation of this volume of the FEIR. 

Appendix A, DEIR Notices and Mailing List. This appendix contains the Notice of 
Availability (NOA) of the DEIR, the Notice of Completion (NOC) of the DEIR that was 
sent to the State Office of Planning and Research (OPR), and the newspaper 
advertisements announcing the public meetings and availability of the DEIR. 
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Appendix B, Meeting Materials. This appendix contains the materials associated with 
the public meetings that were held during the public review period of the DEIR, 
including the meeting sign-in sheet, comment form, and presentation.  

Public Review of the DEIR 
The public review period for the DEIR was initiated on November 23, 2016 with the filing of 
the NOC with the State Clearinghouse. The NOA was distributed via direct mail to interested 
members of the public and local, state, federal, and tribal agencies, and posted on the CPUC’s 
website. Notices advertising the location, date, and time of the public meeting for the 
Proposed Project, and the availability of the DEIR, were published in the Alpine Sun and the 
San Diego Union Tribune.  

The 48-day public review period concluded on January 10, 2016, but the public review period 
was informally extended to receive comments beyond this date. During the review period, 
the DEIR was made available for review on CPUC’s website and at the Alpine Branch San 
Diego County Library. 

The DEIR notices and the associated mailing list are provided in Appendix A of this volume of 
the FEIR. 

Public Meetings on the DEIR 
The CPUC conducted a public meeting on the DEIR at the Alpine Community Center (1830 
Alpine Boulevard, Alpine, CA) on December 8, 2016. This meeting involved a presentation by 
CPUC consultant staff, followed by an opportunity for members of the public to provide oral 
comments on the Proposed Project. Two members of the public attended the meeting. 
Meeting materials are provided in Appendix B of this volume of the FEIR. 

Comments Received During the Public Review Period 
12 comment letters were received during the public review period. Of these, 3 were from 
public agencies, and the remainder were from private corporations, organizations, and 
members of the public. Additionally, one comment letter (Comment Letter A, from Adams 
Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo) incorporated testimony/comments from 5 expert witnesses. 
This comment letter also included a large volume of appended literature to support 
information cited in the letter. A number of the commenters expressed similar concerns and 
opinions regarding the feasibility of the Suncrest Substation Alternative, and the 
environmental impacts of this Alternative compared to those of the Proposed Project.  

Other comments addressed the adequacy of the project description and environmental 
baseline, the analysis of or impacts on biological resources, air quality, cultural resources, 
hydrology and water quality, noise, transportation and traffic, and the cumulative impacts 
analysis. Several comments also provided information on possible permitting and other 
requirements that may be applicable to the Proposed Project. 
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Preparation of the Comments and Responses to Comments 
Document 

It was determined that certain common thematic comments received on the DEIR, specifically 
those regarding the feasibility and environmental impacts of the Suncrest Substation 
Alternative, were best addressed in master responses. Therefore, master responses were 
prepared to address these comments, provided in Chapter 2, Master Responses. The 
remainder of comments were responded to through individual responses to comments, as 
presented in Chapter 3, Individual Responses to Comments.    

In response to certain comments on the DEIR, it was determined that revisions to the DEIR 
text were necessary or appropriate. In these instances, it was noted in the response that the 
text was revised, and the revised DEIR text was presented in Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR 
using underline and strikeout to denote changes. These changes are also carried over to 
Volumes 1 and 2 of the FEIR (formerly the DEIR) and shown in underline/strikeout. 

FEIR Review and Certification 
The FEIR will be distributed to public agencies that provided comments on the DEIR at least 
10 days before its certification. At the close of the 10-day public agency review period, the 
CPUC will review the Environmental Impact Report (EIR), consider staff recommendations 
and public comment, and decide whether to certify the EIR and approve or deny the Proposed 
Project. If the CPUC decides to approve the Proposed Project, it will file a Notice of 
Determination (NOD) with OPR. 

List of Commenters on the DEIR 
The following table lists the individuals and agencies that provided comments on the DEIR. 
All of the submitted comments are responded to in Chapters 2 and 3 of this document. 
Comment responses are provided according to the comment letter ID/code system indicated 
in Table 1.  The total number of pages provided in the comments also is provided. As shown 
in Table 1, CPUC received 221 pages of comments and 4,214 pages of appended or cited 
literature in response to the DEIR. 
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Table 1. List of Commenters Providing Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Comment 
Letter ID 

Commenting 
Individual(s) 

Agency / Organization Date Submitted Comment / 
Response ID Code 

Range 

# of Pages 

Comment Letter Appended / 
Cited Literature1 

A Christina Caro Adams Broadwell Joseph & 
Cardozo 

January 11, 2017 A-1 to A-90 59 1,082 

Expert Witness Testimony 

David Marcus N/A January 11, 2017 A-91 to A-94 3 3 

Matt Hagemann & 
Jessie Jaeger 

Soil Water Air Protection 
Enterprise (SWAPE) 

January 11, 2017 A-95 to A-113 20 1,545 

Scott Cashen N/A January 11, 2017 A-114 to A-167 28 1,025 

Tom Myers N/A January 11, 2017 A-168 to A-181 8 218 

Daniel Smith Smith Engineering & 
Management  

January 11, 2017 A-182 to A-203 7 2 

B Gail Sevrens California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife 

January 11, 2017 B-1 to B-8 6 0 

C Jordan Pinjuv California Independent 
System Operator 

January 10, 2017 C-1 to C-5 3 0 

D Anonymous 
Commenter 

N/A December 1, 2016 D-1 to D-5 1 0 

E Anonymous 
Commenter 

N/A December 23, 2016 E-1 to E-10 2 0 

F Lisa Cottle, Tracy 
Davis, and Scott Castro 

Winston & Strawn, LLP / 
NextEra Energy Transmission 
West, LLC 

January 10, 2017 F-1 to F-201 65 338 

G Chloe Lukins Office of Ratepayer 
Advocates 

January 10, 2017 G-1 to G-6 3 0 

1 Electronic copies of these literature citations are available upon request. Please send request to suncrestproject@horizonh2o.com. 

mailto:suncrestproject@horizonh2o.com
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Comment 
Letter ID 

Commenting 
Individual(s) 

Agency / Organization Date Submitted Comment / 
Response ID Code 

Range 

# of Pages 

Comment Letter Appended / 
Cited Literature1 

H N/A Oral Comments Received at 
the December 8, 2016 Public 
Meeting in Alpine, CA 

December 8, 2016 H-1 to H-7 1 0 

I Adrianna Kripke San Diego Gas & Electric 
Company 

January 10. 2017 I-1 to I-9 6 0 

J Sean Karafin San Diego Regional Chamber 
of Commerce 

January 10, 2017 J-1 to J-3 1 0 

K Travis Lyon Alpine Community Planning 
Group 

January 27, 2017 K-1 to K-9 3 0 

L Joseph Farace County of San Diego January 30, 2017 L-1 to L-15 5 1 

Total: 221 4,214 
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Chapter 2 
MASTER RESPONSES 

This chapter contains the master responses to comments submitted on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). A number of commenters provided similar concerns 
and opinions regarding the feasibility of the Suncrest Substation Alternative that was 
considered in the DEIR, as well as on the selection of the Suncrest Substation Alternative as 
the environmentally superior alternative. Responses to these comments are provided in the 
master responses presented in this chapter. 

Copies of the comment letters received on the DEIR are presented in Chapter 3, Individual 
Responses to Comments. In many instances, individual responses to specific comments 
identified in Chapter 3 refer back to the master responses contained in this chapter to address 
the common themes identified below. 

Master Response 1: Feasibility of the Suncrest Substation 
Alternative 

Issues: 
A number of commenters state that the Suncrest Substation Alternative considered in the 
DEIR is infeasible. As described in Chapter 20, Alternatives, of the DEIR, the Suncrest 
Substation Alternative would involve placing the proposed static VAR compensator (SVC), or 
reactive device, within the existing footprint area of the Suncrest Substation. In this respect, 
the DEIR concludes that the Suncrest Substation Alternative would avoid virtually all of the 
environmental impacts of the Proposed Project by avoiding the need to develop a new area 
for the reactive device or construct a one-mile transmission line connecting the proposed SVC 
to the Suncrest Substation. This alternative was considered potentially feasible in the DEIR.  

Commenters allege the Suncrest Substation Alternative is infeasible on several grounds, 
including: (1) NextEra Energy Transmission West, LLC (NEET West) would not be able to 
reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise have access to the existing substation site within 
the amount of time needed to meet the California Independent System Operator’s (CAISO’s) 
required in-service date (e.g., condemnation proceedings could take several years, pushing 
the commercial operation date beyond June 2017); (2) the alternative is economically 
infeasible because it would add substantial expense that is not included in the cost cap under 
the Approved Project Sponsor Agreement (APSA); (3) allowing an entity to construct and 
own facilities within another utility’s existing substation could lead to significant safety and 
security issues; and (4) the alternative conflicts with Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
(FERC) Order No. 1000, the CAISO Tariff, and the APSA for the Proposed Project. CAISO 
suggests in its comment letter (see Comment C-2) that SDG&E may ultimately build the 
project within the Suncrest Substation if the proposed project is denied. 
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Response: 
The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) appreciates comments related to the 
feasibility of the Suncrest Substation Alternative, and acknowledges the various issues that 
arise with consideration of the alternative.  

Alternatives presented in an environmental impact report (EIR) need only be potentially 
feasible (California Environmental Quality Act [CEQA] Guidelines Section 15126.6(a); see 
also City of Long Beach v Los Angeles Unified School District (2009)). The term “feasible” is 
defined in the Public Resources Code Section 21061.1 as “capable of being accomplished in a 
successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, 
environmental, social, and technological factors.” CEQA Guidelines Section 15364 adds the 
word “legal” into the list of factors to take into account. 

A lead CEQA agency may exclude from an EIR alternatives that it concludes are not potentially 
feasible (see Save San Francisco Bay Association v San Francisco BCDC (1992), in which the 
court concluded that an EIR need not examine “alternatives that are so speculative, contrary 
to law, or economically catastrophic as to exceed the realm of feasibility”).  

As described in the DEIR, San Diego Gas & Electric Company’s (SDG&E’s) response to a CPUC 
data request and SGG&E’s comments during the scoping period for the DEIR demonstrate 
that there is sufficient physical space within the existing Suncrest Substation footprint to 
construct the needed reactive device. SDG&E proposed such a project during the CAISO’s 
competitive solicitation process, and discussed the design in detailed responses to CPUC data 
requests. The Suncrest Substation Alternative is at least potentially feasible with respect to 
technological factors.  

CPUC’s response to comments on the Suncrest Substation Alternative pertaining to schedule, 
economic feasibility, safety and security, and FERC Order 1000/CAISO Tariff/APSA are 
provided below. Feasibility will be further addressed in the CPUC’s Formal Proceeding for 
Application A.15-08-027. 

Schedule  

In regards to the question of ownership and ability to obtain site control within a reasonable 
period of time, it is understood that if NEET West were granted a Certificate of Public 
Convenience and Necessity (CPCN), it could undertake a condemnation proceeding to obtain 
ownership of a portion of the existing substation necessary for constructing the reactive 
device. Although this process would take an indeterminate amount of time, it is unclear 
whether schedule delay of several years would cause any undue problems to electric 
reliability.  

It is CPUC staff’s understanding that the underlying purpose of the 300 megavar reactive 
device identified in the CAISO’s 2013-2014 Transmission Plan is to meet policy goals related 
to the State’s Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS), i.e., the importation of renewable 
generation. It is not clear from the 2013-2014 Transmission Plan or CAISO’s Project Selection 
Report for the Suncrest Reactive Power Project how the required in-service date was 
developed or the status of the renewable targeted generation projects.  Thus, it is unclear 
whether the CAISO’s stated in-service date for the project is critical for addressing a current 
transmission system need. 
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Economic Feasibility 

It is unclear whether the Suncrest Substation Alternative is economically feasible because 
NEET West has not completed a project design or cost proposal for a facility within the 
substation. But, even considering the added costs of obtaining site control possibly through a 
condemnation hearing, it is possible that installing the reactive device on the existing 
substation site would be more cost-effective than the Proposed Project.  This issue is also 
within the scope of the CPUC’s Formal Proceeding for Application A.15-08-027.  

Safety, Security, and Reliability 

In regards to the safety and security concerns arising from locating two entities within the 
same substation raised by commenters, there is no law of which we are aware that expressly 
prohibits two utilities from operating within the same substation. CPUC staff contend that it 
is possible for SDG&E and the Applicant to develop appropriate agreements establishing 
protocols to mitigate potential safety and security concerns. As identified by the Office of 
Ratepayer Advocates (ORA) in its comments on the DEIR (see Chapter 3, Individual Responses 
to Comments), it may be safer for the two operators to be located in close proximity to one 
another (e.g., it may be easier to follow the “check and tag” requirements when they operate 
the devices either during routine operation or during maintenance). The risk of fire may also 
be reduced due to the reduction of transmission infrastructure required under the Suncrest 
Substation Alternative.  

It remains unclear to the CPUC whether the Suncrest Substation Alternative creates an 
increased reliability risk. SDG&E and the applicant’s facilities will be connected under the 
Proposed Project as well.  FERC recognizes that interconnected facilities enhance reliability: 
“…to enhance reliability, among other reasons, public utility transmission providers have 
historically connected to the transmission systems of others, as well as jointly owned 
transmission facilities, and have therefore developed experience, protocols, and business 
models for coordinated operations with multiple transmission providers, operators, and 
users. … All providers of bulk-power system transmission facilities, including nonincumbent 
transmission developers, that successfully develop a transmission project, are required to be 
registered as functional entities and must comply with all applicable reliability standards” 
(FERC Order 1000, P. 236). Safety, security, and reliability will be further addressed in the 
CPUC’s Formal Proceeding for Application A.15-08-027. 

FERC Order 1000, FERC Order 2003a, CAISO Tariff, APSA, and California Public Utility Code 

Comments on the DEIR cite passages from FERC Order No. 1000 and related documents to 
demonstrate possible legal risks with the Suncrest Substation Alternative and describe 
potential issues regarding the feasibility of constructing it. It is not possible to conclude that 
the Suncrest Substation Alternative is legally infeasible based on these documents.  Passages 
from these documents are copied below to provide context. No changes were made to the 
Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) based on comments that cite passages from the 
documents discussed in this Master Response. But the disclosure of these passages increases 
the informational value of the EIR, while appropriately allowing the CPUC to resolve all legal 
and policy issues during the Formal Proceeding. Sections from these documents may be 
reviewed during the CPUC’s Formal Proceeding for Application A.15-08-027 as appropriate.  
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Please note the additional passages from FERC Order No. 1000 below that describe the State’s 
siting, permitting, and construction authority (e.g., FERC Order No. 1000 P. 107, 156, 227, 
253, 276, 287, 319 and similar citations in FERC Order No. 1000-A). FERC Order No. 1000, 
Paragraph 319 is provided in its entirety to provide context for the first few sentences cited 
by commenters. Please note passages below that indicate the project sponsor may come to 
an agreement with the incumbent utility about constructing a project within the incumbent’s 
facility (e.g., FERC Order No. 1000-A P. 426, P. 427 and CAISO Tariff Section 24.5.1). Also note 
conditional language in the CAISO Tariff (e.g., “take such action as [the CAISO] reasonably 
considers appropriate” and “may”) and in APSA passages cited by commenters.  

The APSA for the Proposed Project and the generic template for all APSAs included as 
Appendix X to the CAISO Tariff state that any modifications to the proposed facilities ordered 
by a siting agency are not subject to CAISO approval. However, Appendix E to the APSA for 
the Proposed Project also states that if the siting agency orders the proposed facilities to be 
sited within the substation footprint of the Interconnecting PTO [Participating Transmission 
Owner], the CAISO may take such action as it determines to be necessary and appropriate in 
accordance with the CAISO Tariff. This language is not included in Appendix E to the generic, 
template APSA found in the CAISO Tariff. 

The proposed project was selected as a policy-driven project and not a reliability-driven 
project, and CPUC staff are not aware of a timeframe during which the proposed project must 
be constructed to ensure grid reliability.  Given that the Proposed Project was identified by 
the CAISO to address policy-driven needs, and based on the CAISO’s 2013/2014 
Transmission Planning Process (TPP), its underlying purpose can be defined as the need to 
provide reactive power support at the existing Suncrest Substation to allow for importation 
of renewable generation from the Imperial Valley to demand centers in the west in support 
of achieving California’s Renewables Portfolio Standard goals. FERC Order 1000 and 1000-A 
reiterate that substantive matters traditionally reserved to the states include the siting, 
permitting, ownership, or construction of transmission facilities. Additionally, the reforms 
described in FERC Order 1000 and 1000-A do not speak to which entity may ultimately 
construct transmission facilities. FERC Order 1000 and 1000-A are clear that nothing within 
them is intended to limit, preempt, or otherwise affect state or local laws or regulations with 
respect to construction of transmission facilities. 

In the State of California, the CPUC’s broad jurisdiction pursuant to California Public Utilities 
Code (PU Code) 701 and the policy implications involved with the proposed project (e.g., 
competitive transmission processes with respect to the Commission's duty to comply with 
CEQA) support carrying the ESA forward as potentially feasible. See also PU Code sections 
612, 625, 701, 762, 762.5, 1001, 1002.3. PU Code sections 762 and 762.5 are particularly 
relevant with respect to the Commission’s authority regarding the reasonable use of a public 
utility’s existing physical property. FERC orders, the CAISO Tariff, the APSA, and the PU Code 
will be further addressed with respect to feasibility of the Suncrest Substation Alternative in 
the CPUC’s Formal Proceeding for Application A.15-08-027. 

Thank you for your comments. 
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• FERC Order No. 1000 
o P. 107  

 We acknowledge that there is longstanding state authority over certain 
matters that are relevant to transmission planning and expansion, such 
as matters relevant to siting, permitting, and construction. However, 
nothing in this Final Rule involves an exercise of siting, permitting, and 
construction authority. The transmission planning and cost allocation 
requirements of this Final Rule, like those of Order No. 890, are 
associated with the processes used to identify and evaluate transmission 
system needs and potential solutions to those needs. In establishing 
these reforms, the Commission is simply requiring that certain processes 
be instituted. This in no way involves an exercise of authority over those 
specific substantive matters traditionally reserved to the states, 
including integrated resource planning, or authority over such 
transmission facilities. For this reason, we see no reason why this Final 
Rule should create conflicts between state and federal requirements.  

o P. 156 
 As discussed above, this Final Rule in no way involves an exercise of 

authority over those specific substantive matters traditionally reserved 
to the states, including integrated resource planning, or authority over 
siting, permitting, or construction of transmission solutions. 

o P. 227 
 In developing the framework below, we have sought to provide 

flexibility for public utility transmission providers in each region to 
propose, in consultation with stakeholders, how best to address 
participation by nonincumbents as a result of removal of the federal 
right of first refusal from Commission-jurisdictional tariffs and 
agreements. However, we note that nothing in this Final Rule is 
intended to limit, preempt, or otherwise affect state or local laws or 
regulations with respect to construction of transmission facilities, 
including but not limited to authority over siting or permitting of 
transmission facilities. Public utility transmission providers must 
establish this framework in consultation with stakeholders and we 
encourage stakeholders to fully participate.  

o P. 253 
 The Commission concludes that there is a need to act at this time to 

remove provisions from Commission-jurisdictional tariffs and 
agreements that grant incumbent transmission providers a federal right 
of first refusal to construct transmission facilities selected in a regional 
transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation. 231… 

‐ Footnote 231: As explained in more detail in section III.B.3below, 
the Commission purposely refers to “federal rights of first 
refusal” in this Final Rule because the Commission’s action on 
this issue in this Final Rule addresses only rights of first refusal 
that are created by provisions in Commission-jurisdictional 
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tariffs or agreements. Nothing in this Final Rule is intended to 
limit, preempt, or otherwise affect state or local laws or 
regulations with respect to construction of transmission 
facilities, including but not limited to authority over siting or 
permitting of transmission facilities. This Final Rule does not 
require removal of references to such state or local laws or 
regulations from Commission-approved tariffs or agreements.    

o P. 276 
 Other commenters also argue that the Commission lacks general 

jurisdiction over the siting, construction, or ownership of transmission 
facilities, matters they assert Congress intentionally left to the states, as 
demonstrated by a comparison between the FPA and the Natural Gas 
Act.253 Commenters assert that the proposal to adopt rules governing 
who can build transmission within an incumbent transmission owner’s 
zone exceeds the authority conferred upon the Commission under the 
FPA to regulate the terms and conditions of service and, in essence, 
create a federal franchise for transmission service. 254 

o P. 287 
 Eliminating a federal right of first refusal in Commission-jurisdictional 

tariffs and agreements does not, as some commenters contend, result in 
the regulation of matters reserved to the states, such as transmission 
construction, ownership or siting. The reforms are focused solely on 
public utility transmission provider tariffs and agreements subject to 
the Commission’s jurisdiction. While many commenters indicate that 
they disagree with these statements, none of them has explained 
adequately how our actions will override or conflict with state laws or 
regulations. The Commission acknowledges that there may be 
restrictions on the construction of transmission facilities by 
nonincumbent transmission providers under rules or regulations 
enforced by other jurisdictions. Nothing in this Final Rule is intended to 
limit, preempt, or otherwise affect state or local laws or regulations 
with respect to construction of transmission facilities, including but not 
limited to authority over siting or permitting of transmission facilities. It 
does not follow that the Commission has no authority to remove such 
restrictions in the tariffs or agreements subject to its jurisdiction.  

o P. 319 
 In addition, the Proposed Rule emphasized that our reforms do not 

affect the right of an incumbent transmission provider to build, own and 
recover costs for upgrades to its own transmission facilities, such as in 
the case of tower change outs or reconductoring, regardless of whether 
or not an upgrade has been selected in the regional transmission plan 
for purposes of cost allocation. In other words, an incumbent 
transmission provider would be permitted to maintain a federal right of 
first refusal for upgrades to its own transmission facilities.  In addition, 
the Commission affirms that proposal here, and in response to 
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commenters adds that our reforms are not intended to alter an 
incumbent transmission provider’s use and control of its existing rights-
of-way.  That is, this Final Rule does not remove or limit any right an 
incumbent may have to build, own and recover costs for upgrades to the 
facilities owned by an incumbent, nor does this Final Rule grant or deny 
transmission developers the ability to use rights-of-way held by other 
entities, even if transmission facilities associated with such upgrades or 
uses of existing rights-of-way are selected in the regional transmission 
plan for purposes of cost allocation.  The retention, modification, or 
transfer of rights-of-way remain subject to relevant law or regulation 
granting the rights-of-way.  

 
• FERC Order No. 1000-A 

o P. 105 
 The Commission also made clear that nothing in Order No. 1000 

infringed on those matters traditionally reserved to the states, such as 
matters relevant to siting, permitting and construction, as the reforms 
in Order No. 1000 are associated with the processes used to identify and 
evaluate transmission system needs and potential solutions to those 
needs. 

o P. 186 
 As we stated in Order No. 1000, nothing therein is intended to preempt 

or otherwise conflict with state authority over the siting, permitting, 
and construction of transmission facilities or over integrated resource 
planning and similar processes.  Order No. 1000 explained that “nothing 
in this Final Rule involves an exercise of siting, permitting, and 
construction authority.  The transmission planning and cost allocation 
requirements of this Final Rule, like those of Order No. 890, are 
associated with the processes used to identify and evaluate transmission 
system needs and potential solutions to those needs.”  Order No. 1000 
concluded that “[t]his in no way involves an exercise of authority over 
those specific substantive matters traditionally reserved to the states, 
including integrated resource planning, or authority over such 
transmission facilities.” 

o P. 187 
 We affirm that conclusion here.  In so finding, we recognize, as we did in 

Order No. 1000, that the states have a significant jurisdictional role in 
the siting, permitting, and construction of transmission facilities, and 
that many states require public utility transmission providers to 
undertake and implement integrated resource plans.  However, as we 
explain below, the Commission may undertake Order No. 1000’s reforms 
without intruding on state jurisdiction. 

o P. 188 
 At the outset, it is important to recognize that Order No. 1000’s 

transmission planning reforms are concerned with process; these 
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reforms are not intended to dictate substantive outcomes, such as what 
transmission facilities will be built and where. We recognize that such 
decisions are normally made at the state level. Rather, Order No. 1000’s 
transmission planning reforms are intended to ensure that there is an 
open and transparent regional transmission planning process that 
produces a regional transmission plan.  If public utility transmission 
providers’ regional transmission processes satisfy these requirements, 
then they will be in compliance with Order No. 1000’s regional 
transmission planning requirements.  Thus, contrary to arguments 
raised by some state regulators and others, Order No. 1000’s 
transmission planning reforms respect the jurisdictional authority of 
the states regarding the siting, permitting, and construction of 
transmission facilities.    

o P. 189 
 … There is nothing in Order No. 1000 that preempts state authority 

regarding transmission planning, including authority over the siting, 
permitting, and construction of transmission facilities. 

o P. 191 
 Accordingly, in response to Ad Hoc Coalition of Southeastern Utilities, 

we disagree that we are effectively making decisions about which 
transmission facilities will be sited and constructed, that we are 
effectively preempting state decisions in that regard, or that we are 
doing anything indirectly that we cannot do directly.  As discussed 
above, we conclude that we possess ample legal authority under the FPA 
to implement Order No. 1000’s transmission planning reforms.  As we 
also explain immediately above, nothing in Order No. 1000 explicitly or 
implicitly requires that any transmission facilities be sited, permitted, or 
constructed.  We do not see that decisions made in the regional 
transmission planning process would interfere with these state-
jurisdictional processes.  Further, in response to Ad Hoc Coalition of 
Southeastern Utilities’ question regarding the implications of not 
implementing the regional transmission plan, we reiterate that Order 
No. 1000 requires a regional transmission plan be developed pursuant 
to a Commission- approved process, the Commission is not requiring 
that such a plan be filed for Commission approval or be implemented.  
Rather, as was made clear in Order No. 1000, the designation of a 
transmission project as a “transmission facility in a regional 
transmission plan” or a “transmission facility selected in a regional 
transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation” only establishes how 
the developer may allocate the costs of such a facility in Commission-
approved rates if it is built. Order No. 1000, however, does not require 
that such facilities be built, give any entity permission to build a facility, 
or relieve a developer from obtaining any necessary state regulatory 
approvals. 
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o P. 359 
 Sponsoring PJM Transmission Owners argue that section 7 of the NGA, 

which gives the Commission authority to regulate pipeline construction, 
demonstrates that had Congress desired to give the Commission 
authority over construction of transmission lines it would have done so.  
However, Sponsoring PJM Transmission Owners misconstrue the 
Commission’s actions in Order No. 1000.  As the Commission explicitly 
stated in Order No. 1000, it is not regulating construction of new 
transmission facilities because that is a matter reserved to the states. 
Instead, the Commission acted under its legal authority in section 206 to 
require the elimination of provisions in federally-regulated tariffs 
establishing practices in the regional transmission planning process 
that affect rates.  The authority to authorize construction and siting of 
new transmission facilities is distinct from the authority to require 
public utility transmission providers to engage in an open and 
transparent regional transmission planning process designed to ensure 
that the more efficient or cost-effective solutions to regional 
transmission needs are selected in the regional transmission plan for 
purposes of cost allocation. 

o P. 377 
 We affirm the Commission’s finding in Order No. 1000 that the 

nonincumbent transmission developer reforms do not result in the 
regulation of matters reserved to the states, such as transmission 
construction, ownership or siting. As the Commission explained in Order 
No. 1000, the nonincumbent transmission developer reforms are focused 
solely on public utility transmission provider tariffs and agreements 
subject to the Commission’s jurisdiction and are not intended to limit, 
preempt, or otherwise affect state or local laws or regulations with 
respect to construction of transmission facilities, including but not 
limited to authority over siting or permitting of transmission facilities. 

o P. 378 
 We disagree with petitioners that argue that the Commission needs new 

authority in the FPA to adopt the nonincumbent transmission developer 
reforms, as these arguments rest on the faulty premise that the 
Commission is somehow regulating the construction of transmission 
facilities.  Order No. 1000 does not address transmission construction. 
Instead, the nonincumbent transmission developer reforms in Order No. 
1000 ensure that nonincumbent transmission developers have a 
comparable opportunity to incumbent transmission 
developers/providers to submit transmission projects for evaluation and 
potential selection in the regional transmission plan for purposes of cost 
allocation.  These reforms further provide that a nonincumbent 
transmission developer’s project that is selected in the regional 
transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation will not be subject to 
any federal right of first refusal, which must be eliminated, except in 
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certain limited circumstances.  The reforms do not, however, speak to 
which entity may ultimately construct any transmission facilities.  
Moreover, we note that we agree with Baltimore Gas & Electric that 
eliminating a federal right of first refusal is unrelated to the 
Commission’s authority under section 216 of the FPA. 

o P. 381 
 In response to Baltimore Gas & Electric’s argument that Commission-

jurisdictional tariffs and agreements merely acknowledge a right of first 
refusal that it had before joining PJM, we affirm the statement in Order 
No. 1000 that “[t]his Final Rule does not require removal of references 
to such state or local laws or regulations from Commission-approved 
tariffs or agreements.” Accordingly, such a right based on a state or 
local law or regulation would still exist under state or local law even if 
removed from the Commission-jurisdictional tariff or agreement, and 
nothing in Order No. 1000 changes that law or regulation, for Order No. 
1000 is clear that nothing therein is “intended to limit, preempt, or 
otherwise affect state or local laws or regulations with respect to 
construction of transmission facilities.” 

o P. 382 
 We disagree with MISO that eliminating a federal right of first refusal 

would put it in the position of deciding who should construct planned 
transmission facilities.  Rather, the transmission planning and cost 
allocation reforms in Order No. 1000 are designed to allow the public 
utility transmission providers in a transmission planning region to 
evaluate whether new transmission facilities would efficiently and cost-
effectively meet their transmission needs, as well as to provide a cost 
allocation method for those facilities selected in the regional 
transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation.  We acknowledge that 
a decision made to select a new transmission facility in the regional 
transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation may affect which 
entity ultimately constructs and owns transmission facilities.  However, 
we reiterate that nothing in Order No. 1000 creates any new authority 
for the Commission nor public utility transmission providers acting 
through a regional transmission planning process to site or authorize 
the construction of transmission projects.  Furthermore, Order No. 1000 
does not prohibit an incumbent transmission provider from having a 
federal right of first refusal for a new local transmission facility that is 
not selected in a regional transmission plan for purposes of cost 
allocation. 

o P. 392 
 In Order No. 1000, the Commission directed public utility transmission 

providers to eliminate provisions in Commission-jurisdictional tariffs 
and agreements that establish a federal right of first refusal for an 
incumbent transmission provider with respect to transmission facilities 
selected in a regional transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation. 
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However, Order No. 1000 also limited the applicability of that 
elimination requirement in important ways.  The Commission stated 
that its focus was on the set of transmission facilities that are evaluated 
at the regional level and selected in the regional transmission plan for 
purposes of cost allocation, and that it was not requiring removal from 
Commission-jurisdictional tariffs and agreements of federal rights of 
first refusal as applicable to a local transmission facility. Additionally, 
the Commission explained that the reforms do not affect the right of an 
incumbent transmission provider to build, own, and recover costs for 
upgrades to its own transmission facilities, such as in the case of tower 
change outs or reconductoring, regardless of whether an upgrade has 
been selected in a regional transmission plan for purposes of cost 
allocation. The Commission further noted that the reforms are not 
intended to alter an incumbent transmission provider’s use and control 
of its existing rights-of-way, the retention, modification, or transfer of 
which remain subject to the relevant law or regulation that granted the 
right-of-way. 

o P. 426 
 In response to requests for clarification regarding what the Commission 

considers to be an upgrade, we note that in Order No. 1000, the term 
upgrade means an improvement to, addition to, or replacement of a 
part of, an existing transmission facility.  The term upgrades does not 
refer to an entirely new transmission facility. The concept is that there 
should not be a federally established monopoly over the development of 
an entirely new transmission facility that is selected in a regional 
transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation to others.  However, 
neither is the Commission eliminating the right of an owner of a 
transmission facility to improve its own existing transmission facility by 
allowing a third-party transmission developer to, for example, propose 
to replace the towers or the conductors of a transmission line owned by 
another entity. 506[1] It is not feasible, however, to list every type of 
improvement or addition, or name all the parts of lines, towers and 
other equipment that may be replaced or otherwise upgrades, and we 
will not do so here. 

o P. 427 
 In response to ITC Companies, we clarify that the requirement to 

eliminate a federal right of first refusal does not apply to any upgrade, 
even where the upgrade requires the expansion of an existing right-of-
way.  The issue is not whether the upgrade would be located in an 
existing right-of-way, but whether the new transmission facility is an 
upgrade to an incumbent transmission provider’s own facilities. 
Furthermore, the Commission reiterates that the nonincumbent 
transmission developer reforms were not intended to alter an 

 
1 Footnote 506 cites FERC Order No. 1000 P. 319. 
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incumbent transmission provider’s use and control of its existing rights-
of-way under state law. 

 
• FERC Order No. 2003a 

o P. 236 
 We disagree with TDU Systems' concern that a Transmission Provider 

having operational control over the facilities unduly tilts the bargaining 
power in favor of the Transmission Provider.  The Transmission 
Provider has the right to build, own, and control the facilities itself if it 
chooses to.  The Interconnection Customer has the "option to build" only 
if the Transmission Provider declines to meet the construction 
milestones established by the Interconnection Customer.  In response to 
TDU Systems' request that the Interconnection Customer be allowed to 
operate and maintain any facilities it may own, such a regime would 
fragment the Transmission System, thereby undermining reliability. 

o FERC Order No. 1000 
 P. 266: We are not persuaded by commenters who argue that the 

reliability of the transmission system is a function of the number of 
public utility transmission providers of that system.  In fact, to enhance 
reliability, among other reasons, public utility transmission providers 
have historically connected to the transmission systems of others, as 
well as jointly owned transmission facilities, and have therefore 
developed experience, protocols, and business models for coordinated 
operations with multiple transmission providers, operators, and users.  
Moreover, many of the same commenters that raise reliability concerns 
also suggest that nonincumbent transmission developers instead pursue 
the merchant model of development, which similarly increases rather 
than decreases the number of transmission providers within a region.  
All providers of bulk-power system transmission facilities, including 
nonincumbent transmission developers, that successfully develop a 
transmission project, are required to be registered as functional entities 
and must comply with all applicable reliability standards. Together with 
the additional requirements we adopt in section III.B.4 below, the 
Commission finds these protections sufficient to support our decision 
here to eliminate the federal rights of first refusal contained in 
Commission-jurisdictional tariffs and agreements.   

 
• CAISO Tariff (February1, 2017) 

o Section 24.4.10 Transmission Plan Approval Process  
 The revised draft comprehensive Transmission Plan, along with the 

stakeholder comments, will be presented to the CAISO Governing Board 
for consideration and approval.  Upon approval of the plan, all needed 
transmission solutions and Interregional Transmission Projects, net of 
all transmission and non-transmission alternatives considered in 
developing the comprehensive Transmission Plan, will be deemed 
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approved by the CAISO Governing Board.  Following Governing Board 
approval, the CAISO will post the final comprehensive Transmission 
Plan to the CAISO Website.  According to the schedule set forth in the 
Business Practice Manual, transmission solutions with capital costs of 
$50 million or less can be approved by CAISO management and may 
proceed to permitting and construction prior to Governing Board 
approval of the plan.  Such CAISO management approved transmission 
solutions may be subject to a competitive solicitation process, consistent 
with Section 24.5, on an accelerated schedule that will allow the 
approved Project Sponsor to proceed to permitting and construction 
prior to Governing Board approval of the plan.  CAISO management 
may also expedite approval of a transmission solution ahead of the 
approval schedule for other solutions with capital costs of $50 million or 
less if: (1) there is an urgent need for approval of the solution ahead of 
the schedule established in the Business Practice Manual; (2) there is a 
high degree of certainty that approval of the transmission solution will 
not conflict with other solutions being considered in Phase 2; and (3) 
the need to accelerate a solution is driven by the CAISO’s study process 
or by external circumstances.  Should the CAISO find that a transmission 
solution with capital costs of $50 million or less is needed on an 
expedited basis, after a stakeholder consultation process, CAISO 
management shall brief the Governing Board at a regularly-scheduled 
or special public session prior to approving the transmission solution 
and conducting a competitive solicitation, if appropriate.  A 
Participating Transmission Owner will have the responsibility to 
construct, own, finance and maintain any Local Transmission Facility[2] 
deemed needed under this section 24 that is located entirely within such 
Participating Transmission Owner’s PTO Service Territory or footprint, 
as well as any upgrade or addition to an existing transmission facility.  
The provisions of Section 24.5 will apply to a Regional Transmission 
Facility deemed needed under this section 24. Section 24.5 will also 
apply to any transmission solutions that are associated with both 
Regional Transmission Facilities and Local Transmission Facilities but 
for which the CAISO determines that it is not reasonable to divide 
construction responsibility among multiple Project Sponsors.  
Construction and ownership of a selected Interregional Transmission 
Project shall be determined in accordance in Section 24.17.3. 

o Section 24.5.1 Competitive Solicitation Process 
 According to the schedule set forth in the Business Practice Manual, in 

the month following the CAISO Governing Board’s approval of the 
comprehensive Transmission Plan, the CAISO will initiate a period of at 
least ten (10) weeks that will provide an opportunity for Project 
Sponsors to submit specific proposals to finance, own, and construct the 

 
2 Note that the Proposed Project evaluated in the DEIR was identified as a Regional Transmission Facility during the 
CAISO’s Transmission Planning Process (CAISO 2013-2014 Transmission Plan, July 16, 2014). 
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Regional Transmission Facilities subject to competitive solicitation 
identified in the comprehensive Transmission Plan.  If the transmission 
solution adopted in Phase 2 involves an upgrade or improvement to, 
addition on, or a replacement of a part of an existing Participating TO 
facility, the Participating TO will construct and own such upgrade, 
improvement, addition or replacement facilities unless a Project 
Sponsor and the Participating TO agree to a different arrangement.  For 
Regional Transmission Facilities with capital costs of $50 million or less 
that were approved by CAISO management before Governing Board 
approval of the comprehensive Transmission Plan, the ten week period 
will be initiated following management approval of the facility, and the 
Project Sponsor selection process may follow an accelerated schedule 
described in the Business Practice Manual.  Such proposals must include 
plan of service details and supporting information as set forth in the 
Business Practice Manual sufficient to: (1) enable the CAISO to 
determine whether the Project Sponsor meets the qualification criteria 
specified in section 24.5.3.1; (2) enable the CAISO to determine whether 
a Project Sponsor’s proposal meets the proposal qualification criteria in 
section 24.5.3.2; and (3) enable the CAISO, if there are multiple qualified 
Project Sponsors bidding on the same Regional Transmission Facility, to 
conduct a comparative analysis of the proposals and Project Sponsors  
and select an Approved Project Sponsor as described in section 24.5.2.5.  
The project proposal will identify the authorized governmental body 
from which the Project Sponsor will seek siting approval for the project. 
Within 30 days after the CAISO posts the  draft comprehensive 
Transmission Plan to its website, for each Regional Transmission 
Facility identified in the comprehensive Transmission Plan that is 
subject to competitive solicitation, the CAISO will post, for informational 
purposes only, those existing qualification criteria and selection factors, 
in addition to any binding cost containment commitments, which the 
CAISO believes are key for purposes of selecting an Approved Project 
Sponsor for the particular transmission solution, consistent with the 
comparative analysis described in section 24.5.4 and the project sponsor 
qualification and selection criteria specified in sections 24.5.3.1 and 
24.5.4, respectively.  The posting of such key criteria is solely intended to 
provide information to Project Sponsors to assist them in the 
preparation of their applications and to highlight specific topics to 
which particular attention should be paid in the application given their 
importance in connection with a particular Regional Transmission 
Facility.  The posting of the key selection criteria is not a replacement or 
substitute for the qualification and selection criteria set forth in sections 
24.5.3.1 and 24.5.4, and in its comparative analysis conducted in 
accordance with section 24.5.4, the ISO is required to comparatively 
assess all of the qualification and selection criteria, not just those listed 
as key selection criteria. In its posting of the key selection criteria, the 
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ISO cannot add new or different criteria than those already specified in 
sections 24.5.3.1 and 24.5.4. To determine the key criteria for each 
transmission solution subject to competitive solicitation, the ISO will 
consider: (1)  the nature, scope and urgency of the need for the 
transmission solution; (2) expected severity of siting or permitting 
challenges; (3) the size of the transmission solution, potential financial 
risk associated with the transmission solution, expected capital cost 
magnitude, cost overrun likelihood and the ability of the Project 
Sponsor to contain costs; (4) the degree of permitting, rights-of-way, 
construction, operation and maintenance difficulty; (5) risks associated 
with the construction, operation and maintenance of the transmission 
solution; (6) technical and engineering design difficulty or whether 
specific expertise in design or construction is required; (7) special 
circumstances or difficulty associated with topography, terrain or 
configuration;  (8) specific facility technologies or materials associated 
with the transmission solution; (9) binding cost containment measures, 
including  cost caps; (10) abandonment risk; and (11) whether the 
overall cost of the transmission solution impacts the ISO’s prior 
determination of, and inclusion in, the comprehensive Transmission 
Plan of the more efficient or cost effective solution during  Phase 2 of the 
transmission planning process. 

o Section 24.6 Obligation to Construct Transmission Solutions 
 The Approved Project Sponsor selected to construct the needed 

transmission solution or the applicable Participating TO where there is 
no Approved Project Sponsor, must make a good faith effort to obtain 
all approvals and property rights under applicable federal, state and 
local laws that are necessary to complete the construction of the 
required transmission solution.  This obligation includes the Approved 
Project Sponsor’s use of eminent domain authority, where provided by 
state law.  A Participating TO in whose PTO Service Territory or 
footprint either terminus of the transmission solution is located shall be 
obligated to construct all regional transmission solutions included in 
the comprehensive Transmission Plan for which there is no Approved 
Project Sponsor either from the first competitive solicitation or future 
competitive solicitations.  The Approved Project Sponsor shall not sell, 
assign or otherwise transfer its rights to finance, construct and own the 
needed transmission solution, or any element thereof, before the 
facilities have been energized and, if applicable, turned over to the 
CAISO’s Operational Control unless the CAISO has approved such 
proposed transfer, which approval shall not be unreasonably withheld.  
The CAISO shall not approve such sale, assignment or transfer unless the 
purchaser, transferee or assignee (i) meets the qualification 
requirements set forth in section 24.5.3.1; (ii) agrees to honor any 
binding cost containment measures or cost caps agreed to by the 
Approved Project Sponsor in its proposal; (iii)  agrees to meet the 
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factors that the ISO relied upon in selecting the proposal of the 
Approved Project Sponsor; and (iv) assumes the rights and obligations 
set forth in the Approved Project Sponsor Agreement. 

o 24.6.3 Development and Submittal of Mitigation Plans   
 If the CAISO determines that a delay in the date upon which a 

transmission solution is proposed to be energized may cause one or 
more Participating TO(s) or the CAISO to violate a NERC reliability 
standard, the CAISO shall identify the potential violation and direct the 
impacted Participating TO(s) to develop a mitigation plan.  The CAISO 
or the impacted Participating TOs shall take any and all reasonable 
actions necessary to meet the requirements of the mitigation plan.   

o Section 24.6.4 Inability to Complete the Transmission Solution   
 If the CAISO determines that the Approved Project Sponsor cannot 

secure necessary approvals or property rights or is otherwise unable to 
construct a transmission solution, or if the CAISO finds that an 
alternative Project Sponsor is necessary pursuant to Section 24.6.2, or if 
the Approved Project Sponsor determines that it is unable to proceed 
with construction of the transmission solution and so notifies the CAISO, 
the CAISO shall take such action as it reasonably considers appropriate, 
in coordination with the Participating TO and other affected Market 
Participants, to facilitate the development and evaluation of alternative 
solutions.  In conducting such evaluation the CAISO will consider (1) the 
reasons that the Approved Project Sponsor was unable to construct the 
transmission solution; (2) whether the transmission solution is still 
needed; and (3) whether there are other solutions that could replace the 
original transmission solution as it was originally configured.  If the ISO 
determines that the transmission solution is no longer needed, the ISO 
will not pursue the solution and will not direct a Participating TO to 
backstop the continued development of the solution.  For reliability 
driven transmission solutions, the CAISO may, at its discretion, direct the 
Participating TO in whose PTO Service Territory or footprint either 
terminus of the transmission solution is located, to build the 
transmission solution, or the CAISO may open a new solicitation for 
Project Sponsors to finance, own, and construct the transmission 
solution.  For all other transmission solutions, the CAISO shall open a 
new solicitation for Project Sponsors to finance, own, and construct the 
transmission solution.  Where there is no Approved Project Sponsor, the 
CAISO shall direct the Participating TO in whose PTO Service Territory 
or footprint either terminus of the transmission solution is located, to 
finance, own and construct the transmission solution.  The previous 
Approved Project Sponsor shall be obligated to work cooperatively and 
in good faith with the CAISO, the new Approved Project Sponsor (if any) 
and the affected Participating TO, to implement the transition.  The 
obligations of the Participating TO to construct the transmission 
solution will not alter the rights of any entity to construct and expand 
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transmission facilities as those rights would exist in the absence of a 
Participating TO’s obligations under this CAISO Tariff or as those rights 
may be conferred by the CAISO or may arise or exist pursuant to this 
CAISO Tariff. 

 
• Approved Project Sponsor Agreement 

o Page 12 (Section 5.9, Modification) 3 
 5.9.1: The Approved Project Sponsor may undertake modifications to its 

facilities only with the approval of the CAISO and subject to the 
provisions of this Agreement and the CAISO Tariff.  If the Approved 
Project Sponsor plans to undertake a modification, it shall provide such 
information regarding such modification to the CAISO as the CAISO 
deems necessary to evaluate the potential impact of such modification 
prior to commencement of the work.  Such information shall include 
information concerning the timing of such modification, any technical 
information, and cost impact.  The Approved Project Sponsor shall 
provide the relevant drawings, plans,  and specifications to the CAISO at 
least ninety (90) calendar days in advance of the commencement of the 
work or within such shorter period upon which the Parties may agree, 
which agreement shall not unreasonably be withheld, conditioned, or 
delayed.  The CAISO shall determine if a modification is in accordance 
with the original Project criteria and intent and whether to approve the 
modification within thirty (30) calendar days after the Approved Project 
Sponsor's submission.    

 5.9.2: Any additions, modifications, or replacements made to the 
Project’s facilities shall be designed, constructed, and operated in 
accordance with this Agreement, Applicable Laws and Regulations, and 
Good Utility Practice.  

 5.9.3: Any modifications to the Project’s facilities ordered by a siting 
agency are not subject to CAISO approval. However, the Approved 
Project Sponsor is required to notify the CAISO within thirty (30) 
calendar days after the siting agency has issued an order directing 
Project modifications. 

o Pages 43-44 (Appendix E) 
 The estimated costs of the Project are contingent on the Project 

description included in Appendix A. Pricing may be subject to 
adjustment prior to the completion of construction to reflect any 
changes to the Project directed by the CPUC or other governmental or 
regulatory body in accordance with Section 5.9.3 of this APSA, that 
impact project costs. Such changes by a siting agency could include 
changes in design, location, schedule, or other changes in the Project 
that forms the basis of the binding cost cap proposal. If the change 
ordered by the siting agency or other government or regulatory body 

 
3 See also the same Modification language in Appendix X to the CAISO Tariff, which provides a detailed, generic 
template for APSAs (Section 5.9). 
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results in the estimated costs subject to the binding cost containment 
being greater than the binding cost cap, or delays the Project beyond 
the original schedule, the Approved Project Sponsor shall consult with 
CAISO prior to incurring such costs to determine if the Project is still 
viable. If it is still viable, the Approved Project Sponsor and the CAISO 
shall discuss and agree on the cost adjustment and amendment to this 
APSA. If the siting agency orders the Project facilities to be sited within 
the substation footprint of the Interconnecting PTO, the CAISO will 
consult with the Approved Project Sponsor and may take such action, 
including termination of this Agreement, as it determines to be 
necessary and appropriate in accordance with Section 24.6.4 of the 
CAISO Tariff.  
 

In accordance with Section 5.6.1, the Approved Project Sponsor shall 
provide a summary of the final cost of the construction of the Project as 
soon as reasonably practicable within twelve months of the completion 
of construction. 

 
• California Public Utilities Code 

o Section 612  
 An electrical corporation may condemn any property necessary for the 

construction and maintenance of its electric plant. 
o Section 625 

 (a) (1) (A) For the purpose of this article, except as specified in 
paragraph (4), a public utility that offers competitive services may not 
condemn any property for the purpose of competing with another entity 
in the offering of those competitive services, unless the commission finds 
that such an action would serve the public interest, pursuant to a 
petition or complaint filed by the public utility, personal notice of which 
has been served on the owners of the property to be condemned, and an 
adjudication hearing in accordance with Chapter 9 (commencing with 
Section 1701), including an opportunity for the public to participate…. 
 (b) The commission may make a finding pursuant to subdivision (a) if, 
in the determination of the commission, either of the following 
conditions is met: 
(1) The proposed condemnation is necessary to provide service as a 
provider of last resort to an unserved area, except when there are 
competing offers from facility-based carriers to serve that area. 
(2) The public utility is able to show all of the following with regard to 
the proposed condemnation: 
(A) The public interest and necessity require the proposed project. 
(B) The property to be condemned is necessary for the proposed project. 
(C) The public benefit of acquiring the property by eminent domain 
outweighs the hardship to the owners of the property. 
(D) The proposed project is located in a manner most compatible with 
the greatest public good and least private injury… 
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o Section 701 

 The commission may supervise and regulate every public utility in the 
State and may do all things, whether specifically designated in this part 
or in addition thereto, which are necessary and convenient in the 
exercise of such power and jurisdiction. 

o Section 762 
  Whenever the commission, after a hearing, finds that additions, 

extensions, repairs, or improvements to, or changes in, the existing 
plant, equipment, apparatus, facilities, or other physical property of any 
public utility or of any two or more public utilities ought reasonably to 
be made, or that new structures should be erected, to promote the 
security or convenience of its employees or the public, or in any other 
way to secure adequate service or facilities, the commission shall make 
and serve an order directing that such additions, extensions, repairs, 
improvements, or changes be made or such structures be erected in the 
manner and within the time specified in the order. If the commission 
orders the erection of a new structure, it may also fix the site thereof. If 
the order requires joint action by two or more public utilities, the 
commission shall so notify them and shall fix a reasonable time within 
which they may agree upon the portion or division of the cost which 
each shall bear. If at the expiration of such time the public utilities fail 
to file with the commission a statement that an agreement has been 
made for a division or apportionment of the cost, the commission may, 
after further hearing, make an order fixing the proportion of such cost 
to be borne by each public utility and the manner in which payment 
shall be made or secured. 

o Section 762.5 
 The commission, as a basis for making any order pursuant to the 

provisions of Section 762 relating to location of structures, shall give 
consideration to, and include in its order findings upon, the following 
factors: 
(a) Community values. 
(b) Recreational and park areas. 
(c) Historical and aesthetic values. 
(d) Influence on environment, except that in the case of any structure 
located in another state which will be subject to environmental impact 
review pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act... 

o Section 1001 
 No railroad corporation whose railroad is operated primarily by electric 

energy, street railroad corporation, gas corporation, electrical 
corporation, telegraph corporation, telephone corporation, water 
corporation, or sewer system corporation shall begin the construction of 
a street railroad, or of a line, plant, or system, or of any extension 
thereof, without having first obtained from the commission a certificate 
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that the present or future public convenience and necessity require or 
will require such construction. 
 
This article shall not be construed to require any such corporation to 
secure such certificate for an extension within any city or city and 
county within which it has theretofore lawfully commenced operations, 
or for an extension into territory either within or without a city or city 
and county contiguous to its street railroad, or line, plant, or system, 
and not theretofore served by a public utility of like character, or for an 
extension within or to territory already served by it, necessary in the 
ordinary course of its business. If any public utility, in constructing or 
extending its line, plant, or system, interferes or is about to interfere 
with the operation of the line, plant, or system of any other public utility 
or of the water system of a public agency, already constructed, the 
commission, on complaint of the public utility or public agency claiming 
to be injuriously affected, may, after hearing, make such order and 
prescribe such terms and conditions for the location of the lines, plants, 
or systems affected as to it may seem just and reasonable. 

o Section 1002.3 
 In considering an application for a certificate for an electric 

transmission facility pursuant to Section 1001, the commission shall 
consider cost-effective alternatives to transmission facilities that meet 
the need for an efficient, reliable, and affordable supply of electricity, 
including, but not limited to, demand-side alternatives such as targeted 
energy efficiency, ultraclean distributed generation, as defined in 
Section 353.2, and other demand reduction resources. 

Conclusion: 
The legal documentation cited in this Master Response suggests that the Suncrest Substation 
Alternative is potentially feasible and that the CPUC’s Formal Proceeding for the Proposed 
Project is the appropriate forum for further consideration of its feasibility. CPUC staff 
received requests to consider such an alternative from numerous individuals and agencies 
during scoping for the DEIR, and, from a CEQA perspective, the Suncrest Substation 
Alternative presents a logical option for reducing environmental impacts. As noted above, 
CPUC staff acknowledges comments about the Suncrest Substation Alternative, but cannot 
determine conclusively whether the alternative is feasible or infeasible. Therefore, the 
Suncrest Substation Alternative is identified as potentially feasible in this EIR. 

That identification of the alternative as “potentially feasible” in the DEIR does not necessarily 
mean that it will be determined to be “feasible” during the CPUC’s Formal Proceeding for the 
Proposed Project. (See CEQA Guidelines Section 15093.) The Commission is tasked with 
much decision-making authority that is not pertinent to the DEIR’s feasibility determination.  
It is reasonable and appropriate for the Commission to make its own feasibility determination 
when considering the Proposed Project based on the record before it and its constitutional 
and statutory mandates.  
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Master Response 2: Selection of Environmentally Superior 
Alternative 

Issue: 
Several comments question the selection of the Suncrest Substation Alternative as 
environmentally superior when the Proposed Project was determined to have no significant 
impacts after mitigation. These comments argue that there is no need to consider a Suncrest 
Substation Alternative to reduce significant impacts because the DEIR analysis finds that all 
the significant impacts of the Proposed Project can be mitigated to a level that is less than 
significant.  

By contrast, a number of comments offer support of the DEIR’s selection of the Suncrest 
Substation Alternative as the environmentally superior alternative because all 
environmental impacts would virtually be avoided. Several commenters argue that the CPUC 
should, or must, select this alternative as the final approved project.  

As described in Chapter 20, Alternatives, of the DEIR, the Suncrest Substation Alternative 
would site the proposed SVC, or reactive device, within the existing Suncrest Substation 
footprint. Therefore, this alternative would avoid the need for developing a new site for the 
SVC and installing an approximately one-mile-long transmission line connecting to the 
existing substation. Environmental impacts associated with these activities would also be 
avoided. For these reasons, the DEIR concluded that, after the No Project Alternative, this 
alternative would be the environmentally superior alternative. Additionally, as identified in 
the DEIR, and expanded upon in Master Response 1 above, CPUC staff concluded that the 
alternative would be potentially feasible.  

This master response describes the CPUC staff’s reasoning for selecting the Suncrest 
Substation Alternative as the environmentally superior alternative, and the process for 
approving a project and considering alternatives during the Formal Proceeding for 
Application A.15-08-027, which culminates in a vote by the five Commissioners. 

Response: 
The State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15370) define mitigation as including the following: 

a. Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action. 

b. Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its 
implementation. 

c. Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the impacted 
environment. 

d. Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance 
operations during the life of the action. 

e. Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or 
environments. 
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Although the Guidelines do not explicitly state that the different types of mitigation described 
above are sequenced in terms of preference, a number of state and federal agencies have 
interpreted the order as such. For example, the California Coastal Commission’s (CCC) 
Procedural Guidance for Evaluating Wetland Mitigation Projects in California’s Coastal Zone 
states that the alternative forms of mitigation described under CEQA are generally 
considered in sequence (i.e., avoidance first and compensation last) (CCC 1995). Similarly, 
the Memorandum of Agreement between the Department of the Army and the Environmental 
Protection Agency Concerning the Determination of Mitigation under the Clean Water Act 
Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines identifies a sequencing approach in providing forms of 
mitigation, in which avoidance is the preferred option, followed by minimization and 
compensatory mitigation (U.S. Army and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency [USEPA] 
1990).   

In identifying the environmentally superior alternative, CPUC staff used the reasoning 
contained in the CCC and U.S. Army/USEPA guidance documents - avoidance of an impact 
altogether is preferable to minimization or compensation. CPUC staff also believes that this 
approach is consistent with the basic purposes of CEQA, which include to “identify the ways 
that environmental damage can be avoided or significantly reduced (State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15002[a][2]).”  

In evaluating possible alternative sites for the SVC, CPUC staff determined that siting the 
facility on the existing Suncrest Substation presented a clear option for avoiding 
environmental damage. Although the DEIR analysis concluded that the various 
environmental impacts of the Proposed Project could be mitigated (i.e., through 
minimization, restoration, and/or compensatory mitigation measures) to a level that would 
be considered less than significant under CEQA Guidelines Appendix G significance criteria, 
it was acknowledged that some amount of impact would still occur from implementation of 
the Proposed Project. Even if below significance thresholds, the various effects of the 
Proposed Project (e.g., air emissions, effects on hydrology and water quality from adding an 
approximately 2.5-acre impervious surface, aesthetic impacts, potential biological and 
cultural resources impacts, etc.) would still adversely affect the physical environment.  

Therefore, to the extent that the Suncrest Substation Alternative is feasible (see discussion 
under Master Response 1 above), it would be preferable to the Proposed Project from an 
environmental standpoint in that it would avoid, rather than mitigate, a number of 
environmental impacts. This conclusion is consistent with a number of commenters (e.g., 
ORA, California Department of Fish and Wildlife [CDFW], San Diego County) on the DEIR (see 
Chapter 3, Individual Responses to Comments for copies of all DEIR comment letters), and by 
the requests of a number of individuals in the regulatory and local public community during 
project scoping to include consideration of such an alternative in the DEIR. 

CPUC staff are unaware of any prohibition against choosing an environmentally superior 
alternative when the Proposed Project was determined to have no significant impacts after 
mitigation.  And CPUC staff are unaware of any harm to the Applicant from proceeding in this 
manner. CEQA does not obligate a lead agency to select the environmentally superior 
alternative. Section 15092(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines states: “A public agency shall not 
decide to approve or carry out a project for which an EIR was prepared unless either: 

(1) The project as approved will not have a significant effect on the environment, 
or  
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(2) The agency has: 

a. Eliminated or substantially lessened all significant effects on the 
environment where feasible as shown in findings under Section 
15091, and  

b. Determined that any remaining significant effects on the environment 
found to be unavoidable under Section 15091 are acceptable due to 
overriding concerns as described in Section 15093.” 

In this instance, the DEIR has found that the Proposed Project would not have any significant 
and unavoidable impacts, and that all identified significant impacts can be mitigated to a level 
that is less than significant. Therefore, the finding under #1 above would apply to the 
Proposed Project, so CPUC would not be obligated to prepare a Statement of Overriding 
Conditions to approve the Proposed Project.  

CPUC staff prepared a comprehensive and transparent environmental document pertaining 
to the Proposed Project in order to provide the Commission with a complete set of facts and 
analyses to evaluate the merits of the Proposed Project and the various alternatives. As 
described under Master Response 1, the Suncrest Substation Alternative is potentially 
feasible. Whether this alternative should be approved will be determined in the Formal 
Proceeding for Application A.15-08-027.  
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Chapter 3 

INDIVIDUAL RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Introduction 

This chapter contains copies of the oral and written comments received on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) and California Public Utilities Commission’s (CPUC’s) 
responses to each substantive issue raised in the comments. Each comment letter and email 
has been assigned an alphabet letter, and comments within each letter and email are 
numbered consecutively (e.g., A-1, A-2, A-3) in the left margin, adjacent to each individual 
comment. Each comment letter and email is followed by CPUC’s response(s) to that letter or 
email. The responses are numbered to correspond with the comments as identified in the left 
margin of the letter or email. Where the response indicates that a change has been made to 
the DEIR, those revisions are described briefly. Chapter 4 of this Comments and Responses 
to Comments Document presents the revised text. 

As identified in the text, some of the comments indicated in the comment letters are 
responded to through master responses, which are provided in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 
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Response to Comment A-1 

The description of the Proposed Project provided by the commenter in Comment A-1 is 
accurate. 

Response to Comment A-2 

The commenter’s support for selection of the Suncrest Substation Alternative is 
acknowledged. CPUC staff will not comment on the California Independent System Operator’s 
(CAISO) 2015 competitive bid process or reasoning for selection of the Proposed Project 
Sponsor. For comments pertaining to the Suncrest Substation Alternative, please refer to 
Master Responses 1 and 2, provided in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

Response to Comment A-3 

CPUC staff disagrees with the commenter’s assertion that the Proposed Project’s potentially 
significant impacts are more extensive than disclosed in the DEIR. Please refer to applicable 
comment responses in this chapter for detailed responses to specific issues raised by the 
commenter. For air quality issues, please refer to Response to Comments A-32 through A-40, 
A-71 through A-75, and A-95 through A-111. 

Response to Comment A-4 

Please refer to Response to Comments A-115 through A-167 for responses to the issues 
raised by Mr. Cashen regarding the Proposed Project’s alleged impacts on biological 
resources. 

Response to Comment A-5 

Please refer to Response to Comment A-168 for detailed discussion of Dr. Myers’ comments 
regarding potential water quality impacts from Project blasting. In summary, CPUC staff 
disagrees with Dr. Myers assertions. Staff believes that Mitigation Measure HAZ-2 would 
prevent substantial impacts to water quality from potential Project blasting. As described 
further in Response to Comment A-168 and shown in Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR, this 
mitigation measure has been enhanced to include additional measures to further prevent 
groundwater contamination from blasting activities. The Project site is not conducive to 
groundwater storage or movement. CPUC staff concludes that with implementation of the 
measures described in Mitigation Measure HAZ-2, any impacts to water quality from Project 
blasting activities would be less than significant. 

Please also see Responses to Comments A-50 and A-51 for discussion of the commenter’s 
claims that the Proposed Project may impact wetlands, including those included as part of 
the Lightner Mitigation Site. 
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Response to Comment A-6 

Please refer to Responses to Comments A-26 through A-30, A-58 through A-62, and A-182 
through A-203 for discussion of the points raised by Mr. Smith. CPUC disagrees with the 
commenter’s assertions that the Proposed Project’s construction traffic would have 
significant, unmitigated impacts on residential communities and that the DEIR’s baseline for 
its traffic analysis is flawed. 

Response to Comment A-7 

Please refer to Master Response 1 for discussion of the feasibility of the Suncrest Substation 
Alternative. As described in this master response, while the DEIR concluded that the Suncrest 
Substation Alternative is potentially feasible, CPUC staff disagrees with the notion that the 
alternative is unquestionably feasible. Several potential conflicts or issues suggest that the 
alternative may or may not be feasible, which is to ultimately be decided by the Commission. 

Additionally, while the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) does require a lead 
agency to adopt feasible alternatives or mitigation measures that would reduce significant 
impacts, in this instance, the DEIR has found that the Proposed Project does not have any 
significant environmental impacts after mitigation. Therefore, CEQA would not obligate or 
require the CPUC to select the environmentally superior alternative. Please refer to Master 
Response 2 for discussion of this issue. 

CPUC staff disagrees with the commenter’s claim and experts’ opinions that “additional 
mitigation measures are necessary to mitigate the Project’s numerous potentially significant 
environmental effects.” Please refer to applicable comment responses in this chapter for 
detailed responses to specific comments regarding the Proposed Project’s alleged 
environmental impacts. 

Response to Comment A-8 

The commenter’s description of CEQA’s requirements regarding recirculation of a DEIR 
appears to be correct. CPUC staff disagrees with the commenter’s assertion that the DEIR 
must be revised and recirculated for public review and comment. Please refer to applicable 
comment responses throughout this chapter for CPUC staff’s detailed responses to the 
commenter’s specific comments regarding the Proposed Project’s alleged environmental 
impacts. 

Response to Comment A-9 

The commenter’s statement that “CEQA requires that an agency analyze the potential 
environmental impacts of its proposed actions in an environmental impact report (‘EIR’) 
(except in certain limited circumstances)” is false. CEQA actually requires that lead agencies 
prepare an EIR on any project which they propose to carry out or approve that may have a 
significant effect on the environment (Public Resources Code [PRC] Section 21100). 
Therefore, for projects that may not have a significant effect on the environment, or for which 
a fair argument cannot be made that they would have a significant effect on the environment, 
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the potential environmental effects of these projects may be evaluated in a negative 
declaration (ND) or mitigated negative declaration (MND). Far from “certain limited 
circumstances,” many hundreds to thousands of NDs and MNDs are prepared each year in 
California. 

The remainder of the commenter’s description of CEQA’s purposes and requirements 
appears to be more or less correct; however, the commenter simplifies and omits several of 
CEQA’s stated purposes. As described in the State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15002[a]), the 
basic purposes of CEQA are four-fold, as follows: 

1. Inform governmental decision makers and the public about the potential, significant 
environmental effects of proposed activities. 

2. Identify the ways that environmental damage can be avoided or significantly reduced. 

3. Prevent significant, avoidable damage to the environment by requiring changes in 
projects through the use of alternatives or mitigation measures when the 
governmental agency finds the changes to be feasible. 

4. Disclose to the public the reasons why a governmental agency approved the project 
in the manner the agency chose if significant environmental effects are involved. 

Response to Comment A-10 

The commenter’s support for the Suncrest Substation Alternative is noted. Please refer to 
Master Response 1 for discussion of the feasibility of the Suncrest Substation Alternative. As 
discussed in the master response, CPUC staff affirms its conclusion in the DEIR that the 
Suncrest Substation Alternative is potentially feasible; however, staff disagree with the 
commenter’s suggestion that implementation of the Suncrest Substation Alternative is 
unquestionably feasible. 

The commenter’s summary of discussion of the environmentally superior alternative in the 
DEIR appears to be accurate. Please refer to Master Response 2 for discussion of CPUC staff’s 
rationale for selecting the Suncrest Substation Alternative as the environmentally superior 
alternative. 

Response to Comment A-11 

The commenter is correct that the DEIR states that the Suncrest Substation Alternative would 
produce reactive power at the same level as the Proposed Project and would meet all of the 
stated project objectives. 

Response to Comment A-12 

The commenter mischaracterizes the description of impacts in the DEIR and the DEIR’s 
rationale for selecting the Suncrest Substation Alternative as the environmentally superior 
alternative. The DEIR states that the Suncrest Substation Alternative could avoid various 
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adverse impacts of the Proposed Project, such as biological and potential cultural resources 
impacts from ground-disturbing activities for construction of the static VAR compensator 
(SVC) and underground transmission line; aesthetic impacts from the SVC and associated 
facilities; and stormwater/water quality impacts from development of a new impervious 
surface. The DEIR does not state, or conclude, as the commenter claims, that these are 
significant impacts that would be avoided by the Suncrest Substation Alternative. Rather, 
these are impacts that would be mitigated to a level that is less than significant; the DEIR 
merely reasons that, even though these impacts would be less than significant, as determined 
by applicable CEQA significance standards, some amount of impact would still be occurring, 
which could be completely avoided by implementation of the Suncrest Substation 
Alternative. 

CPUC staff disagrees with the commenter, and its consultants, that the Proposed Project 
would have any significant effects on the environment. Therefore, staff disagrees with the 
commenter’s assertion that “where, as here, a project is found to have significant adverse 
impacts, CEQA directs the lead agency to adopt feasible alternatives that meets most of the 
project objectives but result in fewer significant impacts.” As described further in Master 
Response 2, the DEIR concluded that the Proposed Project would have no significant and 
unavoidable impacts (i.e., all potentially significant impacts could be mitigated to levels that 
are less than significant); therefore, CEQA does not obligate the CPUC to choose the Suncrest 
Substation Alternative. 

Response to Comment A-13 

Comment noted. CPUC staff acknowledge that an alternative cannot be dismissed simply 
because it less profitable; however, the State CEQA Guidelines make clear that determinations 
of feasibility may include economic factors. Section 15364 of the State CEQA Guidelines states 
that “feasible” means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a 
reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and 
technological factors. As described in Master Response 1, NextEra Energy Transmission West, 
LLC (NEET West) has stated in its comments on the DEIR that the Suncrest Substation 
Alternative is economically infeasible because it would add substantial expense that is not 
included in the cost cap under the Approved Project Sponsor Agreement (APSA). CPUC staff 
cannot comment specifically on the economic feasibility argument put forward by NEET 
West, other than to say that it will be taken into account by the Commission when making a 
final decision on the Proposed Project. 

Response to Comment A-14 

CPUC staff disagrees with the commenter’s assertion that “the CPUC should not be influenced 
by CAISO’s selection of NEET West as its project sponsor because CAISO’s competitive bid 
selection was based solely on cost factors that did not consider the environmental impacts of 
the project.” Application 15-08-021 was submitted to the CPUC by NEET West. NEET West 
was the only applicant associated with Application 15-08-021.  

The commenter’s summary/description of the CAISO selection process appears to be 
accurate. CPUC staff’s understanding is that CAISO did not consider environmental impacts 
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when comparing the proposals from NEET West and San Diego Gas & Electric (SDG&E). As 
described in the Project Sponsor Selection Report, and stated by CAISO in their comments on 
the DEIR, CAISO selected NEET West as the project sponsor primarily because (1) the binding 
cost containment measures were more robust, and (2) it assumed more risk for cost 
increases. Please refer to Response to Comments A-91 through A-94 for CPUC staff’s detailed 
responses to Mr. Marcus’s comments regarding CAISO’s selection of the Proposed Project. 

Response to Comment A-15 

CPUC staff disagree with the commenter’s assertion that “the DEIR does not meet CEQA’s 
requirements because it fails to include an accurate, complete and stable Project description, 
rendering the entire analysis inadequate.” CPUC staff believes it has described the Proposed 
Project as completely and accurately as possible, and that the DEIR’s Project Description 
allows for an adequate analysis of the Proposed Project’s potential environmental impacts. 

Response to Comment A-16 

Please refer to Response to Comment A-115 for discussion of Mr. Cashen’s comments 
regarding night lighting and its potential effects on biological resources. 

Response to Comment A-17 

Please refer to Response to Comment A-170 for discussion of the Proposed Project’s 
construction water supply and Mr. Myers’ claims regarding potential effects on local 
hydrogeology. 

Response to Comment A-18 

CPUC staff disagrees with the commenter’s assertions, as described in the comment 
responses that follow. 

Response to Comment A-19 

The CPUC believes that the DEIR does provide sufficient information to establish the 
environmental setting for an accurate assessment of the Project’s impacts on biological 
resources. The status of each species is listed in Table 7-2, “Sensitive Plant and Animal Species 
Known to Occur in the Vicinity of the Project Site,” which gives an indication of their 
population status. The footprint of the project in relation to local and global ranges and 
populations of these species is small. Primary threats associated with each special-status 
species that occurs, or could occur, at the SVC project site are discussed in Section 7.4.3 
“Environmental Impacts.” 

The number of occurrences of special-status species at the SVC project site is limited, and few 
special-status species have potential to occur at the site. The project area has been subject to 
repeated disturbance dating back more than 20 years which has diminished its habitat value. 
The project will not have severe impacts on numerous sensitive biological resources as 
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indicated in Comment A-19. Furthermore, mitigation measures will be implemented to 
reduce any significant impacts to a less than significant level. 

Response to Comment A-20 

CPUC staff disagrees with the commenter’s claim that the DEIR inadequately addresses 
potential impacts to the golden eagle. Potential impact of the proposed project on golden 
eagles is addressed in Impact BIO-3 of the DEIR, and this impact is deemed less-than-
significant with implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-5 and BIO-6. There is no 
substantial evidence indicating that the proposed project site is used as foraging habitat for 
the golden eagle. 

Response to Comment A-21 

Ruderal areas are highly disturbed areas. While it is true that “ruderal” is not recognized as a 
vegetation type, the ruderal area at the SVC project site can be characterized under the 
vegetation type classified as “disturbed habitat” in the Draft Vegetation Communities of San 
Diego County based on “Preliminary Descriptions of the Terrestrial Natural Communities of 
California” prepared by Robert F. Holland. “Disturbed habitat” is characterized by 
predominantly non-native species introduced and established through human action, and 
includes ruderal vegetation. The 1.7-acre area on the northwest side of the SVC project site 
was recently cleared and the area graded by the property owner for the installation of a 
temporary water tank; the vegetation type on this area can be considered “disturbed habitat.” 
Subsequently, “Disturbed Lands” fall under TIER IV in the San Diego County’s Biological 
Mitigation Ordinance. Tier IV are lands which do not support natural vegetation and which 
are not regulated by the ordinance. 

Response to Comment A-22 

Although the DEIR does not identify specific species within four genera listed in Comment A-
22 (Amsinckia, Crytantha, Cuscuta and Ribes), three out of four of these genera would not 
include special-status species that could occur in the Proposed Project Site. The County of San 
Diego Sensitive Plant List (List) does not list any Amsinckia sp. or Cuscuta sp. There is also not 
a “Crytantha” sp.; however, the List does include Cryptantha gander which has a California 
Rare Plant Rank (CRPR) of 1B.1, and a San Diego County rank of A (Plants rare, threatened or 
endangered in California and elsewhere). Cryptantha gander, however, is only found in the 
Creosote Bush Scrub plant community; therefore, the Proposed Project site does not contain 
the suitable vegetation community for this species. There are two Ribes sp. on the List: Ribes 
canthariforme and Ribes viburnifolium. Ribes canthariforme has a CRPR of 1B.3 and Ribes 
viburnifolium has a CRPR of 1B.2. They both have a San Diego County rank of A. Ribes 
canthariforme is listed in the DEIR as having potential to occur at the Proposed Project site. 
Ribes viburnifolium is found mostly on Santa Catalina Island in the Channel Islands, and into 
northern Baja California in Mexico; it is rarely found in the California coastal sage and 
chaparral plant community, and therefore it is unlikely that it would occur in the Proposed 
Project site. 
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Furthermore, per Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-4, surveys will be conducted for 
special-status plant species prior to construction. Any special-status plants that occur at the 
Proposed Project site will be identified, avoided if possible, and compensated for, should 
impacts occur. 

Response to Comment A-23 

There is no formal U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) survey protocol for Hermes copper 
butterfly, and, therefore, the County of San Diego Guidelines for Hermes Copper Butterfly 
(Lycaena hermes) was used as guidance for the surveys. In preparing the guidelines, the 
County “reviewed available literature published by field surveyors and researchers, in 
particular, Michael Klein, Daniel Marschalek, and Douglas Deutschman, and notes from 
personal communications between these researchers and County staff biologists, to gain an 
understanding of the Hermes copper’s life history and habitat requirements.” 

The guidelines state that “any woody (mature) spiny redberry shrub with California 
buckwheat within 15 feet” is considered potential Hermes copper habitat and should be 
surveyed. 

The revised Biological Resources chapter of the Proponent’s Environmental Assessment 
(PEA) (NEET West 2015) states that as a result of the March 2015 and October 2015 surveys, 
no suitable habitat was identified within the impact footprint of the Proposed Project; 
however, suitable habitat was identified within the search area, which, during the October 
survey, included a 150-meter (500-foot) buffer around the Proposed Project. Most of the 
suitable habitat is located across the street from the SVC site, with additional stands of 
redberry and buckwheat located within the 150-meter buffer along Bell Bluff Truck Trail. In 
total, the buffer area surrounding the project contains approximately 36 stands of suitable 
Hermes copper butterfly habitat. 

Both the revised PEA and the DEIR have stated that although there is no suitable habitat 
within the project site, the potential for the species’ occurrence at the Proposed Project is 
moderate and possible, respectively. The text in Table 7-2, “Sensitive Plant and Animal 
Species Known to Occur in the Vicinity of the Project Site” in the DEIR has been revised to 
further clarify the potential for the species to occur at the Proposed Project site. Please refer 
to Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR for the revised text. 

Response to Comment A-24 

If either of the pocket mouse species were present in the Proposed Project area, they would 
be sufficiently protected by the mitigation measures described in Impact BIO-5. Surveys for 
these species are not necessary. 

Response to Comment A-25 

SWCA conducted a desktop assessment of species with California Natural Diversity Database 
(CNDDB) occurrences within a 9-quadrangle search area surrounding the Proposed Project 
area (NEET West 2015). Based on the habitat within the Proposed Project Area, the recent 



CPUC  Chapter 3. Individual 
Responses to Comments 

Public Comment A: Adams Broadwell Joseph and Cardozo on behalf of 
California Unions for Renewable Energy (January 11, 2017) 

Suncrest Dynamic Reactive Power Support Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 

 
3-177 

January 2018 
Project No. 15.018 

 

disturbance from the Sunrise Powerlink construction, use of the Wilson Laydown Yard as a 
construction staging area, construction of Bell Bluff Truck Trail, and ongoing use of Bell Bluff 
Truck Trail for access to the Sunrise Powerlink, SWCA determined that there was no evidence 
that the Proposed Project disturbance areas would support bat roosts (NEET West 2017). 
Additionally, the SDG&E 2010 Report on Acoustic Bat Surveys Conducted along the Sunrise 
Powerlink did not identify any bat roosts in the Proposed Project area (SDG&E 2010). 

Although potentially suitable bat roost habitat exists in relatively close proximity to the 
Proposed Project, the recent and ongoing noise and human presence described above 
reduces the likelihood of occupation of these habitats by bats. Additionally, the ephemeral 
drainages in the Proposed Project area are not anticipated to provide sufficient water to 
support large insect populations (NEET West 2017). The Proposed Project is not in close 
proximity to riparian areas or open water sources, which are important components of bat 
habitat (NEET West 2017). For these reasons, bat roosts are less likely to be present in 
proximity to the Proposed Project and focused bat surveys were not conducted (NEET West 
2017). 

No permanent disturbance to potential bat roosts would occur as a result of the Proposed 
Project. See Response to Comment A-44 for more information on potential impacts of noise 
on wildlife. Although bat roosts are not anticipated to occur in the immediate vicinity of the 
Proposed Project, Mitigation Measure BIO-13: Preconstruction Sweeps for Biological 
Resources has been enhanced to further ensure that impacts to bats would be avoided or 
minimized during construction. The revisions would require that a qualified bat biologist 
perform a preconstruction survey for bat roosting habitat, and develop appropriate impact 
avoidance and minimization measures in the event occupied roosting habitat is discovered. 
With implementation of this mitigation measure, any potential impacts to bats would be less 
than significant. Please see Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR for the revised text. 

Response to Comment A-26 

CPUC disagrees with the commenter’s assertions. Please refer to Responses to Comments A-
27 through A-30 for discussion of the specific points raised by the commenter. 

Response to Comment A-27 

The commenter mischaracterizes the existing roadway conditions in the Project vicinity and 
the Proposed Project’s construction activities. Contrary to the commenter’s claims, the 
publicly accessible portion of Bell Bluff Truck Trail is a full-size two-lane road. The proposed 
SVC would be located approximately one mile west of the security gate on Bell Bluff Truck 
Trail, and all construction activities would occur within this secured portion of the road, to 
which the public does not have access. Installation of the underground transmission line for 
the Proposed Project may require temporary road blockage within the secured portion of Bell 
Bluff Truck Trail, but would not affect the publicly accessible portion of the road. The DEIR 
text on page 19-8 has been revised to clarify that Project construction activities would not 
result in road closures along the publicly accessible portion of Bell Bluff Truck Trail. Please 
refer to Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR for the revised text. 
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Additionally, since publication of the DEIR, NEET West has completed an agreement to obtain 
water from the adjacent landowner’s ponds during construction (see NEET West’s Comment 
F-63). NEET West is still negotiating a water services agreement with the Padre Dam 
Municipal Water District (PDMWD), which would serve as a back-up construction water 
supply. Therefore, it is no longer anticipated that the Proposed Project would require delivery 
of water via water trucks. The DEIR text has been revised accordingly. 

Response to Comment A-28 

The DEIR text on page 19-4 of the DEIR, lines 21 to 26, has been revised to state the 
approximate number of residences that are accessed from Avenida de los Arboles and Bell 
Bluff Truck Trail. Additionally, Figure 19-1, “Roadways in the Project Vicinity” of the DEIR has 
been updated to show the location of the access control gate, as well as the dead end spur of 
Bell Bluff Truck Trail, north of the intersection of Bell Bluff Truck Trail and Avenida de los 
Arboles. Please refer to Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR for the revised text and figure. 

Response to Comment A-29 

The DEIR provided an adequate analysis of traffic impacts commensurate with the trips that 
would be generated by the Proposed Project and the level of existing traffic in this rural 
location. The decision on whether to prepare a traffic study would generally be based on the 
number of anticipated trips generated by project operations (SANTEC and ITE 2000, County 
of San Diego 2009a). The Proposed Project would be unmanned, and its operations would 
generate occasional trips by maintenance staff. The DEIR used available traffic data for 
nearby roads in the Project vicinity, but given the low number of trips that would be 
generated by the Proposed Project and low potential for traffic impacts during construction, 
it was determined that site-specific traffic counts were not necessary. 

Response to Comment A-30 

As described under Comment A-29, the DEIR used the traffic data that was available in 
evaluating potential transportation and traffic impacts from the Proposed Project. The DEIR 
reported 2013 traffic data for the segment of Route 79 from I-8 to Riverside Drive, which 
begins at the I-8/Route 79/Japatul Valley Road interchange, an interchange that would be 
used to access the Proposed Project. The traffic volumes of roadways at this interchange are 
of concern for the Proposed Project. The DEIR reported 2014 traffic data for I-8 at this same 
interchange. Due to the rural nature of the Proposed Project area, the low number of trips 
that would be generated by the Proposed Project, and the low potential for traffic impacts 
during Project construction, it was determined that more detailed information was not 
needed to adequately evaluate the Proposed Project’s potential transportation and traffic 
impacts. 

Response to Comment A-31 

CPUC staff disagrees with the commenter’s assertion that “the DEIR fails to adequately 
analyze, quantify, and mitigate all potentially significant impacts.” Please refer to Response 
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to Comments A-32 through A-62 for responses to each of the alleged deficiencies in the DEIR 
raised by the commenter. 

Response to Comment A-32 

The general conclusions made in this comment are incorrect. Air quality Mitigation Measure 
AQ-1 will ensure criteria pollutant emission rates remain below significance criteria; and this 
short-term construction project, along with the Proposed Project’s negligible ongoing 
operation emissions, would not cause significant health risks. Please see the responses to the 
specific issue comments related to the Soil Water Air Protection Enterprise (SWAPE) 
comments on the air pollutant emissions estimate and health risk. Responses to the SWAPE 
comments are presented in Response to Comments A-95 through A-113. 

Response to Comment A-33 

Please see Response to Comments A-96, A-97, A-98, and A-101. 

Response to Comment A-34 

Please see Response to Comment A-97. 

Response to Comment A-35 

Please see Response to Comment A-98. 

Response to Comment A-36 

Please see Response to Comment A-100. 

Response to Comment A-37 

Please see Response to Comments A-97, A-98, and A-101. 

Response to Comment A-38 

Please see Response to Comments A-102 through A-104. Also, the characterization provided 
in this comment that, “…The Project site is located near several sensitive receptors in the form 
of local residences gives an incorrect impression of the Proposed Project site being located 
adjacent to residential development. The Proposed Project site is actually located in a remote 
rural area of San Diego County that has very few residences located within a mile of the 
Proposed Project site, and no residences located within a half-mile from the Proposed Project 
site. Therefore, the statement that the Proposed Project site is located “near” sensitive 
receptors is not considered accurate. 
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Response to Comment A-39 

Please see Response to Comment A-102. 

Response to Comment A-40 

Please see Response to Comments A-103 and A-104. 

Response to Comment A-41 

Please refer to Responses A-42 through A-52. 

Response to Comment A-42 

Indirect impacts on environmental resources were considered throughout the DEIR, and 
would be minimized through implementation of fugitive dust requirements, Mitigation 
Measure HYD/WQ-1: Implement Construction Best Management Practices for Erosion 
Control, Mitigation Measure HAZ-1: Hazardous Materials and Waste Management Plan, and 
other requirements. The commenter has not provided any specific details on possible indirect 
impacts, or substantial evidence to support that indirect impacts on special-status plants 
would occur. Therefore, CPUC maintains that its analysis of effects on biological resources, 
including felt-leaved monardella and other special-status plants, is adequate. 

Response to Comment A-43 

Comments noted. Further analysis of the potential direct and indirect significant impacts on 
the Hermes copper butterfly and its habitat has been added to Impact BIO-4. Please refer to 
Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR, for the revised text. As described in the revised text of Impact 
BIO-4, implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-8, BIO-9, BIO-12, BIO-16 and HYD/WQ-1 
would reduce potential impacts on Hermes copper butterfly and its habitat to less than 
significant. 

Response to Comment A-44 

Impacts resulting from noise at the Proposed Project site would be temporary and short-
term. It is possible that construction noise could result in impacts to wildlife in the vicinity of 
the Proposed Project, such as habitat avoidance or disruption of communication, as described 
in the comment. However, with implementation of Mitigation Measures NOI-1, HAZ-2, BIO-5, 
BIO-6, BIO-11, and BIO-13, construction-related temporary noise is not anticipated to result 
in substantial adverse biological outcomes such as mortality, reduced reproductive fitness 
resulting in population-level effects, and long-term displacement from nursery sites. Please 
refer to the DEIR for detailed information on each mitigation measure. 

Response to Comment A-45 

Please refer to Response A-44. 
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Response to Comment A-46 

Potential significant impacts of the proposed project on the golden eagle is disclosed in 
Impact BIO-3 of the DEIR. These impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level 
with implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-5 and BIO-6. To further ensure that any 
impacts of potential blasting activities are reduced to a less-than-significant level, Mitigation 
Measure BIO-6 has been strengthened in the FEIR. Please refer to Chapter 4, Revisions to the 
DEIR for the revised text. 

Response to Comment A-47 

While non-toxic soil stabilizers may potentially have some effect on the environment, this 
effect would be considered less than significant. The non-toxic soil stabilizers tested in the 
referenced study (Steevens et al. 2007) were rated using the acute aquatic toxicity rating 
scale developed by USFWS. The tested non-toxic soil stabilizers for which data was available 
were categorized as “practically non-toxic” and “relatively harmless.” Relatively harmless is 
the least toxic category on this scale. One soil stabilizer (Surtac) did not have available toxicity 
data, but was considered to pose little to no environmental hazard due to its ingredients 
(Steevens et al. 2007). Steevens et al. (2007) came to the conclusion that all of the tested non-
toxic soil stabilizers appear to be relatively nontoxic to the environment, although there are 
data gaps. Thus, it can be concluded that non-toxic soil stabilizers potentially used at the 
Proposed Project would have less than significant effects on biological resources. 

Response to Comment A-48 

CPUC staff disagrees with the commenter’s assertion. The CPUC’s understanding is that 
SDG&E would retain an easement on either side of Bell Bluff Truck Trail, which would not be 
transferred to the U.S. Forest Service (USFS) as part of the Lightner Mitigation Site. This 
easement would average 10 feet from the edge of the road on either side of the road 
(Peterson, pers. comm., 2017). SDG&E also would retain ownership of the steep hillside north 
of the Suncrest Substation to the upper road (Bell Bluff Truck Trail), and a portion of the 
hillside above Bell Bluff Truck Trail north of the substation. Because the transaction of parcels 
to be included as part of the Lightner Mitigation Site from SDG&E to USFS has not yet been 
completed, the exact location/dimensions of the easement is not yet known; however, NEET 
West’s communications with SDG&E indicate that the Proposed Project’s underground 
transmission line alignment, riser pole, and intermediate pole would be located outside of the 
area to be transferred to USFS as part of the Lightner Mitigation Site. Therefore, the Proposed 
Project would not eliminate any portion of the Lightner Mitigation Site, as is alleged by the 
commenter. 

Response to Comment A-49 

As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, the proposed transmission line would be 
underground for the majority of its length along Bell Bluff Truck Trail, only transitioning to 
an overhead span for the last approximately 300 feet prior to entering the existing substation 
at the location of the riser pole. Installation of the splice vaults for the underground 
transmission line would require temporary disturbance of land outside of the roadbed, but 
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the permanent vault structures would be located within the existing paved roadbed. 
Therefore, these structures would not permanently affect the Lightner Mitigation Site, which 
would begin approximately 10 feet on average from the edge of the road (Peterson, pers. 
comm., 2017). 

As shown in Figure 2-5, Lightner Mitigation Site, of the DEIR, the proposed riser pole would 
be located immediately adjacent to the existing Bell Bluff Truck Trail and the intermediate 
pole would be located adjacent to the existing substation. SDG&E has communicated to NEET 
West that they would retain ownership of the hillside on which the riser pole and 
intermediate pole would be located (NEET West 2017). Therefore, these structures would 
not permanently affect the Lightner Mitigation Site. 

CPUC staff disagrees with the commenter’s assertion that the approach in the DEIR is 
“incorrect and contrary to law.” As described in the DEIR, construction of the underground 
transmission line, specifically installation of the splice vaults, could temporarily disturb lands 
included as part of the Lightner Mitigation Site. The conclusion of the DEIR that the impacts 
to the Lightner Mitigation Site would be less than significant was based both on the 
temporary nature of the impacts and on the relatively small area of disturbance. 

As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, of the DEIR, the splice vaults would have 
approximate dimensions of 30 feet long by 8 feet wide by 11 feet deep, and would be installed 
underground and within the confines of Bell Bluff Truck Trail. As shown in Table 7-1, Land 
Cover/Vegetation Types in the Project Area, of the DEIR, installation of the splice vaults would 
temporarily impact a total of less than 0.3-acre of land outside of the roadbed; however, not 
all of this land would be included as part of the Lightner Mitigation Site. As described in 
Response to Comment A-48, SDG&E would retain an easement on either side of Bell Bluff 
Truck Trail, which would not be transferred to USFS as part of the mitigation site. This 
easement would average 10 feet from the edge of the road on either side of the road 
(Peterson, pers. comm., 2017). 

Therefore, CPUC staff stands by its determination that the impacts to the Lightner Mitigation 
Site from installation of the underground transmission line would be less than significant. 
The commenter is correct that an EIR must identify all potentially significant environmental 
effects, and that the State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.2(a) states that “direct and indirect 
significant effects of the project on the environment shall be clearly identified and described, 
giving due consideration to both the short-term and long-term effects.” Taken together, the 
temporary (i.e., short-term) effects on lands included as part of the Lightner Mitigation Site 
that could occur from installation of the proposed splice vaults would not be substantial and 
would not impact the long-term viability of the site. 

Response to Comment A-50 

CPUC staff disagrees with the commenter’s assertion that the Proposed Project would violate 
a mitigation measure pursuant to the Sunrise Powerlink project. Please refer to Response to 
Comments A-48 and A-49 for discussion of CPUC staff’s reasoning behind its conclusion that 
impacts on the Lightner Mitigation Site from the Proposed Project would be less than 
significant. 



CPUC  Chapter 3. Individual 
Responses to Comments 

Public Comment A: Adams Broadwell Joseph and Cardozo on behalf of 
California Unions for Renewable Energy (January 11, 2017) 

Suncrest Dynamic Reactive Power Support Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 

 
3-183 

January 2018 
Project No. 15.018 

 

The example provided by the commenter regarding the court case involving Katzeff vs. 
Department of Forestry is substantially different from what is contemplated under the 
Proposed Project, and, therefore, is not relevant. In the example provided by the commenter, 
it appears that the defendant completely eliminated a previously adopted mitigation measure 
by cutting down the wind buffer tree zone without first conducting CEQA review. The court’s 
explanation, as provided by the commenter is, in summary, that a public agency may not 
authorize destruction or cancellation of a mitigation measure that it had previously adopted 
without first reviewing the continuing need for the mitigation, stating the reasons for its 
actions, and supporting its decision with substantial evidence. 

The Proposed Project does not contemplate anything close to the cancellation or destruction 
of a previously adopted mitigation measure, and CPUC is reviewing the impacts of the 
Proposed Project on previously adopted mitigation in accordance with CEQA. As described in 
Response to Comments A-48 and A-49, CPUC staff does not believe that the Proposed Project 
would substantially affect the Lightner Mitigation Site, which was previously adopted as 
mitigation for impacts from the Sunrise Powerlink project. 

CPUC staff also disagrees with the commenter’s assertion that “there is substantial, 
uncontroverted evidence in the DEIR demonstrating that the Project will impact wetlands set 
aside as mitigation for the Sunrise Powerlink Project.” It appears that the commenter is 
asserting that because the Lightner Mitigation Site was set aside as compensation for impacts 
to Waters of the U.S. and Waters of the State from the Sunrise Powerlink, any impacts on the 
Lightner Mitigation Site inherently constitute an impact on wetlands. This is incorrect. As 
shown in the Final Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (HMMP) for the Lightner 
Mitigation Site (SDG&E 2011; see Figure 3 on page 12), none of the areas that may be 
temporarily impacted by Proposed Project construction activities are mapped as wetlands. 
Two ephemeral streams are shown crossing Bell Bluff Truck Trail, but, as described in the 
DEIR, these features cross the road via culverts and are not anticipated to be impacted by the 
Proposed Project. 

Finally, the DEIR describes that CPUC staff did not identify any wetlands that could be 
impacted by the Proposed Project. Therefore, it is not believed that the Proposed Project 
would require a Clean Water Act (CWA), section 404 permit from the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE); however, final determination of wetland features and permit 
requirements is left to the regulatory agencies. 

Response to Comment A-51 

Please refer to Response to Comment A-50 for discussion of the commenter’s assertion that 
the Proposed Project may impact wetlands. 

Additionally, please refer to Response to Comments A-179 and A-180 for discussion of Dr. 
Myers’ assertion that the Proposed Project’s impacts on the Lightner Mitigation Site are likely 
to be permanent, including impacts to wetlands. In summary, CPUC staff disagrees with Dr. 
Myers’ comments. As shown in Figure 2-5, “Lightner Mitigation Site,” of the DEIR, and in 
Figure 3 of the Final HMMP for the Lightner Mitigation Site, the proposed SVC is not located 
within the Lightner Mitigation Site. Therefore, the impervious area and graded areas that 
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would be included as part of the proposed SVC would not directly affect the Lightner 
Mitigation Site. 

Secondly, as described in Response to Comment A-50, CPUC staff disagrees with the 
commenter’s assumption that the entire Lightner Mitigation Site is composed of wetlands. 
Figure 3 of the Final HMMP for the Lightner Mitigation Site (SDG&E 2011) shows that no 
identified wetlands exist near the area of the proposed SVC. Therefore, while the proposed 
SVC and associated site improvements may reduce groundwater recharge and alter surface 
drainage patterns to some degree, as disclosed in the DEIR, this would not be anticipated to 
indirectly affect any existing wetlands. 

Response to Comment A-52 

The comment stating that “the County of San Diego has determined that compensatory 
mitigation is required for impacts to chamise chaparral” is unfounded. The commenter claims 
that this assertion is supported by the County of San Diego’s 2010 Guidelines for Determining 
Significance for Biological Resources. According to the referenced guidelines, “[t]hese 
Guidelines are not binding on any decision-maker and should not be substituted for the use 
of independent judgment to determine significance or the evaluation of evidence in the 
record.” (p. i). Regardless, CPUC, as a state agency, is not bound by guidelines proposed by a 
local jurisdiction. Furthermore, chamise chaparral is not a sensitive vegetation community as 
defined by CDFW; therefore, NEET West is not required to propose compensatory mitigation 
for impacts to this community. A Restoration and Revegetation Plan will be developed to 
guide restoration activities for each affected vegetation community at the proposed project 
site; this plan will include the chamise chaparral community. Please refer to Mitigation 
Measure BIO-16: Restoration and Revegetation for further details on how impacts to 
vegetation communities on the Proposed Project site will be addressed. 

Additionally, the commenter’s discussion of Katzeff v Department of Forestry and Fire 
Protection (2010) is irrelevant. The areas where impacts to chamise chaparral would occur 
are outside of Ligthner mitigation lands; therefore, there would be no impacts to the Lightner 
mitigation site. 

Response to Comment A-53 

Please refer to Response to Comment A-168 for discussion of the commenter’s and Dr. Myers’ 
assertions regarding potential impacts to water resources from Proposed Project blasting. 

Response to Comment A-54 

Please refer to Response to Comment A-172 for discussion of the commenter’s assertions 
regarding the Proposed Project’s impacts on drainages and groundwater recharge. 

Response to Comment A-55 

Please refer to Response to Comment A-176. 
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Response to Comment A-56 

Please refer to Response to Comment A-177. Additionally, note that it is CPUC’s 
understanding that the Final Preliminary Jurisdictional Determination Report for the Sunrise 
Powerlink project was prepared by WRA Consultants on behalf of SDG&E; not by San Diego 
Fish and Game, as is indicated by the commenter. 

Response to Comment A-57 

Please refer to Response to Comment A-178. 

Response to Comment A-58 

CPUC disagrees with the commenter’s assertions. Please refer to Responses to Comments A-
59 through A-62 for discussion of the specific issues raised by the commenter. Also, please 
refer to Response to Comments A-182 through A-203 for responses to the specific comments 
submitted by Mr. Smith. 

Response to Comment A-59 

The DEIR text (on page 19-9, lines 23 to 38) has been revised to indicate that the haul truck 
trips would be round trips. Additionally, a revised worst-case scenario analysis has been 
added to the DEIR that takes into account the maximum haul truck trips per day that could 
occur during peak excavation and grading activities, as well as possible “bulking,” as 
described further in Response to Comment A-60. As shown in the added DEIR text (page 19-
9) and described in Response to Comment A-60, even assuming worst-case conditions, the 
maximum number of haul truck trips that could be generated during Project construction, in 
combination with the maximum number of worker commute trips, would not substantially 
adversely affect existing LOS. Please refer to Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR for the revised 
text. 

Response to Comment A-60 

The commenter’s point regarding “bulking” is acknowledged. A note has been added to the 
DEIR text on page 19-9 to state that it is possible that excavated materials could swell to a 
greater size than the excavation they were removed from. Please refer to Chapter 4, Revisions 
to the DEIR for the revised text. 

Because the precise type and composition of materials underlying the Proposed Project site 
is not currently known, it is not possible to know the degree of bulking that may be expected. 
However, even if all material removed from the Project site were to swell to a volume of 80% 
greater than the hole it was dug from (i.e., the maximum amount of bulking that could occur 
according to Mr. Smith), it would not affect the conclusion of the DEIR’s impact analysis. This 
hypothetical situation would result in approximately 725 haul truck round trips during the 
Project construction period, and up to a maximum of 112 truck trips during the peak 
excavation and grading period. When added to the maximum number of worker commute 
trips that could occur per day (assuming no carpooling) of 64, this would result in 176 total 
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vehicle round trips per day during peak construction activity. Considering these as single 
direction trips results in 352 total vehicle trips associated with the Proposed Project during 
peak construction activity, assuming worst-case conditions. 

As reported in the DEIR, the average daily traffic (ADT) volume on Japatul Valley Road is 
3,250. Compared to the roadway segment’s Level of Service (LOS) E capacity of 16,200, this 
results in a volume-to-capacity ratio of 0.2, and LOS B. Likewise, I-8 has an ADT of 24,600 
west of the Interchange with State Route (SR) 79 and Japatul Valley Road, and 19,000 east of 
the interchange. The roadway’s LOS E capacity is 80,000, resulting in a volume-to-capacity 
ratio of 0.3, and LOS A. The addition of 352 vehicle trips to existing ADT on Japatul Valley 
Road results in 3,602, for a volume-to-capacity ratio of 0.22, and LOS B. The addition of 352 
vehicle trips to existing ADT on I-8 results in 24,952, for a volume-to-capacity ratio of 0.31, 
and LOS A. 

Language regarding the maximum, worst-case scenario with regard to bulking has been 
added to the DEIR. Please refer to Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR for the added text. 

Response to Comment A-61 

The American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) has 
identified the construction industry and the manufacturing industry as the two industries in 
which carpooling is most evident (AASHTO 2014). This information has been added to the 
text on page 19-8 of the DEIR, lines 24 to 34. Nevertheless, the DEIR analysis assumes the 
worst-case scenario that all construction workers would travel to the Project site alone in 
separate vehicles. 

CPUC disagrees with the commenter’s assertion that the DEIR’s conclusion that the vehicle 
trips generated by construction would be negligible considering existing average daily traffic 
and LOS on I-8 and local roadways is flawed. As described in Response to Comment A-29 and 
A-30, the DEIR used the traffic data that was available in the Project vicinity and made 
reasonable assumptions based on this available data. Due to the rural nature of the Project 
vicinity, the limited number of vehicle trips that would be generated by the Proposed Project, 
and the low potential for impacts on traffic from Project construction, it was determined that 
a detailed traffic study, including traffic counts, was not needed. 

Response to Comment A-62 

CPUC disagrees with these comments. Project construction traffic is not likely to result in 
significant or complete blockage of access roads or residential driveways. As described in the 
DEIR and in Response to Comment A-27, all construction activities would take place within 
the secured portion of Bell Bluff Truck Trail, to which the public does not have access. 
Therefore, there would be no trenching or road closures within the publicly-accessible 
portion of Bell Bluff Truck Trail. Haul truck and equipment delivery traffic would pass 
through the public portion of Bell Bluff Truck Trail, but would not be anticipated to 
significantly or completely block any residential access roads. Additionally, Mitigation 
Measure TR-3 would provide for maintenance of emergency vehicle access during 
construction. Therefore, the commenter’s claims are false. 
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Response to Comment A-63 

The comment correctly describes the required elements of a cumulative impact analysis, 
including: 

 the requirement that an EIR discuss the cumulative impacts of a project when a 
project’s incremental effect is cumulatively considerable; 

 that an EIR define the geographic scope of the area affected by the cumulative effect 
and provide reasonable explanation for the geographic limitation used, and 

 that public agencies provide the general public with adequate and relevant detailed 
information about cumulative impacts. 

The comment also acknowledges that the cumulative analysis should include a list of past, 
present, and probable future projects producing related or cumulative impacts that are 
outside the control of the agency. 

As presented in Chapter 21 of the DEIR, the geographic scope for each relevant environmental 
resource area to which the Proposed Project could contribute to significant cumulative 
impacts is presented in Table 21-2 (pages 21-5 and 21-6). In addition, Table 21-3 (pages 21-
6 through 21-8) includes a summary of projects planned in San Diego County that could affect 
resources that would also be affected by the Proposed Project. Responses to Comments A-64 
through A-69, below, provide more detailed responses to the commenter’s concerns 
regarding the DEIR’s cumulative impact analysis.  

Response to Comment A-64 

The comment first states that the geographic scope of the DEIR’s cumulative impact analysis 
for biological resources is too vague to enable an assessment of cumulative impacts and 
requests that the analysis be revised to quantify the following: (1) the geographic scope, (2) 
the amount of each habitat type within the geographic scope, and (3) the total amount of each 
habitat type affected by cumulative impacts within that scope. The commenter further argues 
that without this information, the DEIR lacks substantial evidence to support its conclusion 
that the Proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative effects would not be cumulatively 
considerable. 

The CPUC and its EIR consultant have determined that the geographic scope of analysis for 
biological resources is approximately 5 miles from the project site. This scope of analysis was 
determined based on review of publicly available information regarding other cumulative 
projects in the project vicinity. To respond to the first part of the comment, Table 21-2 has 
been revised to clarify the geographic extent of the biological resources cumulative scope of 
analysis. Refer to Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR to view the revised DEIR text. 

Quantifying the total amount of each habitat within the designated geographic scope and the 
total amount of habitat affected by other cumulative projects is not necessary for completing 
an adequate cumulative impact analysis for biological resources. Additionally, such details 
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are not publicly available for the projects listed in Table 21-3. The CEQA Guidelines 
acknowledge that the cumulative impact analysis need not be as detailed as the project-level 
analysis and that discussion be guided by standards of practicality and reasonableness. 
Specifically, CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(3)(b) states that a cumulative impact analysis 
“shall reflect the severity of the impacts and their likelihood of occurrence, but the discussion 
need not provide as great detail as is provided for the effects attributable to the project alone. 
The discussion should be guided by standards of practicality and reasonableness, and should 
focus on the cumulative impacts to which the identified other projects contribute rather than 
the attributes of other projects which do not contribute to the cumulative impact.” 

In response to this comment and Comments A-65 through A-69, the cumulative impact 
analysis presented on pages 21-10 through 21-11 has been revised to provide more detail 
about potential cumulative impacts that could occur as a result of the Proposed Project and 
other cumulative projects within 5 miles of the project site. 

Response to Comment A-65 

The comment argues that the DEIR erroneously dismisses cumulative noise and vibration 
impacts. The comment further states that the analysis overlooks evidence that noise can 
affect sensitive avian species, particularly golden eagles, up to two miles away from their 
nests. 

In response, please note that Chapter 15, Noise and Vibration focuses on noise impacts of the 
Proposed Project on human receptors. Chapter 7, Biological Resources, addresses the 
Proposed Project’s construction noise effects on avian species (page 7-43 of the DEIR). To 
address the commenter’s concern regarding potentially significant cumulative impacts on 
golden eagles due to construction noise, the impact analysis presented on page 21-11 of the 
DEIR has been revised. Please refer to Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR. 

Response to Comment A-66 

The comment first states that the cumulative analysis for biological resources fails to provide 
a quantitative analysis of the Proposed Project’s impacts in conjunction with those of the 
other identified projects. The commenter then asserts that the DEIR jumps to an unsupported 
conclusion that implementation of mitigation measures (BIO-1 through BIO-18) along with 
other mitigation measures imposed by other projects would reduce the Project’s cumulative 
impact to less than significant. Lastly, this comment notes that the DEIR identifies six impact 
categories it believes will result in cumulatively considerable impacts. 

As described in Response to Comment A-64, above, the cumulative discussion (presented on 
page 21-11 of the Draft EIR) provides a qualitative analysis because details (e.g., extent of 
habitat impacts) were not publicly available for other projects listed in Table 21-3. 
Nonetheless, additional discussion about other projects’ effects on biological resources has 
been added to pages 21-10 and 21-11 of the DEIR, as shown in Chapter 4, Revisions to the 
DEIR. 



CPUC  Chapter 3. Individual 
Responses to Comments 

Public Comment A: Adams Broadwell Joseph and Cardozo on behalf of 
California Unions for Renewable Energy (January 11, 2017) 

Suncrest Dynamic Reactive Power Support Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 

 
3-189 

January 2018 
Project No. 15.018 

 

To address the commenter’s second point, the last paragraph under Impact CUM-3 (page 21-
11 of the DEIR) has been revised to acknowledge that best management practices (BMPs), 
mitigation measures, and compliance with permit conditions would reduce other projects’ 
contributions to cumulative biological resources impacts. 

Regarding the third point raised by the commenter, please note that the six bulleted impacts 
listed on page 21-10 are not intended to be cumulatively considerable impacts. These bullet 
items are intended to summarize potentially significant but mitigable impacts of the 
Proposed Project, as described in DEIR Chapter 7, Biological Resources. To clarify this, the 
first paragraph under Impact CUM-3 has been revised. Please refer to Chapter 4, Revisions to 
the DEIR. 

Response to Comment A-67 

The comment states that the DEIR makes no attempt to determine whether any of the other 
cumulative projects identified in Table 21-3 will cause any of the same impacts, nor whether 
the lead agencies for projects which have already been approved have adopted mitigation 
measures to address those impacts. The comment then states that the DEIR provides no 
threshold determination of cumulative significance against which to measure the efficacy of 
the Project’s mitigation measures in reducing cumulative impacts, nor does it describe the 
effectiveness of measures proposed by other projects. 

To address this comment and other concerns raised in Comments A-64, A-65, and A-66, the 
analysis on page 21-11 of the DEIR has been augmented to include additional discussion 
about the biological resources effects of projects identified in Table 21-3 and describes which 
effects may be similar to those associated with the Proposed Project. Based on review of 
publicly available information, a brief discussion about other mitigation measures and BMPs 
that other project proponents have committed to has been added to page 21-11 of the DEIR. 
The last paragraph under Impact CUM-3 has also been revised to clarify that Mitigation 
Measures BIO-1 through BIO-18 would reduce the Proposed Project’s effects to less-than-
significant levels. When considering the cumulative effects of the Proposed Project and other 
projects, and with implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-18, the CPUC 
has determined that the Proposed Project’s contribution to such effects would not be 
cumulatively considerable. Please refer to Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR to see how the 
analysis on page 21-11 has been revised. 

Response to Comment A-68 

This comment states that the DEIR fails to identify biological mitigation measures adopted 
and implemented for other projects, and that the DEIR fails to discuss whether those 
measures are effective in reducing cumulative effects. 

This comment raises similar concerns as Comment A-67. Please refer to Response to 
Comment A-67, above. 
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Response to Comment A-69 

The commenter correctly notes that several of the projects identified in Table 21-3 are federal 
projects subject to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and are not subject to 
CEQA. The commenter then states that it is erroneous to rely on mitigation for federal 
projects to reduce the Project’s impacts, as required by CEQA, because mitigation measures 
imposed by other agencies on projects outside of CPUC’s jurisdiction are subject to other 
laws, and are not legally enforceable mitigation to reduce the Project’s cumulative impacts. 
The second part of the comment acknowledges that NEPA regulations do not automatically 
require the lead agency to impose mitigation measures for an environmental impact and that 
the DEIR’s reliance on mitigations imposed by federal projects to reduce the Project’s 
cumulative impacts is speculative and unsupported by substantial evidence. 

The commenter is correct in acknowledging that NEPA regulations are different from CEQA 
and do not automatically require the lead agency to impose mitigations for an environmental 
impact. The Record of Decision, which is prepared at the completion of the NEPA process, 
typically includes a list of BMPs and mitigation measures that a federal lead agency agrees to 
implement. At the time this FEIR was prepared, the Records of Decision for other projects 
undergoing NEPA review could not be found online. However, please note that the Proposed 
Project does not rely on the mitigation measures of other projects to reduce its contribution 
to cumulative biological resources impacts. Rather, the last sentence of the discussion under 
Impact CUM-3 (page 21-11), states that implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1 
through BIO-18 would ensure that the Project’s contribution to cumulative impacts regarding 
biological resources would not be considerable. The last paragraph under Impact CUM-3 
(page 21-11) has also been revised to clarify that BMPs, mitigation measures contained in 
other CEQA and NEPA documents, and compliance with permit conditions would minimize 
the contributions of other projects to biological resources impacts (not the Proposed 
Project’s). Please refer to the revised text presented in Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR. 

Response to Comment A-70 

CPUC staff disagrees with the commenter’s assertion that the DEIR contains inadequate 
mitigation measures. Please refer to Responses to Comments A-71 through A-88 for CPUC 
staff’s responses to the specific comments raised by the commenter. 

Response to Comment A-71 

Please see Response to Comment A-99. 

Response to Comment A-72 

Mitigation Measure AQ-1 provides a limited exception for specialty equipment, where due to 
their low numbers and low turnover there is the potential that equipment with Tier 3 or 
better compliant engines would not be available. This exception is limited to short duration 
use (5 days or less) of specialty equipment after a due diligence search to find rental 
equipment that would meet or exceed Tier 3 standards. This should not affect most of the 
equipment types, which are not specialty equipment, and would not affect the conclusion that 
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the maximum daily nitrogen oxide (NOx) emissions would be below the County’s significance 
threshold due to the magnitude of the NOx emissions safety margin that is provided by 
implementing this mitigation measure. Also, please see Response to Comment A-99. 

Response to Comment A-73 

Please see Response to Comment A-99. 

Response to Comment A-74 

Mitigation Measure AQ-1 would be implemented through the Proposed Project’s Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program. The CPUC would require ongoing monitoring and 
demonstration of compliance with all approved mitigation measures. Also, please see 
Response to Comments A-72 and A-99. 

Response to Comment A-75 

Please see Response to Comments A-72, A-74, and A-99. 

Response to Comment A-76 

Avoidance of impacts to felt-leaved monardella is not included in Mitigation Measure BIO-4, 
because avoidance measures are included in Mitigation Measure BIO-1, which states “[t]o the 
extent feasible, the Proposed Project shall avoid or minimize impacts on known occurrences 
of felt-leaved monardella.” Thus avoidance of impacts to known populations of felt-leaved 
monardella is included in mitigation measures in the DEIR. As described in Mitigation 
Measure BIO-4, “conservation measures would be developed on a species-specific basis 
based on input from CDFW and shall be consistent with the East San Diego County Multiple 
Species Conservation Plan (MSCP) planning process.” Consultation with CDFW on the 
potential mitigation methods for any plant species potentially impacted by the proposed 
project and adherence to standards in the applicable MSCP for the region would result in the 
most appropriate mitigation method being used. 

This would include setting the mitigation ratio for any credits potentially purchased to offset 
potential impacts to special-status plant species. Although there is not currently an approved 
mitigation bank for felt-leaved monardella, such a mitigation bank may be developed prior to 
implementation of the Proposed Project. Reference to the purchase of mitigation bank credits 
was included to allow for credit purchase as mitigation should such a bank be developed. 

As indicated in Mitigation Measure BIO-4, “If avoidance of special-status plants is not feasible, 
NEET West shall implement measures to compensate for impacts on special-status plants. 
Compensation may be provided by purchasing credits at an approved mitigation bank 
(provided at a minimum 1:1 ratio [mitigation to impact]), or through transplanting perennial 
species, collecting and dispersing seed of annual species, and other conservation strategies 
that shall restore and protect the viability of the local population. Because of the differences 
in plant growth forms and life histories, conservation measures would be developed on a 
species-specific basis based on input from CDFW and in accordance with the East San Diego 
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County MSCP planning process. If compensation measures are implemented, monitoring 
plant populations shall be conducted annually for 5 years to assess the mitigation’s 
effectiveness. Monitoring shall assess vegetative density, population size, natural 
recruitment, and plant health and vigor. Monitoring results may trigger management actions 
such as collection and sowing of additional seed, tillage/disturbance within existing 
populations to induce establishment, installation of container plants, and control of other 
competing vegetation to ensure successful plant establishment and survival. The 
determination of success will be based on whether there has been a substantial reduction (> 
20 percent) in the size or abundance of the population compared to baseline conditions. The 
site shall be evaluated at the end of the 5-year monitoring period to determine whether the 
mitigation has met the success criteria.” See Response to Comment A-146 for more 
information on transplantation. Mitigation is not required to be protected in perpetuity. 

Response to Comment A-77 

Due to the timing of the construction at the SVC site, it may not be possible to avoid 
construction activities during the nesting bird season. Should construction activities need to 
take place during the nesting bird season, preconstruction surveys and no-buffer zones will 
be established as detailed in Mitigation Measure BIO-6: Implement Preconstruction Surveys 
for Birds Protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA). The commenter fails to 
acknowledge that the DEIR includes additional mitigation measures to protect nesting birds 
should it not be possible to avoid disruptive construction activities during the breeding 
season. 

Response to Comment A-78 

The text of the DEIR has been revised to require that nesting bird surveys be conducted by a 
USFWS, CDFW, and CPUC-approved biologist. Please refer to Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR 
for the revised text. Survey techniques, level of effort, weather conditions, and time of day for 
the surveys will be described in the survey report. The CPUC does not believe it is necessary 
to list these “minimum standards” in Mitigation Measure BIO-6. An active nest, as defined by 
the USFWS, is a nest that contains eggs or young. 

Response to Comment A-79 

Mitigation Measure BIO-8 does state that surveys will be conducted for suitable habitat for 
the Hermes copper butterfly. Mitigation Measure BIO-9 states that the SVC project site will 
be considered occupied should butterflies be present during the surveys. Habitat will also be 
considered occupied if it is within 150 meters of a Hermes copper sighting (County of San 
Diego 2010). The level of compensatory mitigation is also discussed in Mitigation Measure 
BIO-9. 

Response to Comment A-80 

Comment noted; however, the DEIR does identify the ways in which NEET West would be 
required to mitigate permanent impacts as detailed in Mitigation Measures BIO-9. 
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Response to Comment A-81 

CPUC staff disagrees with the commenter’s claim that the DEIR fails to provide a mechanism 
for determining potential impacts to the Hermes copper butterfly. As the DEIR indicates, no 
suitable habitat for this species was found within the project footprint during 2015 surveys. 
Nevertheless, Mitigation Measure BIO-8 in the DEIR specifically calls for mapping of potential 
Hermes copper butterfly habitat prior to commencement of vegetation clearing to fully 
ensure that no impacts occur. Furthermore, if pre-construction surveys detect potential 
habitat, implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-9 in the DEIR would reduce any impacts 
to a less-than-significant level. Please also refer to responses to comments A-23, A-43, A-79, 
and A-82. 

Response to Comment A-82 

The text of the DEIR on page 7-44 has been revised to describe how the DEIR’s mitigation 
measures would prevent or minimize indirect impacts on Hermes copper butterfly. Please 
refer to Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR for the revised text. 

Response to Comment A-83 

Please refer to Response to Comment A-115. 

Response to Comment A-84 

Mitigation Measure BIO-18 has been further strengthened to ensure that any impacts to the 
Engelmann Oak vegetation community are reduced to a less-than-significant level. Please 
refer to Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR for the revised text. 

Response to Comment A-85 

Although it is possible that several special-status species could utilize the habitat in the 
Proposed Project area, none were observed during surveys conducted in 2015. Additionally, 
the Project footprint is small in relation to local and global ranges and populations of these 
species. Through the mitigation measures listed in Comment A-85 as well as through 
Mitigation Measure BIO-18: Develop and Implement a Restoration Plan for Engelmann Oak – 
Coast Live Oak/Poison Oak/Grass Association Habitat Disturbed during Construction, the 
CPUC believes that the loss of potential habitat that may be utilized by special-status species 
will be less than significant. 

Response to Comment A-86 

CPUC staff disagrees with the commenter’s assertion. Mitigation Measure HAZ-3 is 
appropriate as written, and ensures that the Construction Fire Protection Plan (CFPP) would 
be effective and would comply with applicable laws by requiring that San Diego County Fire 
Protection Authority (SDCFA) and the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 
(CAL FIRE) approve the plan prior to commencement of construction activities. SDCFA has 
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assumed primary jurisdiction over firefighting in unincorporated San Diego County; 
therefore, it is the proper agency to review and approve the CFPP. Because the Proposed 
Project is located on private land in San Diego County, it is subject primarily to San Diego 
County laws and regulations. By law, the Proposed Project would be required to comply with 
CAL FIRE regulations related to operation of construction equipment and maintaining 
appropriate fire-suppression equipment during high-danger times of the year for fires (see 
page 11-5 of the DEIR), as well as any other applicable state or federal regulations. 

Response to Comment A-87 

CPUC disagrees with the commenter’s claim that Mitigation Measure TR-1 is unenforceable 
and unlikely to be implemented. The phrase “to the greatest extent feasible” is designed to 
account for the rare instances in which strict compliance with the given measure is not 
possible. The construction contractor, through NEET West, shall be responsible for ensuring 
compliance with Mitigation Measure TR-1, along with all other mitigation measures as 
detailed in the Proposed Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP). 
The CPUC will require that NEET West pay for third party monitors that will provide ongoing 
compliance monitoring. 

CPUC disagrees with the commenter’s assertion that the measure must be revised to provide 
an enforceable mechanism to reduce impacts to the residential communities located in the 
Project vicinity. The “alternative mitigation measures” that Mr. Smith proposes are 
unnecessary and would occur regardless of any written mitigation. The proposed SVC site is 
located approximately one mile by road to the west of the security gate on Bell Bluff Truck 
Trail. The transmission line work would occur further to the west, as the line would connect 
the proposed SVC to the existing Suncrest Substation. As such, it is inconceivable that 
construction workers for the Proposed Project would park their vehicles over a mile away 
from the work site in the publicly accessible portion of Bell Bluff Truck Trail. 

Likewise, there is no potential for staging of heavy equipment and haul traffic to take place 
outside of the secured portion of Bell Bluff Truck Trail. As described in the DEIR, Chapter 2, 
Project Description, staging of equipment and materials for both the SVC and transmission 
line would occur adjacent to the SVC, within the “Project Area (Limit of Disturbance)” as 
shown on Figure 2-3. 

With regard to Mitigation Measure TR-2, the commenter’s concerns are noted. The text of this 
mitigation measure has been revised to reflect the fact that closure of the publicly-accessible 
portion of Bell Bluff Truck Trail is not contemplated. Please refer to Chapter 4, Revisions to 
the DEIR for the revised text. 

Response to Comment A-88 

Please refer to Response to Comment A-87. As described in this response, closure of the 
publicly accessible portion of Bell Bluff Truck Trail is not contemplated. The DEIR text under 
Mitigation Measure TR-2 has been revised accordingly. Additionally, the text under 
Mitigation Measure TR-3 and Impact TR-5 has been revised to reflect the fact that road 
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closures along the publicly accessible portion of Bell Bluff Truck Trail would not occur. Please 
refer to Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR for the revised text. 

As described in the DEIR, for the majority of the length of the proposed transmission line, 
NEET West anticipates maintaining one lane of traffic open during trenching and installation 
activities. It is only the 12-foot-wide portion of Bell Bluff Truck Trail, north of the existing 
substation, where the transition to the above-ground span via the riser pole would occur, that 
closure of the entire road would likely be necessary. The mitigation measure requiring NEET 
West or its contractor to have staff available on-site to place plates over trenches and/or 
move equipment to allow for emergency vehicle passage was developed in coordination with 
SDG&E, who had indicated that they would need 24-hour emergency access to their 
transmission facilities which are only accessible via the 12-foot-wide portion of Bell Bluff 
Truck Trail. Given this, and the fact that NEET West would be required to coordinate with 
local emergency service providers, as necessary, CPUC believes that Mitigation Measure TR-
3 is adequate and appropriate. 

Response to Comment A-89 

Commenter’s support for the Suncrest Substation Alternative is noted. 

Response to Comment A-90 

CPUC staff disagrees with these comments. Please see previous applicable comment 
responses in this chapter which address each of these specific issues raised by the 
commenter. 

Response to Comment A-91 

Comment noted. CPUC staff acknowledge that CAISO’s selection of NEET West as the project 
sponsor for the Suncrest project was apparently close, as the Project Sponsor Selection 
Report states that both applicants (i.e., NEET West and SDG&E) were highly qualified to 
finance, construct, own, operate and maintain the Suncrest Project, and that CAISO had to 
make very slight distinctions between the proposals in determining the approved project 
sponsor (CAISO 2015: page 1). CPUC staff also acknowledges that CAISO did not consider the 
different environmental impacts of the two proposals in choosing between them. 

Response to Comment A-92 

The commenter’s summary of the Project Sponsor Selection Report (CAISO 2015) appears to 
be accurate. CPUC staff acknowledges that CAISO’s selection of the approved project sponsor 
for the Suncrest project appears to have been close; however, staff also point out that this 
does not change the fact that CAISO selected NEET West as the approved project sponsor 
through the process dictated by their policies and the applicable federal regulations (i.e., 
FERC Order No. 1000). 
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Response to Comment A-93 

CPUC staff generally concurs with the commenter’s summary of the Project Sponsor Selection 
Report. It appears that none of the criteria considered by CAISO specifically address the 
environmental impacts of the proposals. 

Response to Comment A-94 

See Response to Comment A-91 and A-92. 

Response to Comment A-95 

We disagree with the conclusions made in this comment, please see the responses to the 
detailed comments below made on the air pollutant emissions estimate and health risk 
analysis. 

Response to Comment A-96 

The California Emissions Estimator Model Version CalEEMod.2013.2.2 (CalEEMod) provides 
construction off-road equipment and on-road trip defaults, primarily to be used for specific 
project types; such as residential, institutional, and small commercial construction projects, 
none of which are similar to this type of construction project. CalEEMod defaults should be 
used when appropriate and when project specific information is not available. The CalEEMod 
User’s Guide (California Air Pollution Control Officers Association [CAPCOA] 2016) notes the 
following: 

“CalEEMod utilizes widely accepted methodologies for estimating emissions combined 
with default data that can be used when site-specific information is not available.” (p. 
1) 

“The user may override the defaults to input more accurate, project-specific information 
as appropriate.” (p. 8) 

The use of the CalEEMod defaults is not required nor desired when more accurate project-
specific data is available. Therefore, project-specific construction inputs that more accurately 
estimate the construction requirements for the Proposed Project were provided by NEET 
West and used to create the construction emissions estimate. 

It is nearly impossible to determine the exact equipment needs and project task schedule 
before a complex construction project is conducted, so some conservatism in the emissions 
estimate assumptions and approach is warranted. The review of the project information 
provided by NEET West indicated that there may be some conservative assumptions and 
some non-conservative assumptions. Therefore, it was determined that the application of 
additional mitigation for the Proposed Project’s off-road equipment would address any non-
conservative assumptions and ensure that the Proposed Project’s emissions would be below 
all applicable significance thresholds. 
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Response to Comment A-97 

As noted above in Response to Comment A-96, expecting perfection in a project’s 
construction emissions estimate isn’t rational or reasonable. The construction emissions 
estimate can only provide expected methods and quantities. The construction contractor will 
have the final say on the exact methods and schedule for completing construction. The 
important issue is determining that the overall level of effort, given potential maximum 
construction task overlaps, provides a reasonably conservative emissions estimate within an 
acceptable range of error. That reasonable margin of error has been accomplished for the 
Proposed Project’s emissions estimate, and, with the implementation of Mitigation Measure 
AQ-1, a sizable safety margin has been established to ensure that all criteria pollutant 
emissions will remain below their respective significance thresholds. As provided in 
Comment A-101, the commenter determined an increase in maximum unmitigated NOx 
emissions of only 4 pounds per day based on what they considered questionable 
assumptions/inputs. If correct, this is only 2 percent of the NOx emissions significance 
threshold, and is well within the determined mitigated NOx emissions safety margin, which 
is the determined mitigated NOx emission minus the significance threshold, or 95 pounds per 
day. 

CPUC agrees that there is the potential that some of the heavy haul trips may not be accounted 
for in the estimate, just like for any other construction emissions estimate; however, as noted 
above, the construction emissions estimate is intended to provide a conservative estimate of 
activity. CPUC’s conclusion is that the impact of any such missing heavy haul trips is negligible 
in terms of the mitigated maximum daily and total construction emissions estimate. Part of 
this determination is based on NEET West’s conservative assumption that the heavy haul 
trips carry only 8 cubic yards of material per trip. A typical dump truck has a capacity of 12 
cubic yards, a high capacity dump truck has a capacity of 18 cubic yards, and a double trailer 
unit would have a similarly high capacity based on a 40-ton truck limit. Therefore, the 450 
heavy haul trips included in the emission estimate could account for as much as 8,100 cubic 
yards of import/export, not just 3,600 cubic yards. If the imported gravel were to be brought 
to the site on backloaded waste haul trips, which would be a desirable cost saving method for 
the construction contractor, then the 450 heavy haul trips could accommodate all waste and 
import hauling. 

Response to Comment A-98 

The commenter’s assumptions regarding vendor trips fail to account for the way in which the 
vendor trips have been scheduled for the Proposed Project’s overlapping construction tasks. 
The assumption in Comment A-98 that ”a minimum of 3 truck trips should have been inputted 
into the model for every construction phase in order to account for the emissions generated 
by these trucks” is flawed for two reasons. First, not all construction phases will require 
water. For example, water will not be required during some of the minor equipment/cabling 
installation tasks that occur late in the construction schedule after the site/site access is no 
longer unpaved. Second, many of the construction tasks overlap, so assuming three trips per 
task would double- or triple-count these vendor trips during overlapping phases that require 
water. The emissions estimate includes a total of nearly 2,800 vendor trips, a number which 
averages to nearly 9 vendor trips per day, with as many as 17 to 21 vendor trips a day during 
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the early construction phases that would need water the most for dust control. Therefore, the 
assertion in Comment A-98 that inadequate vendor trips have been assumed for the 
emissions estimate is incorrect. 

Additionally, NEET West has entered into a water supply agreement to obtain water from the 
local Wilson pond water source, which includes a polyvinyl chloride (PVC) distribution line 
into the Proposed Project site (DEIR p. 2-25). NEET West is still negotiating an agreement 
with PDMWD for use of recycled water from their water recycling facility; this source of water 
would be intended to serve as a backup. The vendor trips are conservatively estimated to 
have a round trip distance of 65 miles. If water did need to be trucked from the back-up 
source that would only require a 38 mile round trip; therefore, each vendor trip provided in 
the estimate would cover 1.7 water haul trips. As such, it is clear that the worst-case 
assumption for water delivery has been accounted for in the emissions estimate. 

Comment A-98 also states that off-highway trucks are not representative of water trucks. 
This assertion would be true for off-site water delivery, where street legal water trucks would 
be necessary; however, off-road trucks are regularly used as on-site water trucks. As noted 
above, given that the intended primary water source would come from an existing on-site 
water line, the use of off-road water trucks is feasible, if not likely, for the Proposed Project. 

Response to Comment A-99 

This comment states that the DEIR should have demonstrated that compliance with 
Mitigation Measure AQ-1 is feasible. CPUC staff contends that there is no need to evaluate the 
feasibility of mitigation that has previously been completed successfully on numerous 
occasions. Mitigation requirements to use Tier 3 or better off-road equipment have been 
required and complied with on several large construction projects, including those under 
CPUC and California Energy Commission jurisdiction. The Ports of Long Beach and Los 
Angeles, under their Clean Air Action Plan (Port of Los Angeles/Port of Long Beach 2010, p. 
160) currently require construction projects to use off-road equipment that meet Tier 4 
emissions standards. Therefore, given that this mitigation measure has been previously and 
successfully implemented (i.e. shown to be feasible in practice), the assertion that the DEIR 
failed to demonstrate feasibility is erroneous. 

Additionally, the assertion that only 12 percent of the statewide equipment fleet would 
comply with Mitigation Measure AQ-1 is flawed for several reasons: 

 The 12 percent value is only based on Tier 3 equipment and does not include Tier 4 
equipment, where Mitigation Measure AQ-1 requires “All off-road equipment engines 
that are 50 horsepower or greater shall meet or 3 exceed USEPA/California Air 
Resources Board (CARB) Tier 3 emissions standards.” (DEIR p. 6-17). Therefore, this 
mitigation measure could be complied with using diesel-fueled off-road equipment 
with Tier 3 or Tier 4 engines, or possibly alternatively fueled equipment that would 
also meet or exceed Tier 3 emissions standards. The reference cited by the 
commenter shows that in 2014, the statewide off-road equipment fleet with Tier 3 
and Tier 4 engines would be 34 percent of the fleet. 
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 Using overall equipment numbers provides a biased metric because older equipment 
may still be part of equipment fleets but their use is much lower than newer 
equipment. Therefore, pointing to overall fleet numbers overstates the extent to 
which older Tier 0 to Tier 2 equipment are active parts of the equipment fleet. 

 The off-road equipment fleet in California is substantial, and even 12 percent of that 
number is a substantial amount of equipment that would be available for the 
Proposed Project. 

 At the earliest, the Proposed Project would be constructed in 2017. The reference 
cited by the commenter in regards to off-road equipment fleet engine composition is 
based on statewide equipment availability in 2014; therefore, another three years of 
new model year equipment would be added to the statewide fleet by 2017 and would 
be available for use by the Proposed Project.  

Please also note that this comment is in direct conflict with suggested mitigation measure 
comments provided later in comment A-108. It is unclear how the commenter can suggest 
mitigation measures that specify the use of Tier 3 and/or Tier 4 engines in those comments 
while asserting that requiring Tier 3 or better engines in Mitigation Measure AQ-1 is 
infeasible here. 

Also, please see Response to Comment A-74 regarding implementation of Mitigation Measure 
AQ-1. 

Response to Comment A-100 

The premise of this comment is incorrect. The fugitive dust control measures assumed as part 
of the Proposed Project are not considered mitigation measures; rather, they are regulatory 
compliance measures. The uncontrolled particulate matter (PM)10 and PM2.5 emissions are 
well below their respective significance thresholds (100 pounds/day and 55 pounds/day, 
respectively). This shows that the Proposed Project would have less than significant impacts 
related to fugitive dust, and that fugitive dust mitigation is not required under CEQA. 
However, as noted above, fugitive dust control is required to meet regulatory requirements. 
Therefore, these fugitive dust control measures are not identified as mitigation measures; as 
such, the Proposed Project’s “uncontrolled emissions” of fugitive dust are not equivalent to 
“unmitigated emissions” under CEQA. 

In regards to fugitive dust control in California, assuming no control is generally not an 
option. San Diego Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD) rules and regulations (such as 
Rules 50, 51, and 55) require that fugitive dust be controlled to avoid visible plumes, nuisance 
conditions, offsite visible emissions, etc. Certain local air districts, such as the South Coast Air 
Quality Management District, provide more clarity in regards to the expected dust control 
measures that are needed to meet performance standards to comply with their rules; 
however, that is not the case for the SDAPCD rules. The assumed use of a limited number of 
standard fugitive dust control measures as project requirements to ensure compliance with 
these rules is not mitigation, it is regulatory compliance; and regulatory compliance 
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requirements are not mitigation measures. Regardless, these fugitive dust control measures 
will be required to be implemented and compliance will be ensured through monitoring. 

Given the concerns raised in this comment, however, it appears that the DEIR did not clearly 
present the distinction between uncontrolled emissions versus unmitigated emissions. 
Therefore, Impact AQ-3 has been edited to clarify this distinction. 

Response to Comment A-101 

The finding of the analysis performed in Comment A-101 is fatally flawed because the 
analysis incorrectly eliminates the Proposed Project’s off-road equipment mitigation. With 
implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1, the Proposed Project’s emissions would not 
exceed criteria pollutant emissions significance thresholds. Please also see Response to 
Comment A-99. 

Response to Comment A-102 

This comment incorrectly cites the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment 
(OEHHA) guidance document. This document does not state that health risk analysis is 
recommended to be completed for all short-term construction projects. Rather, the 
document, which is an Assembly Bill (AB) 2588 Air Toxics Hot Spots Program guidance 
document and not a CEQA guidance document, provides recommended methods to assess 
short-term exposures if such analysis is required and performed for a project that requires 
approval under the AB 2588 program. The Proposed Project is not subject to the Air Toxics 
Hot Spots Program nor were any comments received on the Proposed Project regarding the 
need to complete a health risk analysis, either from the SDAPCD or San Diego County. 
Therefore, the premise that the Proposed Project needed to have a Health Risk Assessment 
(HRA) performed due to guidance within the current OEHHA AB 2588 Risk Assessment 
Guidelines is incorrect. 

Response to Comment A-103 

The air dispersion modeling analysis that was performed, as described in Comment A-103, is 
flawed because it is based on several incorrect inputs, and it uses overly conservative 
modeling assumptions that create a severely inflated worst-case risk result. 

The following incorrect assumptions and inputs were used: 

 The analysis used the unmitigated diesel particulate matter (DPM) emissions. This 
overstates impacts by a factor of three in comparison to the mitigated on-site 
emissions. 

 All emissions, including the off-site on-road DPM emissions and other offset 
emissions, were modeled as if they occurred within the Proposed Project site. 
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 The emissions rate value used in the analysis is incorrect by a factor of 40 (i.e., the 
value given is 0.0011 gram per second, whereas the correct value, given the 
comment’s assumptions, should be 0.044 grams per second). 

 The comment notes that the modeling results were for a receptor at a distance of 100 
meters from the Proposed Project site, rather than 805 meters, which was noted 
earlier in the same paragraph as the appropriate distance for receptor modeling. 

Furthermore, the air dispersion modeling methods described as being used in Comment A-
103 appear to be overly conservative in the following ways: 

 The AERSCREEN model was used, which is a simplified screening model that uses 
simplified meteorological data that can overestimate both peak- and long-term 
concentrations. 

 The modeling does not appear to use temporalized emissions data, given the daytime 
construction schedule, where dispersion is greater in the daytime. 

 The modeling does not address the local terrain, even though AERSCREEN allows for 
terrain to be included in the modeling. There are significant terrain features between 
the Proposed Project site and the nearest receptors that will influence downwind 
dispersion to that receptor. 

 The AERSCREEN model is limited to a single emissions source, so modeling was 
performed as a single area source. This source type selection does not conform to 
USEPA guidance for moving sources or stationary point sources and it significantly 
over-predicts the impacts from the off-road equipment exhausts. These equipment 
exhausts should be modeled as point sources where appropriate (cranes, generators, 
etc.) and a series of volume sources for moving equipment. 

Finally, while the comment describes the results of an air dispersion modeling analysis 
conducted by the commenter, it does not provide the actual analysis. Therefore, it is 
impossible to verify that the modeling analysis was completed as described, or if additional 
errors were made. 

Response to Comment A-104 

The cancer risk value provided by the commenter is significantly overestimated for the 
reasons noted in Response to Comment A-103. The use of multiple conservative assumptions 
can provide for a health risk overestimated by orders of magnitude. 

As shown in Response to Comment A-102, an HRA was not required to have been performed 
for the Proposed Project. Regardless, when performing a health risk assessment using the 
latest OEHHA guidance, one of the two CARB/OEHHA-approved HARP2 risk programs should 
have been used to ensure that no errors occurred in the risk calculation. In this case, given 
that the commenter used the AERSCREEN dispersion modeling program rather than 
AERMOD, the most appropriate HARP2 program would be the Risk Assessment Standalone 
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Tool (RAST) to complete the risk calculation based on the receptor concentrations 
determined. 

A simplified AERMOD-based modeling assessment, with multiple conservative assumptions, 
was performed to demonstrate that this comment provides overly conservative HRA results 
based on overly conservative assumptions. To obtain the most representative meteorological 
data, SDAPCD was contacted. Based on their available data, a three-year data set from Campo, 
CA was obtained and used in this analysis. The following assumptions were used in the 
AERMOD modeling analysis: 

Parameter Assumption Conservatism 

Total Emissions All of the mitigated off-road equipment 
DPM emissions (729 pounds) are 
emitted within the 2.58-acre SVC site. 

Moderately conservative given that 
the total extent of disturbed area is 
over four times this area. 

Source Type Volume sources with 25-meter 
separation. 

Moderately conservative in 
comparison with using point 
sources for these hot exhausts. 

Hourly Emissions Emissions distributed eight hours per 
day from 7 am to 3 pm, 7 days per 
week. 

Mildly conservative as daytime 
construction schedule assumption 
is more than 8 hours per day. 

Source Assumptions Release Height of 4.57 meters, Initial 
Horizontal Dimension of 11.6 meters 
(per source separation/2.15) and Initial 
Vertical Dimension of 2.06 meters 
(release height/2.15). 

None. Follows USEPA guidance for 
use of volume sources to model 
ground level mobile sources. 

Source and Receptor 
Heights 

Sources: 933 meters above sea level. 

Receptors: Based on AERMAP 
determination using U.S. Geological 
Survey Viejas Mountain National 
Elevation Dataset elevation file. 

None in regards to refined 
modeling analysis procedures, but 
more conservative than the analysis 
completed by the commenter for 
receptors located at elevations 
higher than the Proposed Project 
site. 

Receptors Five closest potential residential 
receptors to the site. 

Conservative if any of the 
residences, specifically the worst-
case receptor, are not actually 
inhabited. Less conservative than 
the comment’s screening level 
modeling due to some of these 
receptors being located on terrain 
higher than the Proposed Project 
site. 

Meteorological Data Campo 2010-2012 per data availability 
from SDAPCD. 

Potentially conservative given the 
Campo wind rose and the nearby 
elevated residential source with the 
highest concentration impacts. 
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The results of this conservative modeling analysis provide for a worst-case hourly impact of 
6.41 μg/m3 and an annual average impact of 0.00324 μg/m3 at the maximum exposed 
residential receptor. These results highlight the conservatism of the commenter’s screening 
modeling assumption, described in Comment A-103, that the annual concentration is equal 
to one-tenth of the worst-case hourly concentration. Using real meteorological data and real 
terrain data, the actual annual concentration was found to be just over 1/2000th of the worst 
case hourly concentration. Therefore, it can be seen that this one screening factor assumption 
alone provides two orders of magnitude in over-prediction. 

Using the CARB/OEHHA-approved RAST program, the following cancer risk levels were 
calculated based on a 0.9-year (328.5-day) exposure period for this 318-day construction 
project. 

Age Cancer Risk 

Third Trimester 5.23 x 10-7 

0 4.79 x 10-7 

5 1.14 x 10-7 

10 9.82 x 10-8 

21 1.07 x 10-8 

50 9.30 x 10-9 
 

These risks are based on the annual concentration determined for a potential receptor 
location northeast of the Proposed Project site that may or may not be inhabited. The low 
likelihood that there would be someone at that location in the third trimester of their 
pregnancy at the exact time construction starts, or that any children of any age would be 
present at that location, provides an additional measure of conservatism for the worst-case 
results shown above. 

The simplified modeling and HRA analysis performed as described above shows that the 
Proposed Project, using conservative air dispersion modeling and risk calculation 
assumptions, does not have the potential to create cancer risks above the significance 
threshold of 1 x 10-6. 

Response to Comment A-105 

Please see Response to Comment A-102 through A-104. 

Response to Comment A-106 

Implementation and enforcement of Mitigation Measure AQ-1 is sufficient to reduce all 
impacts below significance criteria. Please see Response to Comment A-99, which addresses 
the feasibility of implementing Mitigation Measure AQ-1. Please also see Response to 
Comment A-74, which addresses the implementation of the mitigation measure. 
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Response to Comment A-107 

Compliance with CARB’s five-minute limit idling regulation is considered adequate to control 
emissions and is considered reflective of the mitigated emissions estimate. A tighter idling 
time limit would be significantly more difficult to implement and enforce than proposed 
Mitigation Measure AQ-1, and is not considered to be necessary. 

Response to Comment A-108 

The Northeast Diesel Collaborative is not a California organization or agency, and as such has 
no authority or applicability to the Proposed Project’s CEQA impact analysis. Additionally, the 
specific diesel control measures noted in Comment A-108 conflict with the previous 
comments provided by this commenter related to the feasibility of Mitigation Measure AQ-1. 
Specifically, by bulleted measure: 

 Option “(1)” presented in the first bullet under Comment A-108 is essentially the 
same as Mitigation Measure AQ-1. Option “(2)” is actually much more difficult to 
implement and only reduces PM emissions; therefore, it would not address the 
potential for significant NOx emissions. If the commenter believes that Mitigation 
Measure AQ-1 isn’t feasible, then it is unclear why they would propose this measure. 

 Mitigation Measure AQ-1 would apply to all diesel generators above 50 horsepower, 
and diesel generators would also have to meet permitting requirements (local or 
pursuant to the State Portable Equipment Registry Program). Also, as is the case for 
the first bulleted measure, the requirement of adding emission control is much more 
difficult to implement than requiring a specific engine tier base level. 

 Requiring Tier 4 engines for off-road construction equipment is much more difficult 
than requiring Tier 3 or better engines for off-road equipment, as is required by 
Mitigation Measure AQ-1. Additionally, it is not considered necessary based on the 
DEIR’s air quality analysis. 

 This fuel sulfur limit is a regulatory requirement; therefore, it is not needed as a 
mitigation measure. 

Response to Comment A-109 

This comment provides generic information for reducing construction equipment emissions, 
but this information does not relate to how a specific project’s construction equipment 
emissions mitigation measure would be designed or implemented. These are conceptual 
methods for off-road equipment engine mitigation that would be addressed by construction 
equipment fleet owners, and are not relevant to creating a project-based mitigation measure 
or to the Proposed Project’s off-road equipment mitigation measure. Additionally, CARB 
already has an in-use off-road diesel-fueled fleet regulation that is designed to reduce off-
road equipment fleet emissions. 
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Response to Comment A-110 

The construction contractor, through NEET West, shall be responsible for ensuring 
compliance with Mitigation Measure AQ-1, along with all other mitigation measures as 
detailed in the Proposed Project’s MMRP. The CPUC will require that NEET West pay for third 
party monitors that will provide ongoing compliance monitoring. The requirements listed in 
this comment, beyond those required in the MMRP, are overly burdensome; difficult to 
implement and enforce, and unnecessary to ensure that air quality impacts remain below 
significance thresholds, as analyzed in the DEIR. Additionally, certain provisions of these 
suggested measures are already required by law and others may conflict with or provide 
requirements beyond those contained in Mitigation Measure AQ-1 or other air quality control 
measures detailed in the MMRP. 

Response to Comment A-111 

Mitigation Measure AQ-1 and the other control measures provided in the MMRP will provide 
adequate mitigation for the Proposed Project’s construction emissions. We disagree with the 
summary provided in this comment for the reasons noted in Response to Comments A-108, 
A-109, and A-110. 

Response to Comment A-112 

Please refer to Response to Comment A-86 

Response to Comment A-113 

CPUC staff disagrees with these comments. Regardless of what was done for other projects in 
San Diego, CPUC staff believe that Mitigation Measure HAZ-3, as written in the DEIR, is 
appropriate and sufficiently protective of environmental resources. Please refer to Response 
to Comment A-86 for additional discussion of Mitigation Measure HAZ-3. 

Response to Comment A-114 

The commenter’s summary of the DEIR’s alternatives analysis and the CAISO selection 
process appears to be correct. 

The commenter mischaracterizes the DEIR’s analysis of biological resources. The DEIR did 
not find that the Proposed Project would have substantial impacts on biological resources, as 
the commenter claims; rather, the DEIR found that all potentially significant impacts to 
biological resources from the Proposed Project could be mitigated to a level that is less than 
significant through implementation of mitigation measures. 

Please also refer to Master Response 1 for discussion of the feasibility of the Suncrest 
Substation Alternative. This alternative is not necessarily “feasible,” as the commenter 
suggests, but rather is “potentially feasible,” as described in the DEIR and in Master Response 
1. 
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Response to Comment A-115 

Information is not readily available at this time to address (a) the height and abundance of 
the lights; (b) the types of lights that will be installed; (c) the maximum luminosity of the 
bulbs; and (d) the location and orientation of light fixtures that would be installed at the 
Project site. Although these specific details are not available at this time, as described in 
Mitigation Measure BIO-15, “NEET West or their contractor(s) shall minimize construction 
night lighting on adjacent habitats. Exterior lighting within the Proposed Project area 
adjacent to habitat shall be the lowest illumination allowed for human safety and security, 
selectively placed, shielded, and directed downward to the maximum extent practicable.” 

A 2005 interpretation by the National Electrical Safety Code (NESC) Committee states 
“...neither work areas in nor entrances to unattended substations need to be lighted when 
personnel are not present” (NESC Committee 2005). This interpretation of the NESC indicates 
that although illumination of the Proposed Project would be required when personnel are 
present, night lighting would not be required when personnel are not present. Additionally, 
shielding of lights and downward directed lighting reduce the impact of night lighting on 
wildlife (National Park Service 2016). Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-15 would 
minimize potential adverse effects of night lighting on nocturnal animal species in the vicinity 
of the Proposed Project to a level that is less than significant. 

Response to Comment A-116 

Please refer to Response to Comment A-19. With respect to comments on the golden eagle, 
please see responses to comments A-20, A-46, and A-65. 

Response to Comment A-117 

Please refer to Response to Comment A-21. 

Response to Comment A-118 

Due to the majority of the plant species at the Proposed Project site being non-native, the 
classification of the cover type as “ruderal” is relevant. It should be noted that the 1.7 acres 
of ruderal cover type found on the Proposed Project site has been subject to repeated 
disturbance since at least 1994 (NEET West 2015). Please refer to Response to Comment A-
21 for more information on this cover type. Mitigation Measure BIO-16: Restoration and 
Revegetation would help to guide restoration activities to restore any native plants that may 
be in the ruderal area. 

Response to Comment A-119 

The amount of land that was cleared and graded at the Proposed Project site was determined 
by the property owner. The CPUC is unaware of any evidence that would suggest that the land 
was cleared and graded in preparation for the Proposed Project. 
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Response to Comment A-120 

Biological and botanical surveys were conducted by SWCA biologists and botanists with 
familiarity of local flora and fauna. All surveys were conducted in a manner consistent with 
the CDFW Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native Plant 
Populations and Natural Communities (California Department of Fish and Game 2009). 

Response to Comment A-121 

Please refer to Response to Comment A-22. 

Response to Comment A-122 

Comment is not relevant to the DEIR. 

Response to Comment A-123 

Delphinium hesperium ssp. cuyamacae has been evaluated in the DEIR. The potential for this 
species to occur within the Proposed Project site is “None.” The Proposed Project site 
contains general habitat but lacks suitable micro habitat for this species. Additionally, the 
Proposed Project is not within the elevation range for this species. 

Response to Comment A-124 

Please refer to Response to Comment A-23. 

Response to Comment A-125 

Please refer to Response to Comment A-24. 

Response to Comment A-126 

Please see Response to Comment A-25. 

Response to Comment A-127 

Please see Response to Comment A-42. 

Response to Comment A-128 

Please refer to Response to Comment A-85. 

Response to Comment A-129 

Please refer to Response to Comment A-43. 
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Response to Comment A-130 

Please refer to Response to Comment A-44. 

Response to Comment A-131 

Please refer to Response to Comment A-44. 

Response to Comment A-132 

The DEIR’s analysis of operational noise is described in Impact NOISE-1 of Chapter 15, Noise 
and Vibration, and in Appendix J, Noise Data. Impact BIO-3’s text has been amended to include 
a direct reference to the detailed operational noise analysis included in the DEIR’s Chapter 
15, Noise and Vibration. Impact NOISE-1 describes that the operational noise level generated 
by the Proposed Project would be approximately 90 decibels (dB) at a distance of 1 meter 
from the project’s equipment. Based on this estimated noise level, the DEIR analysis 
calculated operational noise levels at additional distances, including those at the nearest 
residence (noise-sensitive land use), to estimate noise levels relevant to the County’s noise 
significance thresholds. The County’s noise significance thresholds require a comparison of 
project-generated noise levels to County-established noise level thresholds at the locations 
of noise-sensitive land uses, project site boundaries, and/or on any occupied property where 
the noise is received, depending on the particular significance criterion. Impact NOISE-1 and 
Appendix J, Noise Data, illustrate that at the nearest residence (noise-sensitive land use) to 
the project site, the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) (56.5 dB) would not be 
substantially different than existing conditions (less than a 10 dB increase compared to the 
existing CNEL of 52.1 dB) and in compliance with the County’s CNEL threshold of 60 dB.  

Also, please see Response to Comment A-44 for additional discussion of potential noise 
impacts on wildlife from the Proposed Project. 

Response to Comment A-133 

Please see responses to comments A-20, A-46, and A-65. 

Response to Comment A-134 

Please see Response to Comment A-47. 

Response to Comment A-135 

This comment reiterates concerns raised in Comment A-64. Please refer to Response to 
Comment A-64. 



CPUC  Chapter 3. Individual 
Responses to Comments 

Public Comment A: Adams Broadwell Joseph and Cardozo on behalf of 
California Unions for Renewable Energy (January 11, 2017) 

Suncrest Dynamic Reactive Power Support Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 

 
3-209 

January 2018 
Project No. 15.018 

 

Response to Comment A-136 

This comment reiterates concerns raised in Comment A-66. Please refer to Response to 
Comment A-66. 

Response to Comment A-137 

The comment states that the DEIR fails to identify whether there still would be significant 
cumulative effects to sensitive biological resources despite efforts to reduce them. The last 
paragraph under Impact CUM-3 of the DEIR has been revised to acknowledge that the efficacy 
of BMPs, mitigation measures, and permit conditions for other projects identified in Table 
21-3 is unknown. Nonetheless, CPUC has concluded that by implementing Mitigation 
Measures BIO-1 through BIO-13, the Proposed Project’s contributions to potentially 
significant cumulative impacts on biological resources would not be considerable. Refer to 
the revised text in Chapter 4, Revisions to DEIR. 

Response to Comment A-138 

This comment reiterates concerns raised in Comment A-69. Please refer to Response to 
Comment A-69. 

Response to Comment A-139 

The comment asserts that it is speculative to assume that future projects will provide 
sufficient mitigation to ensure there will be no cumulative impacts. The comment also states 
that it is incorrect to assume that no impacts whatsoever arose from past projects even if 
mitigated to less-than-significant levels. 

The CPUC agrees with the concerns raised by the commenter. As stated in Response to 
Comment A-137, the last paragraph under Impact CUM-3 of the DEIR has been revised to 
acknowledge that the efficacy of BMPs, mitigation measures, and permit conditions for other 
projects listed in Table 21-3 is unknown. Regardless, the analysis concludes that with 
implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-13, the Proposed Project’s 
contribution to potentially significant cumulative impacts regarding biological resources 
would not be considerable. 

Response to Comment A-140 

The commenter raises a few concerns, the first of which states that the provision of mitigation 
for impacts to biological resources does not guarantee a less than significant project-level or 
cumulative impact. The comment further states that several studies have demonstrated that 
most mitigation projects fail from a functional perspective or are never implemented, citing 
a study conducted by Peggy Fiedler in 1991. Lastly, the comment asserts that the Proposed 
Project would impact mitigation land (i.e., the Lightner Mitigation Site), which is supposed to 
be preserved in perpetuity, and asserts that the CPUC cannot point to mitigation measures 
incorporated into other CEQA documents as evidence that cumulative impacts would not be 
significant. 
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While it is true that provision of mitigation for impacts does not necessarily guarantee a less 
than cumulatively considerable impact, the DEIR concluded that mitigation measures would 
sufficiently reduce project-level effects to a less-than-significant level. Based on the 
professional judgment of the CPUC and its EIR consultant, all potentially significant impacts 
identified in Chapter 7, Biological Resources, can be reduced to less-than-significant levels 
through implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-19. 

Regarding the second point, the CPUC acknowledges the study entitled “Mitigation-related 
Transplantation, Relocation and Reintroduction Projects Involving Endangered and 
Threatened, and rare plant species in California,” pointed out by the commenter. As detailed 
in Mitigation Measure BIO-4 (page 7-42 of the DEIR), if avoidance of special-status plants is 
not feasible, NEET West will be required to compensate for impacts either by purchasing 
credits at an approved mitigation bank or through transplanting perennial species, collecting 
and dispersing seed of annual species, or other conservation strategies. Such conservation 
measures would be developed through consultation with CDFW and would be consistent 
with the East San Diego County MSCP planning process. Monitoring plant populations will 
need to occur annually for 5 years to ensure the mitigation’s effectiveness. 

In response to the third point, the Proposed Project would be adjacent to the Lightner 
Mitigation Site. As described in the DEIR, the Lightner Mitigation Site is part of the 
compensatory mitigation provided by SDG&E for impacts from the Sunrise Powerlink project 
and is intended to be preserved in perpetuity. As described in Response to Comments A-48 
and A-49, SDG&E would retain ownership of the hillside to the north of the Suncrest 
Substation on which the proposed riser pole and intermediate pole would be constructed, as 
well as a portion of land approximately 10 feet in average width to either side of Bell Bluff 
Truck Trail. Therefore, no proposed structures would be located on the Lightner Mitigation 
Site. While some minor temporary disturbance of adjacent land could occur during 
installation of splice vaults, these impacts would not be substantial and would not 
meaningfully affect the integrity of the Lightner Mitigation Site. 

Based on this and for other reasons described in earlier responses, the CPUC has determined 
that the Proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative impacts on biological resources would 
not be considerable. The text under Impact CUM-3 has also been revised to clarify that the 
Proposed Project’s mitigation measures (BIO-1 through BIO-18) would ensure that the 
Project’s contribution to such cumulative impacts would not be considerable. 

Response to Comment A-141 

As indicated in the DEIR, San Diego County’s Biological Mitigation Ordinance applies only to 
the MSCP. The CPUC is not a party to the MSCP. 

Response to Comment A-142 

The East County MSCP, which would cover the geographic area encompassed by the proposed 
project, is only in the planning phase and is not an adopted plan. In addition, the CPUC is not 
a party to the County’s MSCP. 
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Response to Comment A-143 

CPUC staff disagrees with these comments. All mitigation measures proposed in the DEIR are 
specific, enforceable, and feasible. Please refer to subsequent applicable comment responses 
for CPUC staff’s responses to the specific issues raised by the commenter. 

Response to Comment A-144 

As specified in Mitigation Measure BIO-3: Avoid or Minimize Impacts on Special-Status Plant 
Species during Construction, the plants shall be monitored throughout the duration of 
construction to determine whether the project has resulted in adverse effects (direct or 
indirect), as determined by a qualified botanist. If the botanist determines that special-status 
plants may have been adversely affected, NEET West shall implement measures to 
compensate for the impact, as described in Mitigation Measure BIO-4. 

Also, please refer to Response to Comment A-42 regarding indirect impacts on special status 
plants. 

Response to Comment A-145 

Please see Response to Comment A-76. 

Response to Comment A-146 

Avoidance has been identified as the preferred method to reduce potential impacts on 
special-status plants (California Native Plant Society [CNPS] 1998), and Mitigation Measure 
BIO-1 describes that impacts to known occurrences of felt-leaved monardella would be 
avoided or minimized through the Proposed Project design. Potential impacts to special-
status plants would be further minimized through implementation of Mitigation Measure 
BIO-2 and BIO-3. Only after these mitigation measures are implemented, and if avoidance is 
not feasible, would Mitigation Measure BIO-4 be implemented. Transplantation can be 
successful for some plant species (Feidler 1991), although as the commenter notes it may not 
be an appropriate method for all species. As described in Mitigation Measure BIO-16, species-
specific conservation measures would be developed with input from CDFW and would be 
consistent with the East San Diego County MSCP planning process; transplantation would 
only be used if determined to be appropriate for the species in question. 

Response to Comment A-147 

This comment is in reference to information in the Suncrest Dynamic Reactive Power Support 
Project Biological Resources Technical Report prepared by SWCA Environmental Consultants 
in 2015, not to the DEIR. Thus, this comment is irrelevant to the DEIR. 

Response to Comment A-148 

The figure of less than a 20% decline was conservative and was used to account for the 
natural fluctuations that occur within many native plant populations. Populations can 
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fluctuate based on climatic factors such as precipitation, as well as other factors, including 
herbivory and natural disturbance. As population fluctuations are found in undisturbed plant 
populations, accounting for this variability within a potential mitigation plant population is 
reasonable.  

Response to Comment A-149 

Based on biological expertise, monitoring of the listed variables would provide valuable 
information which could lead to successful mitigation. Measurements of vegetative density 
would show changes in target plant density across the monitoring period, which could be 
helpful in measuring plant response to any management actions. Measuring natural 
recruitment would indicate whether the plant population is successfully reproducing on its 
own following mitigation. Measuring plant health and vigor could help to identify issues with 
individual plants or the mitigation population as a whole which could be addressed through 
adaptive management. As stated in BIO-4, monitoring information may trigger additional 
management actions. 

Response to Comment A-150 

Please see Response to Comment A-76. 

Response to Comment A-151 

The CPUC understands that due to the phasing of some construction activities, some activities 
may need to take place during the breeding season for nesting birds. Therefore, CPUC has 
included the language “whenever possible” into Mitigation Measure BIO-5. Should 
construction activities need to take place during breeding bird season, Mitigation Measure 
BIO-6: Implement Preconstruction Surveys for Birds Protected under the MBTA would be 
implemented. This mitigation measure would ensure that if nests are found during 
preconstruction surveys, CDFW and USFWS would be notified and no-work buffers around 
nests would be established to ensure that breeding is not likely to be disrupted or adversely 
affected by construction. 

Additionally, Mitigation Measures BIO-5 and BIO-6 generally follow the USFWS Nationwide 
Standard Conservation Measures guidelines for nationwide project development sites. 
Nowhere in the guidelines does it state that “project proponents will need to provide the 
USFWS with an explanation for why work has to occur during the migratory bird nesting 
season,” or that “project proponents also need to demonstrate that all efforts to complete 
work outside the migratory bird nesting season were attempted, and that the reasons work 
needs to be completed during the nesting season were beyond the proponent’s control.” 

Response to Comment A-152 

USFWS defines a nest as active if there are eggs or young in the nest. This is the definition that 
CPUC would adhere to in implementing Project mitigation measures. 
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The specific methodology for determining the 500-foot radius survey area will be determined 
by the biologist(s) conducting the nesting surveys. 

Response to Comment A-153 

Please refer to Response to Comment A-78. 

Response to Comment A-154 

Please refer to responses to comments A-20, A-46, and A-65. 

Response to Comment A-155 

Please refer to responses to comments A-20, A-46, and A-65. 

Response to Comment A-156 

Please refer to Response to Comment A-78. 

Response to Comment A-157 

Please refer to responses to comments A-20, A-46, and A-65. 

Response to Comment A-158 

Please refer to responses to comments A-20, A-46, and A-65. 

Response to Comment A-159 

Please refer to responses tom comments A-23, A-43, A-79, A-81, and A-82. 

Response to Comment A-160 

The DEIR has been revised to include language in Mitigation Measure BIO-16 that the 
Restoration and Revegetation Plan would be consistent with the East San Diego County MSCP 
planning process, and that restoration monitoring results would be provided to CDFW. 
Specific success criteria, monitoring (including technique, effort, frequency, and duration), 
and planting requirements would be established in the Restoration and Revegetation Plan. A 
performance security would not be expected. CDFW review of monitoring results would 
provide additional oversight of site restoration. These factors would ensure that Mitigation 
Measure BIO-16 would contribute to less-than-significant impacts to sensitive biological 
resources. Please refer to Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR for the revised text. 

Response to Comment A-161 

Please refer to Response to Comment A-160. 
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Response to Comment A-162 

Please refer to Response to Comment A-160 regarding specific monitoring requirements in 
the Restoration and Revegetation Plan. 

Response to Comment A-163 

Please refer to Response A-115. 

Response to Comment A-164 

The project has been designed to avoid impacts to Engelmann oaks. Text has been added to 
the DEIR to state that there will be no impacts to Engelmann oak trees. Impacts will occur to 
the surrounding vegetation of the Engelmann Oak – Coast Live Oak/Poison Oak/Grass 
Association; these impacts and subsequent mitigation measures are discussed in the DEIR. A 
minimum 1.1:1 mitigation ratio was selected (as opposed to the 2:1 or 3:1 ratio stated in the 
San Diego County’s Biological Mitigation Ordinance) since the vegetation in this Association 
has been disturbed. 

The DEIR has been revised to include language in Mitigation Measure BIO-18 that the 
Restoration Plan would be consistent with the East San Diego County MSCP planning process, 
and that restoration monitoring results would be provided to CDFW. A performance security 
would not be expected. CDFW review of monitoring results would provide additional 
oversight of site restoration. These factors would ensure that Mitigation Measure BIO-18 
would contribute to less-than-significant impacts to the Engelmann Oak – Coast Live 
Oak/Poison Oak/Grass Association. 

Response to Comment A-165 

Please refer to Response to Comment A-52 for discussion of impacts to Chamise Chaparral 
habitat. Please also refer to Response to Comment A-48 and A-49 for discussion of alleged 
impacts to the Lightner Mitigation Site. 

Response to Comment A-166 

As indicated in Mitigation Measure BIO-16, NEET West shall develop a Restoration and 
Revegetation Plan to guide restoration activities on the Project site that promotes locally 
appropriate native plant growth and eliminates non-native and invasive species. Disturbed 
soils shall be revegetated with an appropriate weed-free, native seed mix. All areas 
designated for temporary impacts shall be revegetated with a seed blend that includes native 
grasses, forbs, and shrub species characteristic of the plant community receiving the 
temporary impact. Revegetation activities shall be undertaken as soon as construction 
activities have been completed to minimize colonization by non-native weedy species and to 
ensure compliance with the Proposed Project’s Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP). Herbicides, if required during the restoration period, shall be applied using hand-
held applicators for spot-treatment and shall not be used within 100 feet of drainages or 
sensitive plant populations. 
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Additionally, as described in Response to Comment A-160, additional language has been 
added to Mitigation Measure BIO-16 to clarify that the Restoration and Revegetation Plan 
would be consistent with the East San Diego County MSCP planning process. These measures 
would prevent significant impacts to biological resources from invasive weeds. 

Response to Comment A-167 

The CPUC disagrees with these comments. Please refer to applicable previous comment 
responses for CPUC’s responses to specific issues raised by the commenter. 

Response to Comment A-168 

CPUC staff disagrees with the commenter’s assertions. First, the commenter mischaracterizes 
the scope of blasting anticipated to be needed to construct the Proposed Project. As stated in 
Chapter 2, Project Description, of the DEIR (page 2-18), “based on information obtained from 
soil borings performed near the corners of the proposed SVC site and the results of the 
geotechnical investigation performed for the Proposed Project, NEET West anticipates that 
the SVC site can be excavated by conventional methods, although a minimal amount of 
hydraulic hammering or blasting may be required.” The DEIR does not describe the full depth 
to bedrock at all locations within the Project site because this information cannot be 
ascertained prior to excavation. 

CPUC staff believes that Mitigation Measure HAZ-2 would sufficiently protect water resources 
and water quality from potential impacts associated with Project blasting. Mitigation 
Measure HAZ-2 requires NEET West or its contractor(s) to prepare a blasting plan, including 
outlining safe and lawful procedures for transport, handling, and storage of explosives to 
prevent accidental explosions or release of hazardous materials into the environment. 
Additionally, Mitigation Measure HAZ-2 has been updated to include measures (e.g., proper 
explosive selection, prevention of misfires, and muckpile management) to further ensure that 
groundwater contamination would be prevented during blasting activities. Please refer to 
Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR to view the revised text. 

Blasting to break up rock is a common construction method used throughout San Diego 
County and the state, and widespread groundwater contamination has not been attributed to 
this practice. Additionally, the Proposed Project site is not particularly well-suited to 
groundwater infiltration, storage, and movement. As described in the DEIR (page 12-18), the 
Proposed Project is not located within any identified/delineated groundwater basins and 
groundwater was not encountered in any of the borings drilled during the geotechnical study 
conducted for the Proposed Project. In general, the Proposed Project area is dry, with several 
ephemeral washes in the area, and is underlain by dense bedrock. 

The nearest named surface water body to the Proposed Project site is Taylor Creek, which is 
approximately 0.55-mile south of the proposed SVC site. The Lower Sweetwater River, which 
the commenter claims would be subjected to potentially significant impacts from 
“unmitigated nitrogen and nitrates deposited by project blasting,” begins downstream of the 
Sweetwater Reservoir approximately 19 miles west (as the crow flies) of the Proposed 
Project site. This stretch of the Sweetwater River passes through densely developed Bonita, 
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Chula Vista, and National City before discharging into San Diego Bay. With innumerable 
possible sources of nitrogen contamination in this portion of the river (e.g., fertilizer 
application and runoff, atmospheric deposition, wastewater effluent discharge), migration of 
nitrate residue from low-energy, micro-blasting from a construction project over 19 miles 
away seems unlikely to comprise a significant contribution to any water quality impairments. 

Taken together, CPUC staff believes that implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-2 would 
sufficiently protect water resources and water quality from potential impacts associated with 
Project blasting. This mitigation measure would require NEET West or its contractor(s) to 
perform any needed blasting in a safe and responsible manner, including implementing 
measures to prevent possible groundwater contamination. 

Response to Comment A-169 

Please refer to Response to Comment A-168. Discussion of potential impacts to groundwater 
quality from Project blasting has been added to the DEIR, as shown in Chapter 4, Revisions to 
the DEIR. Additionally, Mitigation Measure HAZ-2 has been updated to include measures to 
further protect groundwater from potential impacts associated with Project blasting. As 
described in Response to Comment A-168, CPUC staff believe this mitigation measure would 
sufficiently protect water resources and water quality. CPUC staff do not believe that it is 
necessary or appropriate to install a monitoring well to monitor for potential groundwater 
contamination, as the commenter recommends. CPUC staff also disagrees with the 
commenter’s assertion that residual nitrogen from blasting activities could reasonably 
migrate to the Sweetwater River in amounts such as to cause significant water quality 
impairments. 

Response to Comment A-170 

NEET West has indicated in their comments on the DEIR (see Comment Letter F) that, since 
publication of the DEIR, they have entered into a water services agreement to obtain water 
from the Wilson ponds (i.e., the neighbor’s pond referenced in the DEIR). NEET West is still 
negotiating a water services agreement with PDMWD for use of recycled water from their 
water recycling facility, but this would be intended to serve as a back-up water source. 

The Wilson ponds are filled by rainfall and surface runoff; Mr. Wilson also has a private water 
agreement with Sweetwater Authority. The ponds are unlined and are currently used for non-
potable water extraction for permitted uses on the Wilson property, such as fire suppression, 
dust control, and soil compaction. Existing PVC piping is already in place between the Wilson 
ponds and a water tank at the SVC site as the water has been used by SDG&E for restoration 
purposes (i.e., restoration of the Wilson Construction Yard). The ponds are at full capacity 
and the current inflow equals the outflow. There is no information regarding current 
consumption of water; however, if Mr. Wilson did not use the water in his ponds, the water 
would eventually enter the Sweetwater River downstream. 

As described in Chapter 17, Public Services and Utilities, of the DEIR, the ponds have an annual 
availability of 40 acre-feet per year, and were successfully used as the water supply during 
construction of the existing Suncrest Substation. During the Suncrest Substation construction 
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period, SDG&E used 32 acre-feet per year. No impacts from that water use were identified. 
The Proposed Project’s water need during construction will be 8 acre-feet over less than one 
year. Therefore, the amount of water required for construction of the Proposed Project is 
anticipated to be less than significant and unlikely to impact the pond water level. 

Response to Comment A-171 

CPUC staff disagrees with the commenter’s assertion. As described in Chapter 12, Hydrology 
and Water Quality, of the DEIR, CPUC staff acknowledges that the new 2.6-acre impervious 
area from the Proposed Project may interfere with recharge to some degree; however, the 
DEIR explains staff’s reasoning that this interference would not be substantial. The Project 
site is not within any identified groundwater basins and the geotechnical investigation found 
that all of the Project site is underlain by dense granitic rock; both of these facts suggest that 
the Project site is not especially conducive to groundwater infiltration and storage. 
Additionally, the Proposed Project would include a stormwater detention basin that would 
capture and slowly release water falling on the SVC site, allowing for infiltration of water into 
the soil to occur. 

Response to Comment A-172 

It is unclear which topographic maps and photographs the commenter is referring to. Figure 
12-2, Surface Water in the Project Vicinity, on page 12-11 of the DEIR, shows, if anything, that 
the proposed SVC site is located on more of less of a ridgeline, with few areas of higher ground 
that could contribute runoff to the site; no drainages contributing water to the SVC site are 
apparent. It is true that the proposed SVC site may receive runoff from the small hillsides to 
the east and west of the site, as noted in the DEIR (page 12-9); however, there is no reason to 
believe that this runoff would be substantial in volume. Providing an estimate of the drainage 
area is unnecessary for the purposes of this DEIR. CPUC staff believes that its qualitative 
analysis of potential impacts to hydrology and water quality is sufficient and appropriate for 
the scale and nature of the Proposed Project. 

While it is true that some water could percolate through fractures in the bedrock in the area 
of the proposed SVC, CPUC staff disagrees with the notion that the Proposed Project would 
substantially limit existing recharge, such as to substantially deplete groundwater supplies 
or interfere with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer 
volume or lowering of the local groundwater table. As described in Chapter 2, Project 
Description of the DEIR, the Proposed Project would include a stormwater management 
system, including a system of earthen swales around the facility and a detention basin to 
capture run-on and run-off water at the SVC. This water would be discharged via shallow, 
overland flow, where it would be anticipated to percolate into the soil or flow overland to 
drainages downgradient. Therefore, water falling on the SVC site would still have an 
opportunity to percolate to groundwater below, or flow overland to downstream water 
bodies, following discharge from the detention basin,. Therefore, CPUC staff believes that 
impacts to groundwater recharge from the Proposed Project would not be significant. 
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Response to Comment A-173 

The referenced passage in the DEIR was intended to indicate that, currently, precipitation 
falling on the site is transported via shallow subsurface flow or via overland sheetflow to 
drainages downgradient; therefore, it does not infiltrate into the soil and recharge 
groundwater. Therefore, the addition of impervious surface to the area would not have a 
dramatic effect on recharge relative to existing conditions, because existing recharge at the 
site does not appear to be substantial. The DEIR text on page 12-23, lines 16 through 21, has 
been revised to clarify the intent of the passage. Please refer to Chapter 4, Revisions to the 
DEIR for the revised text. 

Response to Comment A-174 

The DEIR acknowledges that the Proposed Project would alter drainage patterns on the 
Project site to some degree; however, CPUC staff disagrees with the commenter’s claim that 
these altered patterns could result in a significant impact with respect to any of the Appendix 
G significance criteria. 

Response to Comment A-175 

CPUC staff disagrees with the commenter’s assertions. Please refer to previous comment 
responses (see Response to Comments A-171 through A-174) for detailed discussion. 

Response to Comment A-176 

The DEIR considers potential stormwater quality impacts in Impact HYD/WQ-4 (page 12-24 
and 12-25). As described in this impact discussion, the Proposed Project would implement 
Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 to require preparation and implementation of a Hazardous 
Materials and Waste Management Plan, which would include standards for any secondary 
containment and countermeasures required for hazardous materials and spill response 
procedures based on product and quantity. Additionally, the DEIR explains that the Proposed 
Project would be subject to the San Diego Regional Stormwater Permit, which would limit 
discharges of poor quality water. 

The water and/or oil captured in the transformer oil containment basins would not simply 
be released into the stormwater detention basin and then the environment; rather, it would 
be inspected prior to release and disposed of properly if found to contain oil or other 
contaminants. During operations, remote monitoring equipment installed at the SVC would 
be able to detect any substantial leaks in the transformer oil structure, and, in the event any 
leaks are detected, a repair technician would be dispatched to the site. Recurring monthly 
maintenance visits also would include inspections of the transformers and secondary 
containment basins. 

If visual inspections show that the contents of containment basins do not contain oil or sheen, 
then the basins would be drained, either via opening of drain valves or using a pump if the 
containment structures did not contain a drain valve. If the containment basins do contain oil 
or sheen, the water and oil would be removed from the site and sent for recycling. The 
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secondary containment basin would then be cleaned to ensure the oil residue is removed. If 
the secondary containment basin still contains oily water or sheen after the cleaning 
mentioned above, then the oil from the oily water would be removed by placing hydrophobic 
adsorbents on the surface to adsorb the oil, and would be disposed of (typically as oily rags) 
in accordance with applicable federal and state regulations. The adsorbents would be 
replaced until there is no visible sheen and then the remaining water would be drained from 
the secondary containment basin. Alternatively, a suitably designed oil adsorbent sock, Petro-
Plug, or similar would be placed at the drain to ensure only water is released. 

Text has been added to Chapter 2, Project Description, of the DEIR, to clarify this handling of 
material captured in the secondary containment structures for the transformers, and to 
describe the routine inspections of the facilities. Please refer to Chapter 4, Revisions to the 
DEIR for the revised text. 

Response to Comment A-177 

As described in Chapter 12, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the DEIR (page 12-12), SWCA, on 
behalf of NEET West, performed wetlands testing in 2015 in accordance with standard 
professional protocols. Their determination that the area identified as a wetland in the 2009 
Sunrise Powerlink delineation was not a wetland was based on more than just the noted 
absence of hydric soils. SWCA delineators also did not find indicators of hydric soils or 
hydrology that are characteristic of wetlands at any of the four sampling points taken within 
the Proposed Project footprint (NEET West 2015). Facultative wetland species were found at 
each sampling point, but each point failed the Dominance Test and the Prevalence Index for 
hydrophytic vegetation. No obligate wetland species were found at the time of the survey. 
Please refer to NEET West’s response to PEA Deficiency Letter 1, which can be found at the 
Project website, for additional discussion of wetlands testing conducted for the Proposed 
Project. 

Based on SWCA’s wetland determination, and coordination with relevant regulatory 
agencies, CPUC staff concluded that no wetlands exist within the Proposed Project’s footprint. 
Also, note that it is CPUC’s understanding that the Final Preliminary Jurisdictional 
Determination Report for the Sunrise Powerlink project was prepared by WRA Consultants 
on behalf of SDG&E. The commenter appears to mistakenly refer to San Diego Fish and Game 
as the preparer of this report. 

Response to Comment A-178 

Regardless of the site topography and climate, CPUC staff believes it has sufficiently 
investigated the area for potential wetlands, as described in the DEIR. CPUC staff does not 
believe it is necessary to conduct a water balance analysis for the area, as is suggested by the 
commenter. 

Response to Comment A-179 

Please refer to Response to Comments A-48 through A-50. 
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Response to Comment A-180 

Please refer to Response to Comments A-171 through A-174. 

Response to Comment A-181 

CPUC staff disagrees with the commenter’s assertions. CPUC staff believes the DEIR includes 
a complete and good faith analysis of the Proposed Project’s potential impacts on hydrology 
and water quality. Please refer to previous applicable comment responses for CPUC’s 
responses to the specific issues raised by the commenter. 

Response to Comment A-182 

Please refer to Response to Comment A-28. As described in this response, DEIR Figure 19-1 
and the text of the DEIR on page 19-4 has been revised to show the location of the security 
gate on Bell Bluff Truck Trail and provide additional information regarding the residences 
that are accessed off of Bell Bluff Truck Trail and Avenida de los Arboles. Please refer to 
Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR for the revised text. 

Response to Comment A-183 

Please refer to Response to Comment A-29. As described in this comment response, the DEIR 
used the data that was available in evaluating the Proposed Project’s potential transportation 
and traffic impacts. Due to the low number of vehicle trips that would be generated by the 
Proposed Project, the rural nature of the Project vicinity, and the low potential for traffic 
impacts during construction, it was determined that a detailed traffic study, including site-
specific traffic counts, was not necessary. 

Response to Comment A-184 

Please refer to Response to Comment A-30. 

Response to Comment A-185 

Using Google Earth aerial imagery dated November 2016, a total of eight driveways or access 
roads were identified along the publicly-accessible road segments of Avenida de los Arboles 
and Bell Bluff Truck Trail. These eight driveways or access roads lead to approximately 20 
residences. This information has been added to the DEIR on page 19-4, lines 21-28, as shown 
in Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR. 

Response to Comment A-186 

Please refer to Response to Comment A-59. As described in this comment response, the 
DEIR’s discussion of haul truck trips on page 19-9 has been revised to clarify that these would 
be round trips and that they would occur during the 6.5-month duration of excavation 
activities. Additionally, the DEIR text has been revised to reflect updated information 
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provided by NEET West in their comments on the DEIR (see Comment F-63) that they have 
secured rights to use the Wilson ponds as a construction water supply, such that water trucks 
will no longer be needed to supply water during Project construction. Please refer to Chapter 
4, Revisions to the DEIR for the revised text. 

Response to Comment A-187 

Please refer to Response to Comment A-60 for detailed discussion of bulking with respect to 
the DEIR’s traffic analysis. As described in this comment response, language has been added 
to the DEIR to indicate that “bulking” of excavated materials is possible. Because the precise 
type and composition of materials underlying the Proposed Project site is not currently 
known, it is not possible to know the degree of bulking that may be expected. However, a 
worst-case analysis showed that even if all excavated materials removed during Project 
construction were subject to maximum bulking, it would not increase the number of haul 
truck trips such as to result in significant adverse impacts on LOS for nearby roadways. 

The commenter’s concern regarding the feasibility of using 20-cubic yard trucks instead of 
10-cubic yard trucks is acknowledged. The possibility that these larger trucks could be used 
has been retained in the FEIR, in the event that such use is found to be feasible. As described 
in the DEIR, the DEIR’s traffic analysis uses the conservative assumption that only 10-cubic 
yard trucks are used to remove excavated materials during Project construction. 

Response to Comment A-188 

Please refer to Response to Comment A-60 for a revised worst-case scenario traffic analysis. 
This revised analysis and the original analysis presented in the DEIR used the conservative 
assumption that construction workers would each travel alone in separate vehicles, even 
though this likely would not be the case. Please also refer to Response to Comment A-61, 
which provides documentation to support the statement in the DEIR that construction 
workers often carpool to construction sites. 

Response to Comment A-189 

Please refer to Response to Comment A-60 and the revised worst-case scenario traffic 
analysis presented in Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR. 

Response to Comment A-190 

Please refer to Response to Comment A-62. 

Response to Comment A-191 

Construction workers would park within the secured portion of Bell Bluff Truck Trail. As 
stated in the DEIR, the proposed SVC is located approximately one mile west of the security 
gate on Bell Bluff Truck Trail. As such, it is not reasonable that workers would park one mile 
away from the construction site in the publicly accessible portion of the road. As described in 
Response to Comment A-28, Figure 19-1 in the DEIR has been revised to show the location of 
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the security gate on Bell Bluff Truck Trail with respect to the Proposed Project and vicinity. 
Additionally, text has been added to the DEIR on page 19-11, under Impact TR-5, to state that 
construction workers would park within the secured portion of Bell Bluff Truck Trail. Please 
refer to Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR for the revised text. 

Response to Comment A-192 

As shown in Figure 2-3 of the DEIR (see “Project Area (Limit of Disturbance)”) all 
construction equipment and materials staging would occur within the secured portion of Bell 
Bluff Truck Trail. Text has been added to the DEIR on page 19-11, under Impact TR-5, to make 
this clarification. Please refer to Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR for the revised text. 

Response to Comment A-193 

Please see Response to Comment A-191 and A-192. Based on the clarifying information 
provided in these comment responses, residential driveways and emergency vehicle access 
would not be blocked by inappropriately parked construction worker vehicles or idling haul 
vehicles within the publicly accessible portion of Bell Bluff Truck Trail. 

 

Response to Comment A-194 

Please refer to Response to Comment A-87. CPUC disagrees with the commenter’s assertions. 

Response to Comment A-195 

Please refer to Response to Comment A-87. As described in this comment response, the 
mitigation actions proposed by Mr. Smith are unnecessary because the actions would occur 
regardless of any mitigation. As described in Response to Comment A-87 and A-191 and A-
192, all construction worker vehicle parking and construction equipment and materials 
staging would occur within the secured portion of Bell Bluff Truck Trail. 

Response to Comment A-196 

Please refer to Response to Comments A-87 and A-88. The text of Mitigation Measure TR-2 
has been revised to remove reference to detour routes. Please refer to Chapter 4, Revisions to 
the DEIR for the revised text. 

Response to Comment A-197 

Please refer to Response to Comment A-88. Closure of the publicly accessible portion of Bell 
Bluff Truck Trail is not contemplated so none of the impacts identified by the commenter in 
Comment A-197 could occur. 
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Response to Comment A-198 

Please refer to Response to Comment A-88. As described in this comment response, closure 
of the publicly accessible portion of Bell Bluff Truck Trail is not contemplated, so Mr. Smith’s 
proposed mitigation measure is not necessary.  

Response to Comment A-199 

Please refer to Response to Comment A-88. 

Response to Comment A-200 

Please refer to Response to Comment A-88. 

Response to Comment A-201 

Please refer to Response to Comment A-88 and the revised text in Chapter 4, Revisions to the 
DEIR. The phrase “brief periods of construction work would temporarily block access” to 
driveways and private roads has been removed from the DEIR because these activities are 
not contemplated and such a scenario would not occur. 

Response to Comment A-202 

Please refer to previous applicable comment responses. DEIR mitigation measures have been 
revised and clarifying text has been added to the DEIR to address the commenter’s critiques 
of the DEIR mitigation measures. 

Response to Comment A-203 

Please refer to previous applicable comment responses for discussion of the commenter’s 
specific points. The DEIR text has been updated, as appropriate, to address the commenter’s 
critiques.
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Response to Comment B-1 

It is unknown whether blasting will be required during construction of the proposed SVC 
facility. To further ensure that potential blasting activities do not result in adverse impacts to 
Golden Eagles (if present), Mitigation Measure BIO-6 has been strengthened with the 
inclusion of the following language: “If construction-related blasting is deemed necessary 
during the nesting season for the Golden Eagle, NEET West shall provide CPUC, CDFW, and 
USFWS additional detail regarding the extent, timing, and duration of such blasting. No 
blasting shall occur until an avoidance plan is approved by CPUC, CDFW, and USFWS.” Please 
refer to Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR for the revised text. 

Response to Comment B-2 

Mitigation Measure BIO-18 has been enhanced to further ensure protection of Engelmann 
Oak – Coast Live Oak/Poison Oak/Grass Association habitat, as described in Response to 
Comment A-164. The revisions, shown in Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR, would require that 
the Habitat Restoration Plan (to be developed and implemented to mitigate any temporary 
or permanent impacts on the Engelmann Oak – Coast Live Oak/Poison Oak/Grass 
Association) be consistent with the East San Diego County MSCP planning process. 
Monitoring results also would be provided to CDFW. 

Response to Comment B-3 

Please refer to Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-4 regarding potential impacts to 
special-status plant species. 

Response to Comment B-4 

The CPUC acknowledges the commenter’s support for the Suncrest Substation alternative; 
and the commenter’s assertion that the Suncrest Substation Alternative achieves a superior 
project design based on CEQA feasibility criteria, including site suitability, availability of 
infrastructure, and consistency with the San Diego County General Plan. For additional 
information pertaining to feasibility of the Suncrest Substation Alternative and the 
commission’s selection of the Environmentally Superior Alternative, please refer to Master 
Responses 1 and 2, respectively, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

Response to Comment B-5 

CPUC staff acknowledge that the proposed project is within the intended boundary of the East 
County MSCP. The CPUC is not a party to the MSCP process. With implementation of the 
proposed mitigation measures in the FEIR, CPUC staff is confident that the proposed project 
would not result in any significant impacts to special status species potentially covered by 
the future East County MSCP. Given that the East County MSCP is currently in the draft 
planning phase (and is not an adopted plan), it is difficult to assess compliance with the 
anticipated plan or its Interim Review Process. 

Thank you for your comment regarding the feasibility of the Suncrest Substation Alternative. 
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Response to Comment B-6 

The CPUC acknowledges the commenter’s support for the Suncrest Substation alternative; 
and the CDFW’s assertion that the Suncrest Substation alternative would avoid most, if not 
all, biological effects of the SVC. 

Response to Comment B-7 

The CPUC acknowledges the commenter’s assertion that the Suncrest Substation Alternative 
is not speculative and achieves the Proposed Project’s objectives outlined by the DEIR. The 
FEIR and the associated CEQA analysis is not intended to act as a decision-making document, 
but rather to provide the Commission with a complete set of facts and analysis to evaluate 
the merits of the Proposed Project and the various alternatives. For responses to comments 
pertaining to feasibility of the Suncrest Substation Alternative and the Commission’s 
selection of the Environmentally Superior Alternative, please refer to Master Responses 1 
and 2, respectively, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

Response to Comment B-8 

Thank you for your comments. The FEIR will be distributed to public agencies that provided 
comments on the DEIR at least 10 days before its certification. At the close of the 10-day 
public agency review period, CPUC will review the FEIR, consider staff recommendations and 
public comment, and decide whether to certify the FEIR and approve or deny the Proposed 
Project. If CPUC decides to approve the Proposed Project, it will file a Notice of Determination 
(NOD) with OPR. 
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Response to Comment C-1 

Thank you for your comment. The summary provided of the CAISO transmission planning 
and project selection process appears to be correct and consistent with what is described in 
the DEIR. 

Response to Comment C-2 

Please refer to Master Response 1 in Chapter 2, Master Responses for discussion of the 
feasibility of the Suncrest Substation Alternative. As described in Master Response 1, CPUC 
staff had several lines of reasoning suggesting that the Suncrest Substation Alternative was 
potentially feasible, and could not rule out that it was infeasible. It is the CPUC staff’s 
understanding that NEET West could, in fact, obtain the necessary permits if the Suncrest 
Substation Alternative is selected by going through a condemnation proceeding to obtain 
ownership of a portion of the substation property. This process may delay the project, but it 
is unknown whether such a delay would render the project impracticable or whether the 
CAISO’s stated in-service date for the project is critical for addressing a current transmission 
system need. 

As described in Master Response 1, the Commission will consider the various legal, economic, 
schedule, and other factors when determining the feasibility of the Suncrest Substation 
Alternative and whether to select the environmentally superior alternative. 

Response to Comment C-3 

Please refer to Master Response 1 for a complete discussion of the feasibility of the Suncrest 
Substation Alternative. As described in Master Response 1, it is CPUC staff’s understanding 
that while NEET West does not currently have legal rights to build the SVC within the existing 
substation site, it could potentially obtain legal rights through a condemnation proceeding to 
condemn a portion of the substation site after it is issued a CPCN. 

In regards to safety and security concerns arising from locating two entities within the same 
substation, there is no law of which the CPUC is aware that expressly prohibits two utilities 
from operating within the same substation. CPUC staff contend that it is possible for SDG&E 
and the Applicant to develop appropriate agreements establishing protocols to mitigate 
potential safety and security concerns. As described in Master Response 1, and as argued by 
the Office of Ratepayer Advocates (ORA) in their comments on the DEIR (see Comment Letter 
G), locating the SVC within the existing substation rather than approximately one mile away 
could reduce safety risks from possible miscommunications during operations and 
maintenance activities. For example, having the SVC and substation facilities close to each 
other could make it easier for operators and technicians to follow “check and tag” 
requirements and reduce the possibility of mistakes. Likewise, the County of San Diego states 
in their comments on the DEIR (see Comment Letter L) that co-locating the facilities would 
make them more resilient in a firestorm. 

With respect to the CAISO Tariff, Section 24.5.1 states: “If the transmission solution adopted 
in Phase 2 involves an upgrade or improvement to, addition on, or a replacement of a part of 
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an existing Participating TO [Transmission Owner] facility, the Participating TO will construct 
and own such upgrade, improvement, addition or replacement facilities unless a Project 
Sponsor and the Participating TO agree to a different arrangement.” While CPUC staff 
understands that currently SDG&E is unwilling to allow NEET West to construct, own and 
operate the SVC on its existing substation site, it is unknown if such an agreement could not 
potentially be reached in the future, e.g., based on the outcome of the CPUC’s Formal 
Proceeding for Application A.15-08-027. Additionally, although CPUC staff understands that 
placement of the SVC on the existing substation may be considered an upgrade to an existing 
facility, the 300 megavar project identified by CAISO was considered a new, stand-alone 
facility such as to require a competitive bid process in the first place1. 

Therefore, it is unclear to CPUC staff why the CAISO would necessarily terminate NEET West’s 
APSA and require SDG&E to construct the project if the environmentally superior alternative 
is selected. 

Nevertheless, as described in Master Response 1, it is impossible to determine at this time if 
the Suncrest Substation Alternative is feasible or not. CPUC staff understands that a number 
of issues, such as those described in Comment C-3, could potentially arise with respect to this 
alternative; however, CPUC staff could not rule out that the alternative was infeasible during 
preparation of the DEIR. Feasibility, including the legal, economic, safety, and other factors, 
shall be considered by the Commission in deciding whether or not to approve the Proposed 
Project or an alternative. 

Response to Comment C-4 

Please refer to Master Response 1 and Response to Comment C-3 for detailed discussion of 
the feasibility of the Suncrest Substation Alternative. As described in Master Response 1 and 
Response to Comment C-3, it is not clear to CPUC staff that if the Commission selects the 
environmentally superior alternative then NEET West will not be capable of completing the 
project. The Commission will consider this matter during its Formal Proceeding for 
Application A.15-08-027. 

It is unclear to CPUC staff how the Suncrest Substation Alternative would undercut the 
CAISO’s overall competitive solicitation process for new transmission solutions. Regardless, 
the CPUC also is obligated to consider environmental quality in regulating electric 
transmission projects, and consider potential environmental impacts of projects in 
accordance with CEQA. The outcome for the Suncrest project in consideration of the 
environment and CAISO’s competitive solicitation process and associated cost considerations 
will be determined in the CPUC’s Formal Proceeding for Application A.15-08-027. 

                                                             
1 The CAISO Tariff specifies that the CAISO’s transmission planning process must include a competitive 
solicitation process for new, stand-alone regional transmission facilities needed for reliability, economic, 
and/or public policy driven reasons (CAISO 2015: page 2). 
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Response to Comment C-5 

Thank you again for commenting. The CPUC welcomes CAISO’s participation in the 
Commission’s proceeding. 
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Response to Comment D-1 

Thank you for your comment. Please refer to Chapter 15, Noise and Vibration of the DEIR for 
analysis and discussion of the anticipated noise from Proposed Project construction. As 
described in Chapter 15, the DEIR will require implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-1, 
which will require preparation and implementation of a construction-noise mitigation plan, 
including notification of nearby land uses. With implementation of this mitigation measure, 
noise impacts from construction of the Proposed Project are expected to be less than 
significant. 

Helicopters will not be used during Project construction. The estimated duration of 
construction is 11 months (6.5 months for construction; 2.5 months for testing and 
commissioning; and 2 months for restoration and cleanup). 

Response to Comment D-2 

The proposed SVC site is currently designated as Rural Lands (RL)-80 in the San Diego County 
General Plan, but there is a proposal to change the designation to RL-40 in accordance with 
the County’s Forest Conservation Initiative General Plan Amendment. Please refer to Chapter 
13, Land Use and Planning of the DEIR for a complete discussion of the land use designations 
in the Proposed Project area. 

Response to Comment D-3 

The tallest structure included in the Proposed Project would be the intermediate pole 
between the riser pole and existing Suncrest Substation, which would be approximately 116 
feet tall. The riser pole would be approximately 85 to 95 feet tall. The tallest structure at the 
proposed SVC would be the lightning shielding masts, which would be approximately 75 feet 
tall. Please refer to Chapter 2, Project Description of the DEIR for additional information on 
the height and locations of proposed structures included in the Proposed Project. 

Chapter 4, Aesthetics of the DEIR presents visual simulations showing what the Proposed 
Project would look like when built from a number of key observation points. Please refer to 
this chapter for additional information as to whether your view will be affected. 

Response to Comment D-4 

At this time, the Proposed Project is the only “support project” proposed at the location of the 
Suncrest Substation. Please refer to Chapter 21, Other Statutory Considerations, Section 21.4, 
Cumulative Impact Analysis of the DEIR for a list of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future projects in the Proposed Project vicinity. You may also refer to the various CAISO 
planning documents for additional information about transmission system planning in the 
Southern California area. 
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Response to Comment D-5 

Please see Response to Comment D-4. Planning of future projects is outside the scope of this 
DEIR. Section 21.4, Cumulative Impact Analysis of the DEIR provides a list of reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the Proposed Project vicinity. The commenter also may refer 
to CAISO planning documents for information about transmission system planning in 
Southern California. 
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Response to Comment E-1 

Thank you for viewing the DEIR at the library, and for attending the December 8 public 
meeting in Alpine. We apologize if you were not able to find the specific pages of the document 
you were looking for. Hopefully, our responses to your comments in this FEIR will answer 
any questions you may have regarding the Proposed Project. 

Response to Comment E-2 

Chapter 4, Aesthetics of the DEIR assesses impacts related to views and visual resources, 
including impacts to nearby residents’ views. Please refer to this chapter for additional 
information on potential effects on your views. The Proposed Project would not involve use 
of helicopters during construction or operation. 

Response to Comment E-3 

Comment noted. We appreciate your participation in the EIR public review process. 

Response to Comment E-4 

Comment noted. The Sunrise Powerlink planning process is outside the scope of this EIR. As 
described in Chapter 2, Project Description of the DEIR, however, a number of factors 
contributed to the need for the Proposed Project. These included the retirement of the San 
Onofre Nuclear Generating Station (SONGS), along with anticipated future retirement of 
coastal gas-fired generation and increases in renewable generation in the Imperial Valley to 
meet California’s Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS). 

Response to Comment E-5 

Thank you for your comment. I-8 is described as eligible for listing as a state scenic highway 
in Chapter 4, Aesthetics of the DEIR, and potential impacts to scenic qualities of I-8 are 
evaluated in Impact AES-1. 

Response to Comment E-6 

Chapter 20, Alternatives of the DEIR includes analysis of several alternatives to the Proposed 
Project, including a Suncrest Substation Alternative. As described in Chapter 20, this 
alternative would locate the proposed SVC within the footprint of the existing Suncrest 
Substation. For some of the reasons you describe (i.e., it would not disturb a new area), this 
alternative was selected as the environmentally superior alternative among all the action 
alternatives considered. 

This alternative is considered potentially feasible for the purposes of the EIR, but there are 
several issues that arise with consideration of the alternative and it remains to be seen 
whether it can actually be accomplished. The Commission will decide whether the Suncrest 
Substation Alternative is feasible during the FEIR certification process. Please refer to Master 
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Response 1 for additional information on the feasibility of the Suncrest Substation 
Alternative. 

Response to Comment E-7 

Comment noted. 

Response to Comment E-8 

Comment noted. Chapter 13, Land Use of the DEIR contains discussion of the Cleveland 
National Forest (CNF), and consistency of the Proposed Project with elements of the CNF 
Land Management Plan. 

Response to Comment E-9 

Comment noted. As described in Response to Comment E-4, and in Chapter 2, Project 
Description of the DEIR, the Proposed Project is needed to address voltage stability issues in 
the area of the Suncrest Substation caused by a number of factors, including the retirement 
of SONGS, anticipated future retirement of coastal gas-fired generation, and increased 
renewable generation in the Imperial Valley and beyond to meet California’s RPS. 

Response to Comment E-10 

The mailing list for Notice of Availability for the DEIR was developed based on Assessor’s 
parcel ownership information for properties near the Proposed Project. Therefore, it is 
possible that her property was not within a close enough distance to the Proposed Project 
site to be included on the list. The December 8 meeting and availability of the DEIR also was 
advertised in The Alpine Sun and the San Diego Union-Tribune, as well as on CPUC’s project 
website. 
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Response to Comment F-1 

The summary provided of the CPCN application and transmission planning and competitive 
solicitation process provided in Comment F-1 appears to be correct and consistent with what 
was presented in the DEIR. 

CPUC staff identified the Project objectives listed in Chapter 2, Project Description, of the DEIR, 
to allow for selection of a reasonable range of alternatives to the Proposed Project, and based 
on their understanding of the Proposed Project. Given that the Proposed Project was 
identified by the CAISO to address policy-driven needs, and based on the CAISO’s 2013/2014 
Transmission Planning Process (TPP), its underlying purpose can be defined as the need to 
provide reactive power support at the existing Suncrest Substation to allow for importation 
of renewable generation from the Imperial Valley to demand centers in the west in support 
of achieving California’s Renewables Portfolio Standard goals. The following Project 
objectives were developed with this understanding of the Project’s fundamental underlying 
purpose in mind: 

 Provide reactive support at or connected to the Suncrest Substation; 

 Improve and maintain the reliability of the transmission grid; and 

 Support achievement of the state’s RPS by facilitating delivery of a higher percentage 
of renewable energy generation from the Imperial Valley area to population centers 
to the west. 

NEET West’s stated fundamental project purpose, expressed in Comment F-1, and their 
identified project objectives as stated in their PEA, would too narrowly restrict the DEIR’s 
alternatives analysis.The CAISO Tariff and FERC Order 1000 are regulatory decisions and 
documents that describe the competitive solicitation process for transmission projects, cost 
containment, and other factors. CPUC staff understands that these regulations are important 
for consideration in assessing the feasibility of Project alternatives (see discussion in Master 
Response 1); however, staff disagrees that these regulations are appropriate to include as 
part of the underlying project purpose, as it pertains to the environmental document. 
Similarly, the CAISO’s technical specifications and Approved Project Sponsor Agreement 
(‘APSA’) are important considerations in the design of the proposed project but not 
necessarily for the selection of a reasonable range of alternatives pursuant to CEQA. Refer to 
Master Response 1.  

As described in Master Response 2, the DEIR identified the Suncrest Substation Alternative, 
after the No Project Alternative, as the environmentally superior alternative because it was 
determined that this alternative could avoid virtually all of the environmental impacts of the 
Proposed Project. CPUC staff received requests from numerous individuals during the 
scoping period for the Proposed Project DEIR to consider such an alternative, and determined 
that the alternative would meet the project objectives identified in the DEIR Project 
Description. Master Response 1 provides a detailed description of CPUC staff’s reasoning for 
considering the Suncrest Substation Alternative as potentially feasible in the DEIR. 
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Response to Comment F-2 

Please refer to Master Response 2 for a discussion of selection of the Suncrest Substation 
Alternative as the environmentally superior alternative. 

Response to Comment F-3 

Please refer to Master Response 1 for discussion of the feasibility of the Suncrest Substation 
Alternative. As described in Master Response 1, CPUC staff had multiple lines of reasoning to 
indicate that the Suncrest Substation Alternative is potentially feasible, including counter-
arguments to the points raised in Comment F-3. 

Response to Comment F-4 

CPUC staff based its analysis and significance conclusions on substantial evidence, in 
accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines, as described further in subsequent comment 
responses. 

The State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15384) defines substantial evidence as including “facts, 
reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion supported by facts.” This 
section of the CEQA Guidelines also describes substantial evidence as meaning enough 
relevant information and reasonable inferences from this information that a fair argument 
can be made to support a conclusion, even though other conclusions might also be reached. 

Response to Comment F-5 

CPUC staff and its consultants conducted an independent analysis of the Proposed Project in 
preparing the DEIR. Therefore, CPUC staff and consultants independently identified 
mitigation that they believed was necessary to prevent or minimize environmental impacts 
that would be caused by the Proposed Project. In some cases, the mitigation measures were 
very similar in language and/or intent to Applicant Proposed Measures (APMs) presented in 
the PEA submitted by NEET West. In these cases, CPUC staff and its consultants determined 
that the measures contemplated were designed specifically to mitigate potential impacts and 
therefore were more appropriate as mitigation measures rather than as part of the project 
description. CPUC staff and consultants also believe that mitigation measures, recorded in the 
MMRP, are more readily enforced and tracked than APMs, which are generally not subjected 
to the same reporting requirements. 

Response to Comment F-6 

The commenter’s description of CEQA requirements related to describing a project’s purpose 
and objectives, FERC Order 1000, and CAISO’s competitive solicitation for the Proposed 
Project appears to be correct and consistent with what is provided in the DEIR. 

Please refer to Response to Comment F-1 for a discussion of CPUC staff’s understanding of 
the fundamental underlying purpose of the Suncrest Project.  
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Response to Comment F-7 

Please refer to Response to Comment F-1 for discussion of CPUC staff’s understanding of the 
fundamental underlying purpose of the Suncrest Project and project objectives.  

Response to Comment F-8 

Please refer to Master Response 1 for discussion of the feasibility of the Suncrest Substation 
Alternative. This master response considers and discusses possible inconsistencies with the 
terms of the APSA and the requirements of the CAISO Tariff. 

Response to Comment F-9 

Please refer to Response to Comment F-1 for discussion of CPUC staff’s understanding of the 
fundamental underlying purpose of the Proposed Project, and the reasoning behind the 
project objectives identified in the DEIR. CPUC staff did not include a number of the project 
objectives from the PEA because it determined that these objectives were overly restrictive 
with respect to the alternatives analysis, and that these objectives were not necessarily 
relevant to the environmental analysis. 

Response to Comment F-10 

Please refer to Response to Comment F-1. 

Response to Comment F-11 

Please refer to Master Response 2, which discusses the CPUC staff’s consideration and 
selection of the Suncrest Substation Alternative as the environmentally superior alternative. 
Please also refer to Master Response 1 for discussion of the feasibility of the Suncrest 
Substation Alternative, including potential conflicts with the CAISO Tariff, APSA, and FERC 
Order 1000. 

Response to Comment F-12 

Please refer to Response to Comment F-1. 

Response to Comment F-13 

Please refer to Master Response 2 for discussion of CPUC staff’s reasoning for selecting the 
Suncrest Substation Alternative as the environmentally superior alternative despite the 
DEIR’s conclusion that the Proposed Project would have no significant and unavoidable 
impacts. 

Response to Comment F-14 

Please refer to Master Response 2. 
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Response to Comment F-15 

Please refer to Master Response 1 for discussion of CPUC staff’s understanding of the 
feasibility of the Suncrest Substation Alternative. 

Response to Comment F-16 

CPUC staff appreciates the commenter’s observation and comment. The DEIR text in Chapter 
20, Alternatives, page 20-1, lines 28-31, has been revised as the commenter recommends to 
include reference to consideration of whether the proponent can reasonably acquire, control 
or otherwise have access to the alternative site. Please refer to Chapter 4, Revisions to the 
DEIR for the revised text. 

Please refer to Master Response 1 for discussion of the feasibility of the Suncrest Substation 
Alternative. As described in this master response, the project proponent could potentially 
acquire the alternative site by going through a condemnation proceeding to obtain a portion 
of the existing substation site after it is issued a CPCN. 

Response to Comment F-17 

Please refer to Master Response 1 for discussion of the feasibility of the Suncrest Substation 
Alternative. 

Response to Comment F-18 

Please refer to Master Response 1 for discussion of the feasibility of the Suncrest Substation 
Alternative. 

Response to Comment F-19 

Please refer to Master Response 1. 

Response to Comment F-20 

Please refer to Master Response 1. 

Response to Comment F-21 

Please refer to Master Response 1. 

Response to Comment F-22 

Please refer to Master Response 1. 
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Response to Comment F-23 

Please refer to Master Response 1. 

Response to Comment F-24 

Please refer to Master Response 1. 

Response to Comment F-25 

Please refer to Response to Comment F-1 for discussion of CPUC staff’s understanding of the 
underlying project purpose and objectives.  

Response to Comment F-26 

As stated in the DEIR, due to the presence of suitable habitat (spiny redberry shrubs 
occurring within 15 feet of California buckwheat) within 150 meters (500 feet) of the 
Proposed Project site, there is potential for suitable habitat to develop on the Proposed 
Project site prior to the start of construction. 

The County of San Diego Guidelines for Hermes Copper (Lycaena hermes) (2010) state that 
for purposes of assessing impacts of a project, a negative survey will be valid for one year if 
the site is within one mile of a known Hermes copper location and for three years if the site 
is more than one mile from a known Hermes copper location. The closest observation to the 
Proposed Project for Hermes copper is believed to be approximately 0.3 mile south (DEIR pg. 
7-34). Because the most recent survey for Hermes copper was conducted in October of 2015, 
a new survey would need to be conducted in the Proposed Project area prior to construction. 

Response to Comment F-27 

Impact AES-1 in the DEIR makes a finding of “no impact.” The statement provided in that 
impact discussion that “the Proposed Project would be marginally visible (e.g., the tops of the 
lightning masts within the SVC) from I-8 for less than 0.25 mile” is consistent with the visual 
analysis provided in the PEA. Figure 4.1-2, “Viewshed Delineation” of the PEA shows the SVC 
as potentially visible along a portion of I-8. Likewise, the description under Key Observation 
Point #10 (page 4.1-28) acknowledges that the SVC would be slightly visible for less than 0.25 
mile. Therefore, CPUC does not understand the basis for Comment F-27, and believes that 
Impact AES-1 of the DEIR is appropriate as written. 

Response to Comment F-28 

CPUC does not agree with the assertions made in this comment and continues to recommend 
Mitigation Measure AQ-1 to ensure that all air quality impacts for the Proposed Project would 
be less than significant. Specifically: 

 As noted in the DEIR (pp. 6-14, 15), the assumption that implementing APM AIR-3: 
Vehicle Use and Idling Time would provide a 10 percent emissions reduction is not 
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and cannot be substantiated. Also, it is not a reasonable assumption for several 
reasons, with these two reasons noted in the DEIR: 1) idle restrictions are already 
required by law; 2) CalEEMod emissions estimates would not assume excessive idle 
times. Additionally, it would be impossible to confirm the effectiveness of this APM. 
The updated air quality memorandum, Attachment B, provided with the comment 
letter still employs this 10 percent reduction factor, despite the DEIR’s repudiation of 
that factor. This 10 percent emissions reduction is the primary factor contributing to 
the determination that the Proposed Project does not require additional mitigation. 

 The controlled emissions estimate prepared by NEET West, which assumes 
application of APM-4’s Tier 2 engine requirement, is essentially equal to the NOx 
emissions significance threshold. There is no safety margin to address any non-
conservative assumptions used in the emissions estimate. Additional mitigation to 
provide a reasonable emissions safety margin is considered necessary in lieu of any 
other mitigation measures that would limit construction activity levels and 
construction phase overlaps beyond those analyzed in the current project schedule. 

The requirements of Mitigation Measure AQ-1 are feasible and are not overly burdensome. 
As the DEIR notes, Tier 3 or better engines have been required for new equipment since 
model years 2006 to 2008, depending on engine size. Please see Response to Comment A-99 
for discussion of the feasibility of this mitigation measure. 

Response to Comment F-29 

CPUC has chosen to disclose the potential impacts to felt-leaved monardella (Monardella 
hypoleuca ssp. Lanata) and propose appropriate feasible mitigation measure(s) to reduce the 
impact(s) to a less-than-significant level. This protective measure will be tracked in the 
MMRP. Also, please refer to Response to Comment F-5 for further explanation on why CPUC 
and consultants decided that APM’s should be designated as mitigation measures rather than 
part of the project description. 

Response to Comment F-30 

As described in Response to Comment F-87, the text of the DEIR, on page 8-19, lines 28-32, 
has been modified to require monitoring during initial ground disturbing activities during 
Project construction, and to allow flexibility in subsequent monitoring based on the results 
of the initial monitoring and the recommendations of the archaeological Principal 
Investigator. 

Response to Comment F-31 

Under its authority as lead agency, the CPUC has the discretion to select an alternative 
methodology from that used in the PEA to analyze potential noise impacts of the Proposed 
Project. The CPUC follows guidance published by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 
(2006), as stated in Section 15.5.2, Methodology of the DEIR. 
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The DEIR’s noise analysis conservatively assumed that the rock drill and scraper would be 
operated simultaneously since they are the two loudest pieces of equipment that would be 
used during the Proposed Project’s construction activities. This methodology is consistent 
with the FTA’s Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment (2006) guidance document. 

If the analysis was modified to only assume the two loudest pieces of construction equipment 
by construction phase, then the loudest equipment would occur in the Site Preparation phase 
and would include a rock drill and off-site trucks. The combined noise level and 
corresponding CNEL level at the nearest residence would be 62.1 dB and 60.8 dB, 
respectively. This CNEL exceeds the County’s Criterion Threshold 1 of 60 dB, and, therefore, 
would not change the impact determination of Impact NOISE-1, which was a potentially 
significant impact requiring mitigation. 

Blasting activities, as stated in the DEIR and indicated in the DEIR’s Appendix J, Noise Data, 
were not assumed to occur at the same time as the use of other construction equipment. Thus, 
the blasting-related noise levels in the DEIR would not be altered by the modification of any 
construction equipment timing assumptions, and would generate less noise than 
construction equipment. Therefore, there would not be any changes to the content or 
conclusions of Impact NOISE-1. 

Response to Comment F-32 

Please refer to Response to Comments F-26 through F-31 for CPUC staff and consultant’s 
responses to the specific issues raised by the commenter. 

Response to Comment F-33 

Please refer to Response to Comment F-5. 

Response to Comment F-34 

Please refer to Response to Comment F-5. CPUC staff and its consultants disagree with the 
commenter’s assertion that the DEIR’s treatment of APMs versus mitigation measures is 
contrary to case law. The cases that the commenter references do not support the 
commenter’s claims and are not relevant to the Proposed Project or DEIR. 

Specifically, Environmental Council of Sacramento v. City of Sacramento (2006) is in regard to 
a habitat conservation plan which included measures or “assumptions” (e.g., retention of 
agricultural land, maintenance of connected channels and ditches for endangered snakes, and 
preservation of sufficient setbacks between habitat and development), which plaintiffs 
argued were unfunded, voluntary, and unenforceable mitigation measures. Ruling that these 
assumptions were not mitigation measures (i.e., rather, part of the project) and were based 
on substantial evidence, the court concluded that the plaintiff’s concerns were unfounded. 
This case is not particularly relevant to the Proposed Project or DEIR because the 
“assumptions” discussed in the case are not at all similar to the APMs contained in the PEA 
referenced by the commenter. The assumptions were the basis and justification for the 
habitat conservation plan (i.e., not mitigation for any environmental harm caused by the 
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project), whereas the APMs in the PEA are specific measures designed to avoid, reduce, or 
minimize environmental impacts from construction and operation of project features. 

The second court case cited by the commenter, South County Citizens for Smart Growth v. 
County of Nevada (2013), appears to be primarily related to consideration of alternatives for 
a retail/commercial development project, and the defendant’s alleged failure to recirculate a 
revised draft EIR after adding a staff alternative. The plaintiff also contended that the lead 
agency violated CEQA by relying on future traffic improvements that had not been approved 
yet in order to declare the revised project’s traffic impacts were less than significant. The 
court ruled in the defendant’s favor on both counts, finding that the staff alternative did not 
constitute “significant new information,” and that the lead agency properly relied on future 
planned roadway improvements as “reasonable assumptions” rather than as mitigation 
measures. Similar to the above case, this case does not appear to be particularly relevant to 
the Proposed Project, where NEET West’s APMs are measures specifically designed to avoid, 
reduce, or minimize impacts from Project construction and operational activities. 

Response to Comment F-35 

Please refer to Response to Comment F-5. 

Response to Comment F-36 

Please refer to Response to Comment F-1 for discussion of CPUC’s understanding of the 
fundamental project purpose and objectives. Please also see Master Response 1 for 
discussion of the feasibility of the Suncrest Substation Alternative. 

Response to Comment F-37 

Please refer to Master Response 1 for discussion of the feasibility of the Suncrest Substation 
Alternative. Based on the information and discussion in Master Response 1, it is not 
reasonable to eliminate the Suncrest Substation Alternative.  

Response to Comment F-38 

Please refer to Response to Comments F-26 through 32. 

Response to Comment F-39 

The DEIR has been modified to include the majority of the detailed comments and edits 
provided by the commenter in their attached tables. Please refer to Response to Comments 
F-42 through F-135 and Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR for CPUC’s responses to these 
comments and corresponding changes to the DEIR. 

Response to Comment F-40 

Please refer to Response to Comment F-1 for discussion of the fundamental project purpose 
and CPUC staff’s development of project objectives for the purposes of the DEIR. 
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Response to Comment F-41 

The commenter is correct that CAISO’s 2013-2014 Transmission Plan identified the 33% RPS 
as one of the driving factors behind the need for the proposed reactive device at the Suncrest 
Substation. The 50% RPS goal was enacted in October 2015; after the 2013-2014 
Transmission Plan was published, but prior to publication of the DEIR. Also, the commenter 
is correct that CAISO identified the impact of potential retirement of gas generation in the San 
Diego and Los Angeles Basins as another driving factor behind the need for the Proposed 
Project, although this is stated in other sections of the DEIR (see page 2-2). 

Therefore, the text of the DEIR on page ES-1 has been revised to reference the 33 percent RPS 
in regards to the project need identified in the 2013-2014 Transmission Plan. Additionally, 
references to the State’s RPS have been revised in several other locations in the DEIR. Please 
refer to Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR to view the revised text. 

Response to Comment F-42 

The commenter is correct that not all portions of the Lightner Mitigation Site will be 
transferred to USFS. Therefore, the text of the DEIR has been revised on page ES-2, lines 24-
25, to more clearly describe the transfer of Lightner parcels from SDG&E to USFS, including 
the fact that SDG&E will retain ownership of certain Lightner parcels, such as the Suncrest 
Substation, Bell Bluff Truck Trail, and a certain width outside of the road bed. Please refer to 
Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR for the revised text. 

Response to Comment F-43 

Comment noted. The text of the DEIR has been changed on page ES-4, line 16, to indicate that 
the SVC would contain two, three phase 230-kilovolt (kV) main power transformers, rather 
than two, single phase transformers. Please refer to Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR for the 
revised text. 

Response to Comment F-44 

Actually, the Mechanically Stabilized Earth (MSE) wall was part of the Project Description 
contained in the PEA (see page 3-21). Nevertheless, the DEIR text has been revised on page 
ES-4, line 28, as the commenter requests, to remove reference to an MSE wall. Please refer to 
Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR for the revised text. 

Response to Comment F-45 

Comment noted. The text of the DEIR, on page ES-4, line 31, has been revised to state that the 
chain link and barbed wire security fencing at the proposed SVC would be approximately 8 
feet high instead of 7 feet high. Please refer to Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR for the revised 
text. 
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Response to Comment F-46 

The text of the DEIR, on page ES-5, line 21, has been revised, as the commenter requests, to 
indicate that the proposed underground transmission line would include up to two splice 
vaults, instead of up to five splice vaults, as originally stated in the DEIR. Please refer to 
Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR for the revised text. 

Response to Comment F-47 

The commenter’s recommended change is accepted. The DEIR text, on page ES-5, line 36, has 
been revised to clarify that the 2 months for restoration and cleanup described in discussion 
of the Proposed Project’s construction schedule would occur after project commercial 
operation. Additionally, references to the Project construction schedule in several other 
locations in the DEIR have been revised to make them consistent with the schedule described 
in the Executive Summary and Project Description. Please refer to Chapter 4, Revisions to the 
DEIR for the revised text. 

Response to Comment F-48 

Please refer to Master Response 1 for discussion of the feasibility of the Suncrest Substation 
Alternative. As described in this master response, CPUC staff has reason to believe that this 
alternative can be feasibly accomplished. As a CEQA alternative, the Suncrest Substation 
Alternative is not analyzed at the same level of detail as the Proposed Project, but CPUC staff 
can conclude that the alternative would avoid virtually all of the Proposed Project’s 
environmental impacts. As stated in the DEIR, this alternative would be sited on an existing 
developed pad area, and would not require a new, primarily underground approximately 
one-mile-long transmission line. 

Response to Comment F-49 

Please refer to Response to Comment F-26. CPUC staff does not agree with removing possible 
impacts to Hermes copper butterfly as an area of known controversy. 

Response to Comment F-50 

Please refer to Master Response 1 and 2. 

Response to Comment F-51 

Please refer to Master Response 1 for discussion of the feasibility of the Suncrest Substation 
Alternative. 

The DEIR text has been revised to more clearly state that siting the SVC within the existing 
Suncrest Substation would avoid the need for an approximately one-mile-long transmission 
line. 
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Response to Comment F-52 

For comments pertaining to the feasibility of the Suncrest Substation Alternative, including 
the feasibility of construction, operation, and ownership of a dynamic reactive device within 
the existing Suncrest Substation by NEET West, please refer to Master Response 1 in Chapter 
2, Master Responses. 

Response to Comment F-53 

Please refer to Response to Comment F-51 for comments pertaining to transmission line 
needs for the Suncrest Substation Alternative. For response to general comments pertaining 
to the Suncrest Substation Alternative, including feasibility of the Suncrest Substation 
alternative and identification of this alternative in the DEIR as the Environmentally Superior 
Alternative, please refer to Master Responses 1 and 2, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

Response to Comment F-54 

The DEIR text, on page 2-11, line 18, has been revised to indicate that the SVC would contain 
two, three phase 230-kV main power transformers, rather than two, single phase 
transformers. This is the same change that was described in Response to Comment F-43 in 
regards to the Executive Summary. Please refer to Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR for the 
revised text. 

Response to Comment F-55 

The DEIR text, on page 2-15, line 8, has been revised, as requested by the commenter, to 
remove reference to an MSE retaining wall. This is the same change that was described in 
Response to Comment F-44 in regards to the Executive Summary. Please refer to Chapter 4, 
Revisions to the DEIR for the revised text. 

It is unclear to the CPUC the purpose of the commenter’s requested change or comment in 
regards to lines 35-37, other than possibly to highlight an inconsistency in the original DEIR 
text: that the proposed retaining wall is described as an MSE retaining wall in one location 
and simply as a retaining wall in another location. 

Response to Comment F-56 

The DEIR text, on page 2-15, line 11, has been revised, as requested by the commenter, to 
state that the chain link and barbed wire security fencing at the proposed SVC would be 
approximately 8 feet high instead of 7 feet high. This is the same change that was described 
in Response to Comment F-45 in regards to the Executive Summary. Please refer to Chapter 
4, Revisions to the DEIR for the revised text. 
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Response to Comment F-57 

The DEIR text, on page 2-17, line 26, has been revised, as the commenter requests, to clarify 
the type of conductor to be used for the proposed above-ground transmission line segment. 
Please refer to Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR for the revised text. 

Response to Comment F-58 

The DEIR text, on page 2-17, line 32, has been revised, as requested by the commenter, to 
remove unnecessary language in reference to SDG&E equipment within the Suncrest 
Substation. Please refer to Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR for the revised text. 

Response to Comment F-59 

The DEIR text, on page 2-18, line 18, has been revised, as requested by the commenter, to 
update the acreage of impacts from the SVC from 8.56 acres to 8.59 acres of California 
buckwheat scrub, non-native grassland, and ruderal lands. Please refer to Chapter 4, Revisions 
to the DEIR for the revised text. 

Response to Comment F-60 

The DEIR text, on page 2-18, line 23, has been revised, as requested by the commenter, to 
correct that topsoil would be salvaged to a depth of 6 inches or less if topsoil is not present 
to that depth. Please refer to Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR for the revised text. 

Response to Comment F-61 

The information in Table 2-1, on page 2-19 of the DEIR, has been revised, as requested by the 
commenter, to update the anticipated maximum depth of excavation from ground surface 
during site preparation, grading, and earthwork for the proposed SVC. Please refer to Chapter 
4, Revisions to the DEIR for the revised text. 

Response to Comment F-62 

The DEIR text, on page 2-23, line 32, has been revised, as requested by the commenter, to 
correct the description of transmission structures that would be built by workers likely to be 
hired from San Diego County. Please refer to Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR for the revised 
text. 

Response to Comment F-63 

Thank you for your comment and the update. The DEIR text, on page 2-24, lines 43-45, has 
been revised to reflect completion of an agreement by NEET West to supply water needed 
during construction from the Wilson ponds. Please refer to Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR 
for the revised text. 
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Response to Comment F-64 

Thank you for the update. The DEIR text, on page 2-25, lines 25-26, has been revised, as 
requested by the commenter, to remove specific mention that the Proposed Project would be 
operated remotely from NEET West’s Lone Star Transmission, LLC’s control center in Austin, 
Texas. Rather, the Proposed Project would be remotely operated from a NextEra affiliate’s 
control center. Please refer to Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR for the revised text. 

Response to Comment F-65 

Please refer to Response to Comment F-5 for discussion of CPUC’s understanding and 
treatment of APMs versus mitigation measures. CPUC disagrees with the commenter’s 
recommended revisions in Comment F-65. 

Response to Comment F-66 

Please see Response to Comment F-27. The PEA confirms the statement made in Impact AES-
1. 

Response to Comment F-67 

The DEIR text, on page 4-12, line 17, has been revised, as requested by the commenter, to 
describe the construction period as 11 months instead of 9 months to ensure consistency 
between chapters and include the full suite of construction activities, including the 2 months 
of restoration and cleanup that would occur after project commercial operation. Please refer 
to Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR for the revised text. 

Response to Comment F-68 

The DEIR text, on page 5-4, line 24, has been revised to correct the identified reference from 
“aesthetics” to “agriculture and forestry resources.” Please refer to Chapter 4, Revisions to the 
DEIR for the revised text. 

Response to Comment F-69 

CPUC understands that CNF Land Management Plan strategies do not apply to private land, 
but, as stated in the DEIR, CPUC staff considered consistency with CNF policies given the close 
proximity of the project site to CNF lands. Additionally, although not acknowledged in 
Comment F-69, the impact discussion under Impact AGR-2 of the DEIR also considers 
potential conflicts with local plans and policies. Given that the proposed SVC site is designated 
for rural use and the County General Plan contains goals and policies for preservation of rural 
character, the DEIR finds that the Proposed Project conflicts somewhat with these local plans 
and policies; however, the DEIR finds that utilities are permitted land uses in the Agriculture 
(A-72) zone district. Therefore, the DEIR’s discussion of consistency with federal and local 
policies and zoning related to agricultural land use, and finding of a “less than significant” 
impact, is appropriate. 
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Response to Comment F-70 

Please see Response to Comment F-28. 

Response to Comment F-71 

Please see Response to Comment F-28. CPUC disagrees with the commenter’s recommended 
changes. 

Response to Comment F-72 

Figure 7-1: “Vegetation Types” and Figure 7-7: “Likely Golden Eagle Nesting Area” have been 
revised to include cross-hatching. Please refer to Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR for the 
revised figures. 

Response to Comment F-73 

CPUC disagrees with the commenter’s recommended revisions. As stated on the CNPS 
website, all of the plants with a CRPR of 3 meet the definitions of the California Endangered 
Species Act (CESA), and are eligible for state listing. Impacts to these species or their habitat 
must be analyzed under CEQA, as they meet the definition of Rare or Endangered under CEQA 
Guidelines §15125 (c) and/or §15380. 

While it is true that only some of the plants with a CRPR of 4 meet the definitions of the CESA, 
and only a few may be eligible for state listing, many of them have local significance. The CNPS 
strongly recommends that CRPR 4 plants be evaluated for impact significance during 
preparation of environmental documents relating to CEQA (CNPS 2017), based on CEQA 
Guidelines §15125 (c) and/or §15380. 

Response to Comment F-74 

The listing status for the Townsend’s big-eared bat (Corynorhinus townsendii) in DEIR Table 
7-2, “Sensitive Plant and Animal Species Known to Occur in the Vicinity of the Project Site” 
has been revised to remove the state candidate (SC) listing status. The special species of 
concern (SSC) listing status will remain. 

Although this species was not granted endangered or threatened status, it is a SSC. Section 
15380 of the CEQA Guidelines clearly indicates that species of special concern should be 
included in an analysis of project impacts if they can be shown to meet the criteria of 
sensitivity outlined therein (CDFW 2017). 

Response to Comment F-75 

Please see response to F-26. 
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Response to Comment F-76 

It is important to ensure that all Proposed Project personnel have been properly trained on 
the sensitive biological resources present at the Proposed Project site by a CPUC-approved 
biological monitor or a CPUC-approved environmental inspector. The DEIR text, on page 7-
46, Lines 2-8, has been revised to state that all Proposed Project personnel shall participate 
in an educational training session prepared by a CPUC-approved biologist or a CPUC-
approved environmental inspector. 

A record of the personnel that attended the training shall be kept by the CPUC-approved 
biologist or CPUC-approved environmental inspector. 

Response to Comment F-77 

Text has been added to the DEIR on page 7-48, line 16, to state that the project has been 
designed to avoid all Engelmann oak and coast live oak trees; therefore, there are no 
anticipated impacts to oak trees within the project area. Please refer to Chapter 4, Revisions 
to the DEIR for the revised text. Impacts will occur to the understory vegetation of the 
Engelmann Oak – Coast Live Oak/Poison Oak/Grass Association; these impacts and 
subsequent mitigation measures are discussed in the DEIR. The CPUC has proposed a 1:1.1 
mitigation ratio since the area has been disturbed. 

The DEIR has been revised to include language in Mitigation Measure BIO-18 that the Habitat 
Restoration Plan would be consistent with the East San Diego County MSCP planning process. 
Specific success criteria, monitoring (including technique, effort, frequency, and duration), 
and planting requirements would be established in the Habitat Restoration Plan. CDFW 
review of monitoring results would provide additional oversight of site restoration. These 
factors would ensure that Mitigation Measure BIO-18 would contribute to less-than-
significant impacts to the Engelmann Oak – Coast Live Oak/Poison Oak/Grass Association 

Response to Comment F-78 

Please see response to F-26. 

Response to Comment F-79 

Given that the focused plant surveys were conducted in a period of drought throughout the 
state of California, the CPUC feels that it is prudent to conduct an additional focused plant 
survey during the appropriate blooming periods prior to construction. 

Response to Comment F-80 

Please refer to Response to Comment F-73 regarding CRPR 3 and 4. Additionally, page 7-42, 
lines 32-33 of the DEIR have been revised to incorporate text that states that the site may be 
evaluated sooner if conditions allow, rather than deferring evaluation to the end of a 5-year 
monitoring period. Please refer to Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR for the revised text. 
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Response to Comment F-81 

To clarify, Mitigation Measure BIO-5: “Avoid Impacts on Nesting Birds” does not state that all 
construction activities must be initiated outside of the nesting bird season; rather, it requires 
that NEET West or its contractor avoid initiating construction activities within the nesting 
bird season whenever possible. Conducting vegetation clearing outside of the nesting bird 
season would reduce the level of effort needed for pre-construction surveys for any activities 
that necessarily must occur within the breeding season, as well as lower the probability of a 
bird nesting within the site. 

Response to Comment F-82 

The CPUC agrees that Mitigation Measure BIO-6: “Implement Preconstruction Surveys for 
Birds Protected under the MBTA” should allow for adjustments to be made to no-work 
buffers around nests in coordination with CDFW and USFWS in certain circumstances. The 
text of Mitigation Measure BIO-6 on page 7-43 has been revised to allow for such adjustments. 

The CPUC does not agree with the commenter’s assertion that a 250-foot no-work buffer for 
nesting passerines is atypical, and that a 100-foot buffer is standard for most projects. As 
stated in Appendix I: CDFW’s Conservation Measures for Biological Resources That May Be 
Affected by Program-level Actions (CDFW No Date), buffers around active nests for birds 
protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act will be a minimum of 250 feet, unless a qualified 
CDFW biologist determines that smaller buffers would be sufficient to avoid impacts to 
nesting birds. Factors to be considered for determining buffer size will include: the presence 
of natural buffers provided by vegetation or topography; nest height; locations of foraging 
territory; and baseline levels of noise and human activity. Buffers will be maintained until 
young have fledged or the nests become inactive (CDFW No Date). 

Response to Comment F-83 

Please see response to F-26. 

Response to Comment F-84 

The CPUC agrees with the commenter that the portion of Mitigation Measure BIO-12 relating 
to the need to conduct surveys during nesting, breeding, or migration seasons is duplicative 
with Mitigation Measure BIO-6. However, a preconstruction sweep for biological resources 
(as detailed in Mitigation Measure BIO-13) will need to be conducted in areas where vehicles 
will be parked off-road in the Proposed Project area. The text on page 7-46 of the DEIR has 
been revised to delete text referring to the nesting, breeding, and migration season and 
replace it with text regarding Mitigation Measure BIO-13. Please refer to Chapter 4, Revisions 
to the DEIR for the revised text. 

Response to Comment F-85 

Comment noted. The CPUC agrees with the commenter and has revised the text on page 7-47, 
lines 9-10, to delete the text referring to consultation with the USFWS and CDFW and replace 
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it with text referring to implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-4. Please refer to Chapter 
4, Revisions to the DEIR for the revised text. 

Response to Comment F-86 

The text of the DEIR, on page 8-19, lines 24-25, under Mitigation Measure CR-1, has been 
revised to indicate that cultural resources training materials shall be developed by an 
archaeologist who meets the U.S. Secretary of the Interior’s professional standards, rather 
than having the training conducted by someone who meets those qualifications. Please refer 
to Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR for the revised text. 

Response to Comment F-87 

The text of the DEIR, on page 8-19, lines 28-32, under Mitigation Measure CR-1, has been 
modified to require monitoring during initial ground disturbing activities during Project 
construction, and to allow flexibility in subsequent monitoring based on the results of the 
initial monitoring and the recommendations of the archaeological Principal Investigator. 
Please refer to Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR for the revised text. 

Response to Comment F-88 

The text of the DEIR, on pages 8-19, line 41, and 8-20, lines 1-2, under Mitigation Measure 
CR-2, have been revised to reflect the updated proposed depths of excavation. 

Response to Comment F-89 

A buffer of 100 feet around discovered human remains is preferred by Native American tribes 
and is commonly used throughout California. This language will not be changed. However, 
the word “Human” in the title of Health and Safety Code has been removed. Please refer to 
Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR for the revised text. 

Response to Comment F-90 

The CPUC believes it is prudent for both SDCFA and CAL FIRE to approve the applicant’s CFPP 
prior to commencement of construction activities. The DEIR text will remain unchanged. 

Response to Comment F-91 

The text of the DEIR has been revised to reference the December 2016 version of the Fire 
Protection Plan (FPP). Please refer to Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR for the revised text. 

Response to Comment F-92 

Comment noted. Jurisdiction over the natural drainages that pass under Bell Bluff Truck Trail 
through culverts would need to be determined by NEET West prior to any disturbance of the 
drainages, and proper permits would need to acquired. 
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Response to Comment F-93 

CPUC staff concur with the commenter’s reasoning. The DEIR text has been revised to indicate 
a finding of “No Impact” under Impact HYD/WQ-5. Please refer to Chapter 4, Revisions to the 
DEIR for the revised text. 

Response to Comment F-94 

The text of the DEIR, on page 13-5, lines 7-9, has been revised to clarify that not all of the 
Lightner Mitigation Site parcels will be transferred to the USFS from SDG&E; rather, SDG&E 
will retain ownership of the Suncrest Substation, Bell Bluff Truck Trail, and a portion of the 
land on either side of Bell Bluff Truck Trail. Please refer to Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR 
for the revised text. 

Response to Comment F-95 

The commenter is correct in noting that the Suncrest Substation is not 100% concrete. 
Therefore, the DEIR text on page 13-6, line 27, has been revised to indicate that the entire 
Suncrest Substation site is not concrete. Please refer to Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR for 
the revised text. 

Response to Comment F-96 

Please refer to Response to Comment F-31 for information about the specific methods used 
in the DEIR’s noise analysis and the change in noise analysis methods compared to the PEA. 
The FTA methodology was selected for the construction noise- and vibration-impact analysis 
because it is a widely-used and appropriate analysis method for all types of construction 
activities. The County of San Diego General Plan’s Noise Element Policy N-3.1 does not 
exclude the use of FTA methods for purposes other than analyzing groundborne vibration; 
rather it is solely a recommendation that it be used, where appropriate, for the groundborne 
vibration analysis. However, the CPUC has modified the text of Mitigation Measure NOI-1 to 
clarify the distance for which notification should occur and clarify which measures are 
applicable primarily to the rock drill’s use. Please refer to Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR for 
the revised text. 

Response to Comment F-97 

The DEIR text of Mitigation Measure NOI-1 (page 15-11 to 15-12) has been revised to clarify 
the notification requirements based on the potential for the CNEL threshold to be exceeded 
up to approximately 3,800 feet during rock drilling activities. Please refer to Chapter 4, 
Revisions to the DEIR for the revised text. 

Response to Comment F-98 

The DEIR text, on page 17-9, line 11, has been changed to clarify that the 4-inch-diameter 
water line referenced in the chapter only crosses underneath Bell Bluff Truck Trail in one 
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location near the water tank, and does not run underneath the length of the road. Please refer 
to Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR for the revised text. 

Response to Comment F-99 

The DEIR text, on page 17-15, lines 38-39, has been revised to reflect a significance conclusion 
under Impact PUB/UTL-6 of “Less than Significant.” Please refer to Chapter 4, Revisions to the 
DEIR for the revised text. 

Response to Comment F-100 

As described in Chapter 15, Noise, the San Diego County Noise Abatement and Control 
Ordinance requires that construction equipment only be operated between 7 a.m. and 7 p.m., 
Monday through Friday, although certain time-sensitive activities and/or activities which are 
not noise-intensive may occur outside these hours. Therefore, the text on page 19-10, lines 
5-8, has been revised to state that heavy equipment and haul traffic through residential areas 
shall be restricted to the hours of 7 a.m.-7 p.m., Monday through Friday. In the event that use 
of heavy equipment beyond normal working hours is required, notice would be provided to 
adjacent property owners 48 hours in advance. Please refer to Chapter 4, Revisions to the 
DEIR for the revised text. 

Response to Comment F-101 

The DEIR (see page 19-8 to 19-9) noted that trenching activities in Bell Bluff Truck Trail 
would occur entirely within the access-secured segment of Bell Bluff Truck Trail. The DEIR 
further discloses that, outside of the access-secured segment of Bell Bluff Truck Trail, impacts 
associated with construction-related traffic (e.g., daily commutes by construction workers, 
periodic delivery and removal of materials to and from the site) could occur. As such, 
bicyclists and pedestrians that use local roads in the project vicinity during the construction 
period may need to share the road with heavy equipment and haul traffic. 

Response to Comment F-102 

Please refer to Response to Comment F-16. The passage of the DEIR (page 20-1, lines 28-31) 
referenced in Comment F-102 has been revised to add “proponent’s ability to control the 
alternative sites” as another factor for the lead agency to consider in determining the 
feasibility of alternatives to be evaluated in the EIR. Please refer to Chapter 4, Revisions to the 
DEIR for the revised text. 

Response to Comment F-103 

Please refer to Response to Comment F-1 for discussion of CPUC staff’s understanding of the 
Proposed Project’s underlying purpose and objectives. 

The commenter is correct that there is a slight difference in the wording of the third Project 
objective in the Alternatives chapter compared to that in the Executive Summary and Project 
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Description. The text of the DEIR, on page 20-2, lines 20-24, has been changed to make the 
description of objectives in these chapters consistent. 

Response to Comment F-104 

The DEIR text, on page 20-7, lines 3-6, has been revised, as requested by the commenter. 
Please refer to Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR, for the revised text. 

Response to Comment F-105 

While the CPUC agrees that currently there is no suitable habitat (California buckwheat and 
spiny redberry occurring within 15 feet of each other) for Hermes copper butterfly within 
the proposed SVC site, there is suitable habitat within 150 meters (500 feet) of the site and 
both buckwheat and spiny redberry are present on the site (but not within 15 feet of each 
other). Therefore, the DEIR reasoned that there is potential for suitable habitat to develop on 
the site prior to the start of construction. Due to the lack of California buckwheat scrub habitat 
mapped at the Northeast Alternative site, it is unlikely that suitable habitat would develop on 
that site. Given that buckwheat is a critical component of Hermes copper butterfly habitat, 
the reasoning in the DEIR is sound that the Northeast Site Alternative site may be less likely 
to contain or develop suitable butterfly habitat, and, therefore, siting the project on the 
Northwest Site Alternative site may reduce potential impacts on such habitat. 

Response to Comment F-106 

Please refer to Master Response 1 for discussion of the feasibility of the Suncrest Substation 
Alternative. Please also refer to Response to Comment F-51 for CPUC staff’s response to NEET 
West’s comment regarding whether or not a transmission line would be required for the 
Suncrest Substation Alternative. 

Response to Comment F-107 

The DEIR text, on page 21-1, line 32, has been revised to remove specific mention that the 
Proposed Project would be operated remotely from NEET West’s Lone Star Transmission, 
LLC’s control center in Austin, Texas. Rather, the Proposed Project would be remotely 
operated from a NextEra affiliate’s control center. Please refer to Chapter 4, Revisions to the 
DEIR for the revised text. 

Response to Comment F-108 

CPUC staff believes that Mitigation Measure PUB/UTL-1 is appropriate as written, and that it 
is appropriate for NEET West to coordinate with the County of San Diego, CAL FIRE, and USFS 
to determine if additional fire protection improvements are needed to ensure adequate fire 
protection services are available for the Proposed Project. However, the reference to “U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service” in the referenced passage is a typo (it should be U.S. Forest Service), 
and it has been corrected in Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR. 
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Response to Comment F-109 

The references chapter of the DEIR has been revised to reflect the most recent date of the PEA 
and components. Please see Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR for the revised text. 

Response to Comment F-110 

Thank you for providing the most recent version of the Cultural Technical Resources Report. 
This version has been included as part of the FEIR (see Volume 2). 

Response to Comment F-111 

The DEIR text on page L-33 has been revised to reference the December 2016 version of the 
FPP. Please refer to Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR for the revised text. 

Response to Comment F-112 

CPUC believes that Mitigation Measure PUB/UTL-1 is appropriate as written. Therefore, the 
text is left unchanged in the DEIR and NEET West is required to coordinate with San Diego 
County, CAL FIRE, and USFS to determine if additional fire protection improvements are 
needed to serve the Proposed Project, and to commit its fair share toward those 
improvements. 

Response to Comment F-113 

Comment noted. The revised version of the FPP has been incorporated into the FEIR (see 
Volume 2). 

Responses to Comments F-114 through F-120 

Comment accepted. DEIR text has been revised as the commenter recommends. 

Response to Comment F-121 

The typo pointed out in Comment F-121 has been corrected as part of revisions made in 
response to Comment A-78. Please refer to Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR for the revised 
text. 

Responses to Comments F-122 through F-125 

Comment accepted. DEIR text has been revised as the commenter recommends. 

Response to Comment F-126 

“Recency” is listed in the Merriam-Webster Dictionary as “the quality or state of being recent.” 
Therefore, the terminology used in the legend of Figure 9-2 is appropriate. 
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Response to Comment F-127 

The bold subheadings under Impact GEO-1 are intended to organize the discussion and 
indicate to the reader which aspects of the significance criteria are being discussed. 
Therefore, no revisions to the DEIR text are needed. 

Responses to Comments F-128 through F-134 

Comment accepted. DEIR text has been revised as the commenter recommends. 

Response to Comment F-135 

CPUC staff conducted an independent analysis of the Proposed Project in preparing the DEIR. 
Therefore, mitigation measures were developed independently of what was presented in the 
PEA. The commenter’s recommended revisions to Mitigation Measures BIO-10 and CR-1 are 
addressed in Response to Comments F-76 and F-86, respectively. 

Response to Comment F-136 

CPUC staff developed mitigation measures for the DEIR independently from what was 
presented in the PEA. Therefore, the text of Mitigation Measure AES-1 reflects CPUC staff’s 
independent judgment for protection of environmental resources vis-à-vis the Proposed 
Project. 

Please refer to Response to Comment F-5 for a detailed discussion of CPUC staff’s 
understanding and treatment of APMs versus mitigation measures. 

Response to Comment F-137 

Please refer to Response to Comment F-5 for a detailed discussion of CPUC staff’s 
understanding and treatment of APMs versus mitigation measures. 

Responses to Comments F-138 through F-142 

Comment noted. 

Response to Comment F-143 

Please refer to Response to Comment F-28 for discussion of Mitigation Measure AQ-1. 

Responses to Comments F-144 through F-146 

Comment noted. Please refer to Response to Comment F-5 for a detailed discussion of CPUC 
staff’s understanding and treatment of APMs versus mitigation measures. 
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Response to Comment F-147 

Please see Response to Comment F-79. 

Response to Comment F-148 

CPUC has chosen to propose appropriate feasible mitigation measure(s) to reduce the 
impact(s) to special-status plants to a less-than-significant level. This protective measure will 
be tracked in the MMRP. Also, please refer to Response to Comment F-5 for further discussion 
of CPUC’s understanding and treatment of APMs versus mitigation measures. 

Response to Comment F-149 

Please refer to Response to Comment F-148. 

Response to Comment F-150 

Please refer to Response to Comment F-79. 

Response to Comment F-151 

Please see Response to Comment F-84. 

The CPUC has chosen to propose appropriate feasible mitigation measure(s) to reduce the 
impact(s) to nesting birds to a less-than-significant level. This protective measure will be 
tracked in the MMRP. Please refer to Response to Comment F-5 for further discussion of 
CPUC’s understanding and treatment of APMs versus mitigation measures. 

Response to Comment F-152 

Comment noted. Please refer to Response to Comment F-5 for a detailed discussion of CPUC 
staff’s understanding and treatment of APMs versus mitigation measures. 

Response to Comment F-153 

CPUC staff acknowledge that the text of APM BIO-7 is very similar to Mitigation Measure BIO-
14. Please see Response to Comment F-5. 

Response to Comment F-154 

Please refer to Response to Comment F-5 for a detailed discussion of CPUC staff’s 
understanding and treatment of APMs versus mitigation measures. 
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Response to Comment F-155 

CPUC staff acknowledge that APM BIO-9 is similar to Mitigation Measure BIO-7. As stated 
previously, the mitigation measures included in the DEIR reflect CPUC staff’s independent 
judgment based on the environmental analysis conducted for the Proposed Project. Please 
refer to Response to Comment F-5 for a detailed discussion of CPUC staff’s understanding and 
treatment of APMs versus mitigation measures. 

Response to Comment F-156 

CPUC staff acknowledge that APM BIO-10 is similar to Mitigation Measure BIO-16. Please 
refer to Response to Comment F-5 for a detailed discussion of CPUC staff’s understanding and 
treatment of APMs versus mitigation measures. 

Response to Comment F-157 

CPUC staff acknowledge that APM BIO-11 is similar to Mitigation Measure BIO-15. Please 
refer to Response to Comment F-5 for a detailed discussion of CPUC staff’s understanding and 
treatment of APMs versus mitigation measures. 

Response to Comment F-158 

Please refer to Response to Comment F-5 for a detailed discussion of CPUC staff’s 
understanding and treatment of APMs versus mitigation measures. 

Response to Comment F-159 

CPUC staff acknowledges that the text of APM BIO-13 is similar to that of Mitigation Measure 
BIO-13. Please refer to Response to Comment F-5 for a detailed discussion of CPUC staff’s 
understanding and treatment of APMs versus mitigation measures. 

Response to Comment F-160 

Please refer to Response to Comment F-82. 

Response to Comment F-161 

Please refer to Response to Comment F-5 for a detailed discussion of CPUC staff’s 
understanding and treatment of APMs versus mitigation measures. 

Response to Comment F-162 

CPUC disagrees with the commenter’s assertion that Mitigation Measure BIO-8 affords no 
additional protections. Please refer to Response to Comment F-26. 
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Response to Comment F-163 

CPUC staff disagrees with the comment that Mitigation Measure BIO-9 should be removed 
from the DEIR. Please refer to Response to Comment F-26. 

Response to Comment F-164 

Please refer to Response to Comment F-76. 

Response to Comment F-165 

Comment noted. Please refer to Response to Comment F-5 for a detailed discussion of CPUC 
staff’s understanding and treatment of APMs versus mitigation measures. 

Response to Comment F-166 

Please refer to Response to Comment F-77. 

Response to Comment F-167 

Please refer to Response to Comment F-5 for a detailed discussion of CPUC staff’s 
understanding and treatment of APMs versus mitigation measures. 

Response to Comment F-168 

Comment noted. Please refer to Response to Comment F-87 for CPUC staff’s response to the 
commenter’s request for changes to Mitigation Measure CR-1. Please also refer to Response 
to Comment F-5 for a detailed discussion of CPUC staff’s understanding and treatment of 
APMs versus mitigation measures. 

Response to Comment F-169 

Comment noted. Please refer to Response to Comment F-88 for CPUC staff’s response to the 
commenter’s request for changes to Mitigation Measure CR-2. Please also refer to Response 
to Comment F-5 for a detailed discussion of CPUC staff’s understanding and treatment of 
APMs versus mitigation measures. 

Response to Comment F-170 

Please refer to Response to Comment F-89 for CPUC staff’s response to the commenter’s 
request for changes to Mitigation Measure CR-3. Please refer to Response to Comment F-5 for 
a detailed discussion of CPUC staff’s understanding and treatment of APMs versus mitigation 
measures. 
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Responses to Comments F-171 through F-174 

Please refer to Response to Comment F-5 for a detailed discussion of CPUC staff’s 
understanding and treatment of APMs versus mitigation measures. 

Response to Comment F-175 

Comment noted. 

Responses to Comments F-176 through F-179 

Please refer to Response to Comment F-5 for a detailed discussion of CPUC staff’s 
understanding and treatment of APMs versus mitigation measures. 

Response to Comment F-180 

Comment noted. 

Responses to Comments F-181 through F-193 

Please refer to Response to Comment F-5 for a detailed discussion of CPUC staff’s 
understanding and treatment of APMs versus mitigation measures. 

Response to Comment F-194 

Please refer to Response to Comment F-96 and F-97 for CPUC staff’s response to the 
commenter’s request for changes to Mitigation Measure NOI-1. Please also see Response to 
Comment F-5 for a detailed discussion of CPUC staff’s understanding and treatment of APMs 
versus mitigation measures. 

Response to Comment F-195 

Please refer to Response to Comment F-5 for a detailed discussion of CPUC staff’s 
understanding and treatment of APMs versus mitigation measures. 

Response to Comment F-196 

Please refer to Response to Comment F-100 for CPUC staff’s response to the commenter’s 
request for changes to Mitigation Measure TR-1. Please also see Response to Comment F-5 
for a detailed discussion of CPUC staff’s understanding and treatment of APMs versus 
mitigation measures. 

Response to Comment F-197 

Comment noted. 
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Response to Comment F-198 

Please see Response to Comment F-5 for a detailed discussion of CPUC staff’s understanding 
and treatment of APMs versus mitigation measures. 

Response to Comment F-199 

Please refer to Response to Comment F-5 for a detailed discussion of CPUC staff’s 
understanding and treatment of APMs versus mitigation measures. 

Response to Comment F-200 

Please refer to Response to Comment F-5 for a detailed discussion of CPUC staff’s 
understanding and treatment of APMs versus mitigation measures. 

Response to Comment F-201 

Please refer to Response to Comment F-112 for CPUC staff’s response to the commenter’s 
requested revisions to Mitigation Measure PUB/UTL-1. Please also refer to Response to 
Comment F-5 for a detailed discussion of CPUC staff’s understanding and treatment of APMs 
versus mitigation measures. 
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Response to Comment G-1 

The commenter’s summary of the alternatives analysis in the DEIR is correct. The 
commenter’s support of the DEIR’s selection of the No Project Alternative and Suncrest 
Substation Alternative as the environmentally superior alternatives is noted. 

Response to Comment G-2 

CPUC staff concurs with the commenter’s reasoning that locating the SVC at the Suncrest 
Substation, where it would be more directly interconnected to the substation bus, may be 
more efficient in providing reactive power and regulating voltage levels; however, CPUC staff 
acknowledges that the Proposed Project was determined by CAISO to adequately address the 
voltage stability issues identified in the 2013-2014 transmission planning process. 

Response to Comment G-3 

CPUC staff agrees with the commenter’s reasoning that the Suncrest Substation Alternative 
would avoid construction of a number of structures and facilities associated with the 
Proposed Project, including those listed by the commenter. The commenter may also refer to 
Master Response 2 in Chapter 2, Master Responses, of this DEIR, for discussion of CPUC staff’s 
reasoning for selecting the Suncrest Substation Alternative as the environmentally superior 
alternative. 

Response to Comment G-4 

CPUC staff concurs with the commenter’s reasoning that co-locating the SVC with the existing 
substation may make communications between the two facilities easier to implement, and, 
potentially, more reliable. However, while this line of thinking may lend credence to the value 
of the Suncrest Substation Alternative, CPUC staff believes that NEET West’s proposal for 
communications associated with the Proposed Project is wholly adequate, and would not lead 
to any reliability concerns. 

Response to Comment G-5 

CPUC staff concurs with the commenter’s reasoning that locating the SVC within the 
substation may be more effective with regards to mitigating potential safety issues that could 
occur such as operators’ miscommunications. It stands to reason that if the SVC were located 
within a close-enough distance to the substation facilities to permit visual or oral 
communication between operators, it may reduce potential for miscommunications and may 
make it easier to follow “check and tag” requirements. 

However, CPUC staff found no reason to believe that the Proposed Project presents any 
significant safety risks associated with communications between the SVC and substation 
facilities. Additionally, other commenters on the DEIR (e.g., SDG&E, CAISO) have suggested 
that locating two utilities in the same substation footprint, in fact, presents safety and security 
risks. SDG&E argues that if there was a fire at the NEET West device that required shutting 
down the substation, SDG&E crews would not be able to enter the substation to start 
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restoration efforts until NEET West personnel could make the device safe, leading to 
unnecessary reliability risk for customers (see Comment Letter I). 

All that is to say that different arguments can be made regarding possible safety risks 
associated with co-locating a NEET West-owned reactive device within the existing 
substation. CPUC staff contends that appropriate agreements and protocols could be 
developed between NEET West and SDG&E to address potential safety issues in the event the 
Suncrest Substation Alternative is selected, but the feasibility of the alternative will be 
determined by the Commission. 

Response to Comment G-6 

CPUC staff agrees with the commenter’s reasoning that the Suncrest Substation Alternative 
may be more cost-effective than the Proposed Project, as it would avoid the need to construct 
a one-mile-long transmission line as well as various other site development facilities. 
However, the cost-effectiveness of the Suncrest Substation Alternative is unknown and the 
alternative may add costs associated with obtaining ownership of a portion of the substation 
site through a condemnation hearing. NEET West has stated that it does not know the cost of 
the Suncrest Substation Alternative, but that it could be more expensive than the Proposed 
Project (see Comment Letter F). Nonetheless, these matters will be addressed in the CPUC’s 
Formal Proceeding for Application A.15-08-027. 
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Response to Comment H-1 

The planning/decision-making process for the Sunrise Powerlink project, including the 
existing Suncrest Substation, is outside the scope of this EIR; however, it is reasonable to 
assume that, at the time the existing substation was conceived, it was not envisioned that 
there would be a need for additional reactive power support in the future. The planning and 
design of the Sunrise Powerlink/Suncrest Substation likely took many years and a number of 
changes in the transmission system and power mix may have occurred in the interim. 

Please refer to Chapter 2, Project Description, of the DEIR, for discussion of the need for, and 
driving forces, behind the Proposed Project. As described in Chapter 2, the Proposed Project 
was identified as a policy-driven transmission need in the CAISO’s 2013-2014 Transmission 
Plan, and would provide voltage support to address stability issues associated with the 
retirement of SONGS, the anticipated retirement of coastal gas-fired generation, and 
projected increases in renewable generation in the Imperial Valley area. 

Response to Comment H-2 

As described in Chapter 1, Introduction, the FEIR will be distributed to public agencies that 
provided comments on the DEIR at least 10 days before its certification. At the close of the 
10-day public agency review period, CPUC will review the EIR, consider staff 
recommendations and public comment, and decide whether to certify the EIR and approve 
or deny the Proposed Project. Concurrently, CPUC will conduct a general proceeding to hear 
testimony from the different parties to the proposed action. If CPUC decides to approve the 
Proposed Project, it will file a NOD with OPR. No expected date has been identified for the 
conclusion of this process. 

Response to Comment H-3 

The Proposed Project is the Project sponsor’s (NEET West’s) proposed design for addressing 
a policy-driven transmission need in the CAISO’s 2013-2014 Transmission Plan. As the lead 
agency for the Proposed Project, the CPUC will consider various legal, economic, 
environmental, and other factors when determining whether to approve the Proposed 
Project, or choose one of the alternatives presented, and certify the EIR. 

Response to Comment H-4 

CAISO is the group that selected NEET West, who put forward the Proposed Project as their 
proposed design, as the Approved Project Sponsor through their competitive bid solicitation 
process. In that regard, yes, they are the group that identified the Proposed Project as the 
design to carry forward for environmental analysis. 

Response to Comment H-5 

The CPUC cannot comment on the Project sponsor’s (i.e., NEET West’s) determination of what 
they feel is the best design to meet the project’s objectives. However, it is reasonable to 
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assume that the Proposed Project was determined by NEET West as the best design for 
addressing policy-driven transmission needs in the CAISO’s 2013-2014 Transmission Plan. 

Response to Comment H-6 

“Reactive power” is a concept used by engineers to describe the loss of power in a system 
arising from the production of electric and magnetic fields. As opposed to real power, which 
is the element of electricity that performs useful work and is measured in watts, reactive 
power functions to support voltage levels needed to maintain transmission system reliability. 
In an electric transmission system, reactive power is essential to the ability to transmit power 
to meet demands and the operation of the system as a whole. “Reactive support” refers to the 
support facilities or service systems implemented to sustain the reactive power and voltage 
levels required for electric transmission system operation. 

Response to Comment H-7 

The Sunrise Powerlink Project, including the existing Suncrest Substation, planning and 
approval process is outside the scope of this EIR; however, it is reasonable to assume that at 
the time the existing Suncrest Substation was conceived, it was not envisioned that there 
would be a need for additional reactive power support in the future. The planning and design 
of the Suncrest Substation likely took many years and a number of changes in the 
transmission system and power mix may have occurred in the interim. 
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Response to Comment I-1 

The CPUC acknowledges SDG&E’s assertion that location of a dynamic reactive device within 
the existing Suncrest Substation would be environmentally superior to the Proposed Project. 
Please refer to Master Response 2 for more detailed discussion of CPUC’s reasons for 
selecting the Suncrest Substation Alternative as the environmentally superior alternative. 

Response to Comment I-2 

The DEIR appropriately references the Project sponsor (i.e., NEET West), the project 
Applicant, when discussing the proposed Suncrest Substation Alternative. Application 15-08-
021 was submitted to the CPUC by NEET West. NEET West was the only applicant associated 
with Application 15-08-021. Please refer to Master Response 1 for discussion of the feasibility 
of the Suncrest Substation Alternative, including the feasibility of NEET West operating the 
facility. Potential conflicts of the Proposed Project with SDG&E’s ongoing mitigation 
obligations for the Sunrise Powerlink Project are evaluated in Chapter 13, Land Use and 
Planning of the DEIR. Furthermore, the outcome of NEET West’s application will be decided 
in the CPUC’s Formal Proceeding for Application A.15-08-027. 

Response to Comment I-3 

Comment noted. Please refer to Master Response 1. 

Response to Comment I-4 

Please refer to Master Response 1 in Chapter 2, Master Responses for discussion of the 
feasibility of the Suncrest Substation Alternative. As described in this master response, CPUC 
staff have reason to believe that the alternative is potentially feasible, as described in the 
DEIR; however, the final determination of feasibility will be made by the Commission. 

Response to Comment I-5 

Please refer to Master Response 1 for discussion of the feasibility of the Suncrest Substation 
Alternative, including discussion of the alternative’s consistency/potential conflicts with 
FERC Order No. 1000 and the CAISO Tariff. 

Response to Comment I-6 

Please refer to Master Response 1 for discussion of the feasibility of the Suncrest Substation 
Alternative, including discussion of potential security concerns from siting a NEET West-
owned device within the existing Suncrest Substation. 

Response to Comment I-7 

Please refer to Master Response 1 for discussion of the feasibility of the Suncrest Substation 
Alternative, including potential safety concerns. SDG&E’s concerns regarding the Suncrest 
Substation Alternative are noted. 
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Response to Comment I-8 

Please refer to Master Response 1 for discussion of the feasibility of the Suncrest Substation 
Alternative. 

Response to Comment I-9 

Potential conflicts with SDG&E’s mitigation obligations from the Proposed Project are 
evaluated in Chapter 13, Land Use and Planning of the DEIR. Please refer to this chapter for 
additional discussion. 
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Response to Comment J-1 

The CPUC acknowledges the commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. 

Response to Comment J-2 

Mitigation measures included in the DEIR were specifically designed and developed to 
address the potentially significant impacts of the Proposed Project. The mitigation measures 
for the Sunrise Powerlink project are not all necessarily applicable to the Proposed Project. 
Therefore, while the CPUC acknowledges the commenter’s concern, it does not think it would 
be appropriate to apply mitigation measures from one project to a wholly separate project 
which may have very different potential environmental impacts. As stated in the DEIR, CPUC 
believes the mitigation measures developed for the Proposed Project are appropriate and 
sufficiently protective of environmental resources. 

Response to Comment J-3 

As described in Response to Comment J-2, CPUC believes that the mitigation measures 
developed for the Proposed Project are appropriate and sufficiently protective of 
environmental resources. CPUC also contends that it is holding the Sunrise Powerlink project 
and the Proposed Project to the same standards by adhering to the CEQA significance criteria. 
In this regard, CPUC is ensuring that, for both projects, potential impacts to aesthetics, 
biological resources, or other resources, as identified under the CEQA significance criteria, 
are avoided or mitigated to the greatest extent feasible. 
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Response to Comment K-1 

Thank you for providing comments. 

Response to Comment K-2 

CPUC staff understands that the Alpine community was affected by the Sunrise Powerlink 
Project. The environmental impacts of that project are outside the scope of this DEIR, and 
CPUC staff cannot comment on the decision-making process for the Sunrise Powerlink 
Project. 

Please refer to Chapter 2, Project Description, Section 2.7, Electric and Magnetic Fields, of the 
DEIR, for discussion of CPUC staff’s understanding of electric and magnetic fields (EMF) and 
possible related health effects. As described in the DEIR (page 2-35), the Proposed Project 
would not generate any real power and is not a “power plant.” Additionally, the Proposed 
Project does not increase nor decrease the amount of power flow over existing transmission 
lines; rather, it acts to support voltage on the existing lines. Because the Proposed Project 
would not modify nor alter the rated capacity of the existing Sunrise Powerlink 500-kV and 
230-kV transmission lines, any potential future power flow along these existing lines would 
be within the levels foreseen when these facilities were originally approved. 

As such, the Proposed Project would not increase risks associated with EMF exposure. 
Nevertheless, the commenter’s support for the No Project Alternative is noted. 

Response to Comment K-3 

The potential impacts of the Proposed Project related to fire risk are evaluated in Chapter 11, 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials of the DEIR. As described in this chapter, the Proposed 
Project could increase fire risk to some degree during construction and operation, due to 
operation of combustion-engine equipment and electrified equipment at the SVC site; 
however, compliance with existing laws and regulations and implementation of mitigation 
measures would minimize these risks. 

The Proposed Project’s construction activities would be subject to the requirements of the 
California Fire Code and Public Resources Code for wildland fire prevention, and Mitigation 
Measure HAZ-3 would require preparation and implementation of a CFPP in coordination 
with San Diego County Fire Authority and CAL FIRE. The Proposed Project also would 
implement Mitigation Measure HAZ-4, which would require NEET West or its contractor(s) 
to implement fire safe working conditions and BMPs to minimize fire risk during 
construction. 

Consistent with local and state law, the Proposed Project would be designed to provide 
defensible space (i.e., natural and landscaped area around a structure that is maintained and 
designed to reduce fire danger) surrounding the equipment at the SVC. The Proposed Project 
also would be subject to CPUC General Order 95, which specifies minimum clearances for 
overhead electric lines for fire safety. Additionally, NEET West has prepared a FPP for the 
Proposed Project that models anticipated fire behavior at the Project site and makes 
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recommendations to minimize fire risk. Mitigation Measure HAZ-5 would require 
implementation of all the requirements and recommendations contained in the FPP. 

Please refer to Chapter 11, Hazards and Hazardous Materials of the DEIR for a complete 
discussion of the potential impacts of the Proposed Project related to fire risk. 

Response to Comment K-4 

Please refer to Response to Comment K-2 and Chapter 2, Project Description, Section 2.7, 
Electric and Magnetic Fields, of the DEIR, for discussion of the CPUC staff’s understanding of 
EMF exposure and potential risk associated with the Proposed Project. 

Response to Comment K-5 

Potential impacts resulting from Proposed Project construction, including grading, on 
biological resources, cultural resources, geology, hydrology, and water quality, are discussed 
in the DEIR in Chapter 7, Biological Resources; Chapter 8, Cultural Resources; Chapter 9, 
Geology, Soils, and Seismicity; and Chapter 12, Hydrology and Water Quality, respectively. As 
described in the DEIR, the environmental analysis did identify a number of potential impacts 
related to these resources; however, in all cases, mitigation measures were identified to 
reduce potential impacts to a level of less than significant. Please refer to applicable sections 
of the DEIR for a complete discussion of potential impacts to environmental resources. 

Response to Comment K-6 

CPUC acknowledges the commenter’s support for the No Project Alternative, and, in the event 
the No Project Alternative is not considered, the Suncrest Substation Alternative. The FEIR 
and the associated CEQA analysis is not intended to act as a decision-making document, but 
rather to provide the Commission with a complete set of facts and analysis to evaluate the 
merits of the Proposed Project and the various alternatives. Please refer to Master Response 
1 for additional information on the feasibility of the Suncrest Substation Alternative, as well 
as Master Response 2 for information on selection of the Environmentally Superior 
Alternative. Please also refer to Chapter 2, Project Description of the DEIR for discussion of 
the purpose and need for the Proposed Project. As described in this chapter, the Proposed 
Project originates from CAISO’s 2013-2014 Transmission Plan, which identified a need for a 
+300/-100 megavar dynamic reactive device at the Suncrest Substation. 

Response to Comment K-7 

As discussed in Chapter 17, Utilities and Public Services of the DEIR, to ensure the Proposed 
Project does not have adverse effects on fire protection services, in accordance with the 
County of San Diego General Plan Policy S-6.3, Mitigation Measure PUB/UTL-1 will require 
that the Project sponsor (i.e., NEET West) fund its fair share toward any necessary fire 
protection service improvements. 

Additionally, Mitigation Measure HAZ-5 will require that NEET West or its contractor(s) 
implement all requirements and recommendations in the FPP prepared for the Proposed 
Project, including conducting training sessions with local fire station personnel and providing 
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technical support to fire personnel regarding electrical fires and firefighting at energized 
facilities. 

Response to Comment K-8 

Comment noted. The decision to approve or deny the proposed project or an alternative will 
occur as part of the CPUC’s Formal Proceeding for Application A.15-08-027. 

Response to Comment K-9 

Thank you for providing comments. 
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Response to Comment L-1 

Thank you for providing comments. 

Response to Comment L-2 

If a CPCN is not issued to the project sponsor (i.e., NEET West), the Proposed Project would 
not be constructed. Therefore, there would not be a scenario in which NEET West constructs 
the Proposed Project without having first been issued a CPCN.  

Response to Comment L-3 

Additional language has been added to the DEIR, in Chapter 13, Land Use and Planning, 
describing the CPCN process as it relates to land use authority. Please refer to Chapter 4, 
Revisions to the DEIR for the revised text. 

Response to Comment L-4 

The CPUC acknowledges the commenter’s support for the Suncrest Substation Alternative. 
Please refer to Master Response 1 and 2 in Chapter 2, Master Responses, for additional 
discussion of the feasibility of the Suncrest Substation and the DEIR’s selection of this 
alternative as the environmentally superior alternative. 

Response to Comment L-5 

The DEIR evaluates consistency with local plans, including the East County MSCP and General 
Plan Mobility Element. Please refer to Chapter 7, Biological Resources, under Impact BIO-10, 
for discussion of the Proposed Project’s consistency with the MSCP. Please refer to Chapter 
19, Transportation and Traffic, under Impact TR-1, for discussion of the General Plan Mobility 
Element. For a discussion of the County Trails Master Plan, please refer to Response to 
Comment L-6. As described in the DEIR, and acknowledged by the commenter, because CPUC 
has exclusive jurisdiction over the siting and design of electric transmission facilities, the 
Proposed Project is not subject to local land use plans. 

Response to Comment L-6 

Information regarding the proposed community trail alignment #23 has been added to the 
Setting section of Chapter 19, Transportation and Traffic in the DEIR. Please refer to Chapter 
4, Revisions to the DEIR for the added text. The Proposed Project does not include any 
construction work on the publicly-accessible roadways in the project vicinity. There would 
be no effect on any future plans for the development of trail alignment #23, and no trail 
accommodations are indicated. 

Response to Comment L-7 

As described in Chapter 15, Noise and Vibration, construction activities for the Proposed 
Project would mostly be conducted between the hours of 7 a.m. to 7 p.m.; however, certain 
time-sensitive activities and/or activities which are not noise-intensive may occur outside 



CPUC  Chapter 3. Individual 
Responses to Comments 

Public Comment L: San Diego County (January 30, 2017) 

Suncrest Dynamic Reactive Power Support Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 

 
3-371 

January 2018 
Project No. 15.018 

 

these hours. The performance of time-sensitive activities outside of the construction hour 
limits would not be anticipated to result in a significant impact due to the infrequent nature 
of these activities and the anticipated CNEL levels associated with the two loudest pieces of 
construction equipment. 

Response to Comment L-8 

Comment noted. CPUC’s understanding is that the FPP was prepared in coordination with the 
SDCFA. Mitigation Measure HAZ-3 of the DEIR requires that NEET West and/or its 
contractor(s) prepare and implement a CFPP that shall be reviewed and approved by SDCFA 
a minimum of 45 days prior to commencement of construction activities. 

Response to Comment L-9 

As discussed in Chapter 17, Utilities and Service Systems, of the DEIR, to ensure the Proposed 
Project does not have adverse effects on fire protection services, Mitigation Measure 
PUB/UTL-1 would require that NEET West fund its fair share toward any necessary fire 
protection service improvements. As discussed in Chapter 21, Other Statutory Considerations, 
the DEIR finds that with implementation of this measure, and given that other proposed 
projects in the vicinity would also be required to implement measures to that minimize 
wildland fire hazards (e.g., the Alpine Community Defense Project and Greater Alpine 
Community Defense Fuels Project), the Proposed Project would not contribute considerably 
to cumulative impacts on fire protection services. 

Response to Comment L-10 

CPUC has reviewed the County’s Guidelines for Determining Significance for Vectors. The 
Proposed Project does not include any structures that could create substantial sources of 
standing water for more than 72 hours. As discussed in Chapter 2, Project Description, the 
Project’s stormwater detention basin would be designed to capture runoff and then release 
the captured water over 48 hours; therefore, it would not support the conditions for 
mosquito breeding. 

It is not anticipated that construction activities would allow for standing water to collect for 
more than 96 hours. Nevertheless, to further ensure that such activities do not create 
opportunities for mosquito breeding, language has been added to Mitigation Measure 
HYD/WQ-1 to require NEET West and/or its contractor(s) to prevent standing water from 
forming for over 96 hours. Please refer to Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR for the revised text. 
With implementation of this mitigation measure, and the Project SWPPP, it is not anticipated 
that the Proposed Project would contribute to vector propagation. 

Response to Comment L-11 

Thank you for your comments. 
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Response to Comment L-12 

As discussed in Response to Comment L-2, the Proposed Project would require the issuance 
of a CPCN in order to be constructed. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not be 
constructed under the County’s land use authority. 

Response to Comment L-13 

Potential impacts to drainages are discussed under Impact HYD/WQ-3, in Chapter 12, 
Hydrology and Water Quality of the DEIR. As described in this chapter, CPUC does not believe 
that any wetlands or features subject to USACE or CDFW jurisdiction exist on the proposed 
SVC site that would be disturbed by the Proposed Project. 

Response to Comment L-14 

The San Diego County Regional Stormwater Permit (Order No. R9-2013-0001, as amended 
by Order Nos. R9-2015-0001 and R9-2015-0100) is described in the DEIR in Section 12.2.1, 
Federal Laws, Regulations, and Policies, under CWA Section 402 (page 12-3 of the DEIR). The 
DEIR then analyzes potential stormwater impacts from the Proposed Project under Impact 
WQ-1 (page 12-22 of the DEIR), and notes that the Proposed Project would be subject to the 
San Diego Regional Stormwater Permit and the County of San Diego’s Watershed Protection 
Ordinance. 

As noted in the DEIR, the Proposed Project is not anticipated to have significant adverse 
effects related to stormwater discharges. The proposed SVC would include a stormwater 
management system that would include a stormwater detention basin that would capture 
and slowly release stormwater flows from the SVC. Additionally, in accordance with the 
General Construction Stormwater Permit, the Proposed Project would be required to prepare 
and implement a SWPPP to minimize potential erosion and discharges of contaminated 
runoff to the existing system resulting from construction. These measures would limit 
potential for the Proposed Project to discharge poor quality water onto adjacent properties. 

Response to Comment L-15 

Thank you for your comments. 
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Chapter 4 
REVISIONS TO THE DEIR 

This chapter presents revisions made to the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) in 
response to comments received on the DEIR. Changes to the DEIR are presented in the order 
they would appear in the document. Deleted text is shown in strikethrough, and inserted text 
is shown in underline. Page numbers are provided to assist the reader in identifying the 
location of the revisions.  

Executive Summary 
The text on page ES-1, lines 18-26, has been revised in response to Comment F-41 to more 
clearly describe the driving factors behind the need for the Proposed Project, as identified by 
the California Independent System Operator (CAISO) in its 2013-2014 Transmission Plan. 
The revised text is presented as follows: 

The Proposed Project was identified as a policy driven need by the CAISO in its 2013-
2014 Ttransmission Pplan for the State to meet its 3350 percent Renewable Portfolio 
Standard (RPS). Since the 2013-2014 Transmission Plan was published, California 
has increased the RPS goal to 50% renewable procurement by 2030. The retirement 
of the San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station, other potential retirements of gas-fired 
generation in the San Diego and Los Angeles Basin areas, and anticipated increases in 
renewable energy generation in the Imperial Valley area have created a deficit of 
reactive power in the transmission system in Southern California.  

The text on page ES-2, lines 24-25, has been revised in response to Comment F-42 to clarify 
that not all of the parcels comprising the Lightner Mitigation Site will be transferred to U.S. 
Forest Service, but rather San Diego Gas & Electric Company will retain ownership of certain 
portions of the site. The revised text is presented as follows: 

The parcels comprising the Lightner Mitigation Site are currently owned by San Diego 
Gas & Electric (SDG&E). Certain parcels owned by SDG&E, but are scheduled to be 
transferred from SDG&E to the U.S. Forest Service for conservation in perpetuity. 
SDG&E will retain ownership of certain Lightner parcels, including the Suncrest 
Substation, Bell Bluff Truck Trail, and a certain width outside of the road bed. 

The text on page ES-4, line 16, has been revised in response to Comment F-43 to reflect 
updated equipment requirements for the static VAR compensator (SVC). The revised text is 
presented as follows: 

Electrical equipment at the SVC would include, but not be limited to, lightning 
shielding masts, circuit breakers, busbars, two, three single phase 230-kilovolt (kV) 
main power transformers, capacitor banks, air core reactors, surge arrestors, and air 
break switches. 
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The text on page ES-4, line 28, has been revised in response to Comment F-44 to remove 
reference to a Mechanically Stabilized Earth wall as part of the Project Description. The 
revised text is presented as follows: 

A Mechanically Stabilized Earth retaining wall approximately 480 feet long and 
approximately 15 feet tall at its highest point (an average height of 8 feet) along the 
east side of the facility 

The text on page ES-4, line 31, has been revised in response to Comment F-45 to reflect 
updated requirements for the Proposed Project’s security fencing. The revised text is 
presented as follows: 

Chain link and barbed wire security fencing approximately 78 feet high with secure 
gates accessible only by NEET West staff and emergency services personnel 

The text on page ES-5, line 21, has been revised in response to Comment F-46 to reflect 
updated requirements for the Proposed Project’s underground transmission line component. 
The revised text is presented as follows: 

Up to two five underground splice vaults would be installed along the transmission 
line alignment to allow for installation of the underground cables and for operation 
and maintenance of the transmission line. 

The text on page ES-5, line 36, has been revised in response to Comment F-47 to clarify that 
the 2 months of the Proposed Project’s construction schedule for restoration and cleanup 
would occur after project commercial operation. The revised text is presented as follows: 

Overall, Project construction is anticipated to take 11 months (6.5 months for 
construction, 2.5 months for testing and commissioning, and 2 months for restoration 
and cleanup, which will occur after project commercial operation). 

The text on page ES-9, lines 14-15, has been revised in response to Comment F-51 to more 
clearly state that under the Suncrest Substation Alternative, an approximately one-mile-long 
transmission line would not be required. The revised text is presented as follows: 

Under the Suncrest Substation Alternative, the SVC would be installed within the 
existing Suncrest Substation and, therefore, no transmission line the approximately 
one-mile-long transmission line would not be required. 

The text on page ES-13, within Table ES-1, under the column, “Mitigation Measures,” for the 
row “Impact BIO-4: Effects on Hermes Copper Butterfly,” the first bullet has been revised in 
response to Comment F-114 to read: 

• Mitigation Measure BIO-8: Survey for Potential Hermes Copper Butterfly 
Habitat 

Chapter 1, Introduction 
None. 
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Chapter 2, Project Description 
The text on page 2-2, lines 3-6, has been revised in response to Comment F-41 to remove 
incorrect reference to compliance with the California’s 50 percent Renewable Portfolio 
Standard (RPS) as a driving factor behind the need for the Proposed Project. Rather, as 
described in Response to Comment F-41, CAISO’s 2013-2014 Transmission Plan identified 
the state’s 33 percent RPS as one of the driving factors; the RPS was subsequently increased 
to 50 percent in October 2015. The revised text is presented as follows: 

The retirement of SONGS and anticipated increases in renewable energy production 
to meet the state’s 50 percent Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS),1 as well as 
anticipated future retirement of coastal gas-fired generation utilizing once-through 
cooling, are causing issues throughout the transmission grid in Southern California.  

The text on page 2-2, footnote 1, has been revised in response to Comment F-41, as described 
above, to remove incorrect reference to compliance with California’s 50 percent RPS as one 
of the driving factors behind the need for the Proposed Project. The revised text is presented 
as follows: 

California’s RPS, first established in 2002 under Senate Bill (SB) 1078 and most 
recently expanded in 2015 under SB 350, requires electric retail sellers and public 
owned utilities to procure 50 percent of their electricity from eligible renewable 
energy resources by 2030. At the time of publication of CAISO’s 2013-2014 
Transmission Plan, in which the need for the Proposed Project was identified, the 
State’s RPS goal was 33 percent. 

The text on page 2-4, lines 19-20, has been revised in response to Comment F-41, as described 
above, to remove incorrect reference to compliance with California’s 50 percent RPS as one 
of the driving factors behind the need for the Proposed Project. The revised text is presented 
as follows: 

The +300/-100 megavar reactive device at the Suncrest Substation was identified as 
a policy-driven need in CAISO’s 2013-2014 Transmission Plan to meet California’s 50 
percent RPS. 

The text on page 2-11, line 18, has been revised in response to Comment F-54 and F-43 to 
reflect updated requirements for equipment at the proposed SVC. The revised text is 
presented as follows: 

Two, three single phase 230-kV main power transformers (one would be a spare), 
outdoor heating, venting and air conditioning equipment and thyristor/converter 
cooling equipment 

The text on page 2-15, line 8, has been revised in Response to Comment F-55 and F-44 to 
remove reference to a Mechanically Stabilized Earth retaining wall as part of the Project 
Description. The revised text is presented as follows: 
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A Mechanically Stabilized Earth retaining wall approximately 480 feet long and 15 
feet tall at its highest point (an average height of 8 feet) along the east side of the 
facility 

The text on page 2-15, line 11, has been revised in response to Comment F-56 and F-45 to 
reflect updated requirements for the proposed SVC’s security fencing. The revised text is 
provided as follows: 

Chain link and barbed wire security fencing approximately 78 feet high with secure 
gates accessible only by NEET West staff and emergency services personnel 

The text on page 2-17, line 26, has been revised in response to Comment F-57 to clarify the 
type of conductor to be used for the proposed above-ground transmission line segment. The 
revised text is presented as follows: 

The new riser and intermediate poles would facilitate entry into the existing 
substation via an approximately 300-foot-long overhead span of 1272 kcmil1 (45/7) 
aluminum conductor steel reinforced (ACSR), non-specular, ‘Bittern’ conductors. 

The text on page 2-17, line 32, has been revised in response to Comment F-58 to remove 
unnecessary language in reference to SDG&E equipment at the Suncrest Substation. The 
revised text is presented as follows: 

Additionally, SDG&E would need to add electrical infrastructure to facilitate 
interconnection to SDG&E equipment at the Suncrest Substation. 

The text on page 2-18, line 18, has been revised in response to Comment F-59 to update the 
total acreage of impacts from the SVC from 8.56 acres to 8.59 acres. The revised text is 
presented as follows: 

Construction of the SVC would require clearing of approximately 8.569 acres of 
California buckwheat scrub, non-native grassland, and ruderal lands. 

The text on page 2-18, line 23, has been revised in response to Comment F-60 to correct a 
typo that incorrectly references “subsoil” instead of “topsoil.” The revised text is presented 
as follows: 

Following initial clearing, topsoil would be salvaged to a depth of approximately 6 
inches (or less if topsoil subsoil is not present to that depth). 

The text on page 2-19, within Table 2-1, has been revised in response to Comment F-61 to 
update the anticipated maximum depth of excavation from ground surface during site 
preparation, grading, and earthwork for the proposed SVC. The revised text is presented as 
follows: 

Item Description Quantity/Height 

Maximum Cut-
Slope Depth 

Maximum depth of excavation from 
ground surface 

18 15 feet 
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The text on page 2-23, line 32, has been revised in response to Comment F-62 to correct the 
description of the transmission structures that would be built by workers likely to be hired 
from San Diego County. The revised text is presented as follows: 

The workers for the more common development tasks of grading and building 
foundations for the SVC and transmission riser pole structures are likely to be hired 
from San Diego County. 

The text on page 2-24, lines 43-45, has been revised in response to Comment F-63 to reflect 
the fact that NEET West has obtained rights to obtain water from the Wilson ponds, and that 
recycled water from the Padre Dam Municipal Water District, for which NEET West is 
currently negotiating a water services agreement, would now serve as a back-up source. The 
revised text is presented as follows: 

NEET West has rights to obtain water from the Wilson ponds, located on the Wilson 
property where the SVC is to be built. As a back-up water source, NEET West is also 
negotiating a water services agreement with the Padre Dam Municipal Water District 
(PDMWD) for use of recycled water from their water recycling facility, located 
approximately 19 miles from the Project site. NEET West is also coordinating with the 
owner of the property on which the SVC would be built for use of the property owner’s 
storage ponds. 

The text on page 2-25, lines 25-26, has been revised in response to Comment F-64 to remove 
specific mention that the Proposed Project would be operated remotely from NEET West’s 
Lone Star Transmission, LLC’s control center in Austin, Texas. Rather, the Proposed Project 
would be operated remotely from a NextEra affiliate’s control center. The revised text is 
presented as follows: 

NEET West anticipates remotely operating the Proposed Project from its a NextEra 
affiliate’s Lone Star Transmission, LLC’s control center in Austin, Texas. 

The text on page 2-26, lines 13-14, has been revised in response to Comment A-176 to include 
description of how water and/or oil that collects in the transformer secondary containment 
structures would be disposed of, as follows: 

Inspection and maintenance would be performed by NEET West local personnel, 
augmented as necessary by NEET West subject matter experts and the equipment 
Original Equipment Manufacturer. 

Remote monitoring equipment installed at the SVC would be able to detect any 
substantial leaks in the transformer oil structures and a repair technician would be 
dispatched to inspect the site in the event any leaks are detected. Additionally, the 
recurring maintenance visits described above would include inspections of the 
transformers and secondary containment basins. During the monthly inspections of 
the SVC facility, a technician would visually inspect for water collected in the 
transformer secondary containment basins to ensure there is no oil or sheen on water 
prior to draining. If the contents contain no oil or sheen, then the secondary 
containment basins would be drained, either through a drain valve or using a pump 
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if the structure does not contain a drain valve. Any drain valves on the secondary 
containment structures would be kept closed, except for when draining the basin.  

If, based on visual inspections, the secondary containment basins contain oil or sheen, 
the water and oil would be removed from site and sent for recycling. The secondary 
containment basin would then be cleaned to ensure the oil residue is removed. 

If the secondary containment basin contains oily water and/or sheen after the 
cleaning mentioned above, the oil from the oily water would be removed by placing 
hydrophobic adsorbents on the surface to adsorb the oil, and would be disposed of 
(typically as oily rags) in accordance with the applicable federal and state regulations. 
The adsorbents would be replaced until there is no visible sheen and then the 
remaining water would be drained from the secondary containment basin. 
Alternatively, a suitably designed oil adsorbent sock, Petro-Plug, or similar would be 
placed at the drain to ensure only water is released. 

NEET West anticipates creating a maintenance plan in accordance with the 
equipment vendors’ directives, industry practice, NEET West’s internal guidelines, 
and regulatory requirements. 

The information in Table 2-3, on page 2-27 of the DEIR, has been revised as follows: 

APM Number and Title APM Text 

AIR-1: Fugitive 
Dust Control 

During construction, water or non-toxic soil stabilizers will be 
applied in sufficient quantities on access roads, staging areas, 
work areas, and on stockpiles to control fugitive dust. 

 

The text on page 2-29, line 22, has been revised in response to Comment F-115 to correct a 
typo, as follows: 

The electric field strength is directed directly related to the magnitude of the voltage 
from the outlet and the magnetic field strength is directly related to the magnitude of 
the current flow in the cord and appliance. 

The text on page 2-30, lines 11-13, has been revised in response to Comment F-116 to delete 
a repetitive sentence, as follows: 

The CPUC previously conducted an investigation of EMF levels along the underground 
double-circuit 230-kV transmission line located in Alpine Boulevard (CPUC 2016). 

The text on page 2-31, line 21, has been revised in response to Comment F-117 to correct a 
typo, as follows: 

In underground lines, the three phases typically can be placed much closer together 
for overhead lines because the cables are have dielectric insulation. 

The text on page 2-35, line 17, has been revised in response to Comment F-118 to correct a 
typo, as follows: 
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Since the EMF along the transmission line is directly related to the power flow on the 
line, it also vary varies over time. 

Chapter 3, Introduction to the Analysis 
None. 

Chapter 4, Aesthetics 
The text on page 4-12, line 17, has been revised in response to Comment F-67 to describe the 
construction period as 11 months instead of 9 months to ensure consistency between 
chapters and include the full suite of construction activities, including the 2 months of 
restoration and cleanup activities that would occur after project commercial operation. The 
revised text is presented as follows: 

During the Proposed Project’s construction period (approximately 911 months), 
construction activities, including vegetation removal and the staging of construction 
materials, equipment, and vehicles would be moderately visible along Bell Bluff Truck 
Trail (KOPs 3, 6, 7, and 8) to authorized personnel. 

Chapter 5, Agriculture and Forestry Resources 
The text on page 5-1, line 19, has been revised in response to Comment F-119 to correct a 
typo, as follows: 

Grazing and forestry goals and strategies identified in the USFS’s Land Management 
Plan for the National Forests in Southern California (Part 1) (U.S. Department of 
Agriculture [USDA] 2005a) and Cleveland National Forest Strategy (Part 2) (USDA 
2005b) are including included below for informational purposes. 

The text on page 5-4, line 24, has been revised in response to Comment F-68 to correct a typo 
incorrectly referencing “aesthetics” instead of “agriculture and forestry resources.” The 
revised text is presented as follows: 

Based on Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines and professional expertise, it was 
determined that the Proposed Project would result in a significant impact on 
agriculture and forestry resources aesthetics if it would: 

Chapter 6, Air Quality 
The text on pages 6-10 through 6-11, within Table 6-4, has been changed in response to 
Comment F-120 to remove an unnecessary repeated header. 

The text on page 6-15, note (a) within Table 6-6, has been revised in response to Comment 
A-100 to clarify the role of fugitive dust control measures. The revised text is presented as 
follows: 
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(a) Does not assume implementation of APM AIR-4, but does include fugitive dust 
control measures APM AIR-1 and APM AIR-2 that are considered necessary to meet 
the performance requirements of SDAPCD Rule 55, and therefore are not considered 
mitigation measures. However, the emissions without these two APMs are presented 
in the uncontrolled emissions totals Appendix D. 

The text on page 6-15, lines 19-22, has been revised in response to Comment A-100 to clarify 
the role of fugitive dust control measures and the distinction between unmitigated and 
uncontrolled emissions. The revised text is presented as follows: 

The unmitigatedcontrolled emissions estimate shown above in Table 6-6 assumes the 
application of APMs AIR-1 and AIR-2, which are considered necessary to meet the 
performance standards of SDAPCD Rule 55 and therefore are not considered 
mitigation measures, but not APMs AIR-3 and AIR-4 (see Chapter 2, Project 
Description). 

The text on page 6-17, lines 21-23, has been revised in response to Comment A-100 to correct 
the distinction between unmitigated and uncontrolled emissions, as follows: 

The unmitigatedcontrolled emissions estimate shown in Table 6-8 demonstrates that 
the project’s operating emissions are well below County of San Diego emissions 
significance thresholds. Therefore, Project operation emissions would be less than 
significant. 

Chapter 7, Biological Resources 
Figure 7-1: “Vegetation Types” (page 7-7) and Figure 7-7: “Likely Golden Eagle Nesting Area” 
(page 7-37) have been revised to include cross-hatching over the existing Suncrest 
Substation. The revised figures are presented on the pages below. 
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The text on page 7-24, within Table 7-2, has been revised under the column, “Potential to 
Occur at the Project Site.” In response to Comment A-23, the text for the Hermes Copper 
butterfly (Lycaena hermes) has been revised as follows: 

Possible. The Proposed Project does not currently contains suitable habitat for this 
species; however, suitable habitat is located within the 150-meter buffer along Bell 
Bluff Truck Trail. It is possible that suitable habitat could develop within the 
Proposed Project site. 

The text on page 7-26, within Table 7-2, has been revised in response to Comment F-74 to 
remove the listing of SC (state candidate) for the Townsend’s big-eared bat. The revised text 
is presented as follows: 

Scientific Name Common Name Federal 
Listing 
Status 

State Listing 
Status 

CNPS Rare 
Plant Rank  

Corynorhinus 
townsendii 

Townsend’s big-
eared bat - SC/ 

SSC - 

 

The text on page 7-41, line 6, has been revised to more accurately characterize felt leaf 
monardella: 

Although felt-leaved monardella is not currently present within the Project site, as 
this species is an annual, its location can change from year to year the location of this 
population may change over time. If the Proposed Project were to overlap with 
occurrences of this species, due to design change or population movement, impacts 
could include mortality of individuals and/or population fragmentation. This would 
be a significant impact. 

The text on page 7-42, line 4, under Mitigation Measure BIO-3, has been revised to correct a 
typo making an incorrect reference to a mitigation measure, as follows: 

If special-status plants are detected within the construction zone or within a 100-foot 
radius of the construction zone while implementing Mitigation Measure BIO-1b2, 
NEET West or the contractor(s) shall install exclusion fencing to protect plants that 
remain in place. 

The text on page 7-42, Lines 32-33, under Mitigation Measure BIO-4, has been revised in 
response to Comment F-80 to allow for the mitigation site to be evaluated sooner than at the 
end of the 5-year monitoring period, if conditions allow. The revised text is presented as 
follows: 

The site shall be evaluated at the end of the 5-year monitoring period, or sooner if 
conditions allow, to determine whether the mitigation has met the success criteria. 

The text on page 7-43, lines 21-24, under Mitigation Measure BIO-6, has been revised in 
response to Comment A-78 to require that nesting bird surveys performed for the Proposed 
Project be conducted by a CPUC-, USFWS-, or CDFW-approved biologist. The revised text also 
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corrects a typo identified in Comment F-121. Additionally, the text on page 7-43, Lines 30-34, 
has been revised in response to Comment F-82 to allow for adjustments to no-work buffers 
around bird nests to be made in coordination with CDFW and/or USFWS in certain 
circumstances. Additionally, text is added in response to Comment B-1 to provide 
strengthened measures to ensure that potential blasting activities do not result in adverse 
impacts to Golden Eagles (if present). The revised text of Mitigation Measure BIO-6 is 
presented as follows: 

Mitigation Measure BIO-6: Implement Preconstruction Surveys for Birds 
Protected under the MBTA. 

If construction is scheduled to commence during the non-nesting season (September 
1 to January 31), no preconstruction surveys for nesting birds are required. If 
construction begins between February 1 and August 31, NEET West or their 
contractor(s) shall ensure that surveys for nesting birds are will be conducted by a 
CPUC, USFWS, or CDFW-approved qualified biologist within a 500-foot radius of the 
construction area. The survey shall be conducted no more than 14 days prior to 
construction. If the biologist determines that the area surveyed does not contain any 
active nests, then construction activities may commence without any further 
mitigation. If active nests are found, CDFW and USFWS will be notified and no-work 
buffers around nests shall be established that are sufficient to ensure that breeding is 
not likely to be disrupted or adversely affected by construction. Buffers for non-
special-status birds protected under the MBTA shall be 250 feet around the nest. 
Special status birds are not anticipate to nest within 500 feet of the Proposed Project, 
but if active special status bird nest are detected, no-work buffer shall be 500 feet 
around the nest. Buffers for non-special-status birds protected under the MBTA shall 
be 250 feet around the nest. Special status birds are not anticipated to nest within 
500 feet of the Proposed Project, but if active special status bird nests are detected, a 
no-work buffer shall be 500 feet around the nest. Buffers will be maintained until the 
young have fledged or the nests become inactive, or unless a qualified CDFW or 
USFWS biologist determines that smaller buffers would be sufficient to avoid impacts 
to nesting birds. Factors to be considered for determining buffer size will include: the 
presence of natural buffers provided by vegetation or topography; nest height; 
locations of foraging territory; and baseline levels of noise and human activity.  

If construction-related blasting is deemed necessary during the nesting season for the 
Golden Eagle, NEET West shall provide CPUC, CDFW, and USFWS additional detail 
regarding the extent, timing, and duration of such blasting. No blasting shall occur 
until an avoidance plan is approved by CPUC, CDFW, and USFWS. 

The text on page 7-44, line 13, under Impact BIO-3, has been modified in response to 
Comment A-132 to include a reference to the noise analysis in Chapter 15, Noise and 
Vibration:  

Operation of the Proposed Project is not anticipated to greatly increase human 
visitation and noise compared to current conditions at the site. Anticipated 
operational noise levels resulting from the Proposed Project are discussed in detail in 
Chapter 15, Noise and Vibration, and were found to be less than significant compared 
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to existing conditions. Thus, impacts from operation of the Proposed Project on 
golden eagles are anticipated to be minimal. 

The text on page 7-44, line 27, under Impact BIO-4, has been clarified in response to Comment 
A-43 to include description of potential direct and indirect effects on Hermes copper butterfly 
that could occur during Project construction. The revised text is presented as follows: 

Suitable habitat for the Hermes copper butterfly may develop within the project 
footprint prior to construction. If this occurs, the Proposed Project could have a 
substantial adverse effect on the species. This would be a significant impact. Vehicle 
strikes and removal of vegetation could result in direct impacts to the Hermes copper 
butterfly. Removal of the spiny redberry shrub and California buckwheat would 
destroy the Hermes copper butterfly’s habitat. Indirect impacts to both the Hermes 
copper butterfly and its habitat could result from fugitive dust, invasive plant species, 
and herbicide application. These impacts would be considered significant. Mitigation 
Measure BIO-8 and BIO-9 would reduce potential impacts to Hermes copper 
butterfly to less than significant. Mitigation Measure BIO-12 would minimize 
impacts from vehicle strikes by generally restricting vehicles to existing roads and 
minimizing vehicle speed on roads in the Proposed Project. Mitigation Measure 
HYD/WQ-1 would reduce the potential for fugitive dust by watering for dust control. 
Mitigation Measure BIO-16 would ensure that herbicide drift would be controlled 
by using hand-held applicators for spot-treatment, and would reduce the impacts of 
invasive plant species on potential Hermes copper butterfly habitat. 

The text on page 7-46, Lines 2-9, has been revised in response to Comment F-76 to allow for 
biological resources educational training of construction personnel required under 
Mitigation Measure BIO-10 to be conducted by a CPUC-approved biologist or environmental 
inspector. The revised text is presented as follows: 

Mitigation Measure BIO-10: Educational Training. 

NEET West or their contractor(s) shall ensure that before conducting construction 
activities all Proposed Project personnel shall participate in an educational training 
session conducted by a CPUC-approved qualified biologist or CPUC-approved 
environmental inspector. All on-site personnel shall be informed about relevant 
special-status species and their habitat, conservation goals, identification, and 
procedures to follow in the event of a possible sighting. Personnel who miss the first 
training session or are hired later in the season must participate in a make-up session 
before conducting Project activities. A record of the personnel that attended the 
training shall be kept by the CPUC-approved qualified biologist or CPUC-approved 
environmental inspector. 

The text on page 7-46, lines 28-33, under Mitigation Measure BIO-12, has been revised in 
response to Comment F-84 to remove reference to surveys for the presence of nesting birds, 
which is duplicative with Mitigation Measure BIO-6, and add reference to pre-construction 
sweeps detailed in Mitigation Measure BIO-13. The revised text is presented as follows: 

Mitigation Measure BIO-12: Vehicle Use of Existing Roads. 
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NEET West or their contractor(s) shall restrict all Proposed Project vehicle 
movement to existing roads as a part of the Proposed Project, except when not 
feasible due to physical or safety constraints. When it is not feasible to keep vehicles 
on existing access roads or avoid construction of access driveways during the nesting, 
breeding, or migration season, NEET West shall perform preconstruction sweeps in 
the area where the work is to occur. This survey shall be performed to determine 
presence or absence of special-status nesting birds or other special-status species in 
the work area as detailed in Mitigation Measure BIO-13.  

Parking or driving on unpaved areas underneath oak trees shall not be allowed in 
order to protect root structures. In addition, a 15-mile-per-hour speed limit shall be 
observed on roads in the Proposed Project area to reduce dust and allow reptiles and 
small mammals to disperse. 

Text has been added to page 7-47, after line 3, under Mitigation Measure BIO-13, in response 
to Comment A-25, to include measures to further ensure that impacts to bats will be avoided 
during construction. Additionally, the text on page 7-47, lines 9-10, has been revised in 
response to Comment F-85 to remove duplicative text regarding consultation with USFWS 
and CDFW and instead require implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-4. The revised text 
of Mitigation Measure BIO-13 is presented as follows: 

Mitigation Measure BIO-13: Preconstruction Sweeps for Biological Resources. 

Prior to initial vegetation clearance, grubbing, and ground-disturbing activities, NEET 
West or their contractor(s) shall ensure that a qualified biologist shall conduct pre-
construction sweeps of the Project site for special-status wildlife and plants. During 
these surveys, the biologist shall: 

a) Ensure that potential habitats become inaccessible to wildlife (e.g., burrows 
are removed that would otherwise provide temporary refuge); 

b) Survey for bat roosts by performing a daytime pedestrian survey to inspect 
potential habitat within 100 feet of the Proposed Project limits for indications 
of bat use (e.g., occupancy, guano, staining, smells, or sounds) and a night 
roost/emergence survey. The survey must be performed a qualified bat 
biologist. If the bat biologist determines that habitat within the survey area is 
used, or is likely to be used, as a bat roost, and may be affected by 
construction, then specific measures will be developed and implemented to 
minimize impacts on the roost. Such measures may include minimizing 
construction activity near the roost during the maternity season (May 1- 
August 15) or other measures developed by a qualified bat biologist that will 
minimize the disturbance to a level that would not cause long-term roost 
abandonment or failure of a maternity roost.  

c) In the event of an unanticipated discovery of a special-status ground-dwelling 
animal, a biologist holding the appropriate State and/or federal permits shall 
recover and relocate the animal to adjacent suitable habitat within the 
Proposed Project at least 200 feet from the limits of grading; and, 



CPUC  Chapter 4. Revisions to the 
DEIR 

 

 
Suncrest Dynamic Reactive Power Support Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 

 
4-15 

January 2018 
Project No. 15.018 

 

d) In the event of the discovery of a previously unknown special-status plant, the 
area will be marked as an environmentally sensitive area, and avoided to the 
maximum extent practicable. If avoidance is not possible, NEET West will 
implement Mitigation Measure BIO-4. consult with USFWS and/or CDFW as 
appropriate given the species’ status. 

The text of Mitigation Measure BIO-16, on page 7-47, line 38, has been revised in response to 
Comment A-160 as follows: 

Mitigation Measure BIO-16: Restoration and Revegetation. 

NEET West shall develop a Restoration and Revegetation Plan to guide restoration 
activities on the Project site that promotes locally appropriate native plant growth 
and eliminates non-native and invasive species. The Restoration Plan shall identify 
measures and success criteria specific to each impacted plant community at the 
Proposed Project. The total area to be planted, and species composition, shall be 
tailored for each affected plant community based on existing standards and 
precedents. The Restoration Plan shall identify success criteria for each habitat type 
and develop monitoring measures to ensure that success criteria will be met. The 
Restoration Plan shall be consistent with the East San Diego County MSCP planning 
process. Monitoring results shall be provided to CPUC and CDFW on a basis 
determined in the Restoration Plan.  

Disturbed soils shall be revegetated with an appropriate weed-free, native seed mix. 
All areas designated for temporary impacts shall be revegetated with a seed blend 
that includes native grasses, forbs, and shrub species characteristic of the plant 
community receiving the temporary impact. Revegetation activities shall be 
undertaken as soon as construction activities have been completed to minimize 
colonization by non-native weedy species and to ensure compliance with the 
Proposed Project’s SWPPP. Herbicides, if required during the restoration period, shall 
be applied using hand-held applicators for spot-treatment and shall not be used 
within 100 feet of drainages or sensitive plant populations. 

In Response to Comment A-164, the text on page 7-48, line 14, has been inserted as follows 
to indicate that no Engelmann Oak trees would be disturbed by the Proposed Project: 

The majority of the Proposed Project would be constructed on disturbed and 
previously developed land that does not support riparian habitat or other sensitive 
natural communities; however, portions of the Proposed Project would be 
constructed in the Engelmann Oak – Coast Live Oak/Poison Oak/Grass Association, a 
sensitive natural community as identified by CDFW (CDFG 2010) (Figure 7-1). 
Although no Engelmann Oak trees will be disturbed, tThe Proposed Project would 
permanently impact approximately 0.3 acre of this habitat (Table 7-1). 

The text on page 7-48, line 20, under Mitigation Measure BIO-18 has been revised in response 
to Comments A-164 and F-77 to state that the Restoration Plan for any Engelmann Oak – 
Coast Live Oak/Poison Oak/Grass Association habitat disturbed during construction would 
be consistent with the East San Diego County MSCP planning process. The revised text is 
provided as follows: 
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Mitigation Measure BIO-18: Develop and Implement a Restoration Plan 
for Engelmann Oak – Coast Live Oak/Poison Oak/Grass Association 
Habitat Disturbed during Construction. 

NEET West or their contractor(s) shall develop and implement a Habitat 
Restoration Plan to mitigate any temporary and permanent impact on 
Engelmann Oak – Coast Live Oak/Poison Oak/Grass Association habitat. The 
Restoration Plan shall be consistent with the East San Diego County MSCP 
planning process. Monitoring results shall be provided to CDFW on a basis 
determined in the Restoration Plan. At a minimum, fFor any temporary 
impact, all disturbed soils and new fill in this habitat shall be revegetated with 
site-appropriate native species. For any permanent impact, Engelmann Oak – 
Coast Live Oak/Poison Oak/Grass Association habitat shall be mitigated, at a 
minimum, at a ratio of 1.1:1 (replacement to impact). Engelmann Oak – Coast 
Live Oak/Poison Oak/Grass Association restoration or compensation may be 
completed at the Project site, in the vicinity, or at a conservation bank with a 
service area that covers the Project site. Revegetated or restored areas shall 
be maintained and monitored to ensure a minimum of 65 percent survival of 
woody plantings after 5 years. 

Chapter 8, Cultural Resources 
The text on page 8-15, line 25, has been revised in response to Comment F-122 to change a 
reference citation to make the format consistent with that used for citations in other chapters. 
The revised text is presented as follows: 

An intensive cultural resources pedestrian survey was conducted of all areas that 
could be impacted by the Proposed Project during February, March, May, and August 
2015 (Hoffman and Treffers SWCA 2015). 

The text on page 8-16, line 2, has been revised in response to Comment F-123 to delete the 
extra period at the end of the sentence: 

As a result, the top 24 to 30 inches of the Proposed Project area have been thoroughly 
disturbed. . 

The text on page 8-16, line 26, has been revised in response to Comment F-124 to add a period 
to the end of a sentence between “area” and “The,” as follows: 

Information provided by SDG&E indicates that the disturbance related to the use of 
the area as a materials storage and laydown area for Sunrise Powerlink has 
thoroughly disrupted the horizontal position of materials and the stratigraphic 
relationships of the entire area to a depth of at least 6 inches, and as deep as 9 inches 
(SDG&E 2015); the soil was ripped to another 24 to 30 inches deep during restoration 
of the area. The archaeological site is not known to contain buried deposits, but if 
these exist, they are highly unlikely to retain integrity. 

The text on page 8-19, lines 24-25, under Mitigation Measure CR-1, has been revised in 
response to Comment F-86 to indicate that cultural resources materials shall be developed 
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by an archaeologist who meets the U.S. Secretary of Interior’s professional standards, rather 
than having the training conducted by someone who meets those qualifications. Additionally, 
lines 28-32 have been revised in response to Comment F-87 to require that an archaeological 
monitor and Native American monitor only conduct full-time monitoring of initial ground-
disturbing activities, and to add detail regarding the role of the principal investigator. The 
revised text of Mitigation Measure CR-1 is presented as follows.  

Mitigation Measure CR-1: Conduct Archaeological Sensitivity Training and 
Construction Monitoring. 

Prior to initiation of ground-disturbing activities, NEET West shall arrange for 
construction crews to receive training about the kinds of archaeological materials 
that could be present within the project site and the protocols to be followed should 
any such materials be uncovered during construction. Training materials shall be 
developed shall be conducted be by an archaeologist who meets the U.S. Secretary of 
Interior’s professional standards. Training may be required during different phases 
of construction to educate new construction personnel. 

The presence of archaeological sites both within the Proposed Project SVC area and 
along the Bell Bluff Truck Trail indicates that the area is sensitive for archaeological 
resources. As a result, a qualified archaeological monitor shall be retained to conduct 
full-time monitoring of initial monitor all ground disturbing activities associated with 
the project. A Native American monitor shall also participate in observing initial 
ground-disturbing activities. The archaeological monitor will work under the 
supervision of the principal investigator. The duration and timing of the monitoring 
will be determined by the CPUC, with recommendations provided by the principal 
investigator. If the principal investigator determines that monitoring is no longer 
warranted, he or she may recommend to the CPUC that monitoring cease entirely. In 
addition, if the principal investigator determines that an increase in the level of 
monitoring is warranted, he or she may recommend to the CPUC that full-time 
monitoring continue beyond initial ground disturbance. If any prehistoric or historic-
era features, or human remains, are exposed during construction, the archaeological 
monitor shall have the authority to stop work in the vicinity of the finds and 
implement the actions identified in Mitigation Measure CR-2. 

The text of the DEIR, on page 8-19, line 41, and page 8-20, lines 1-2, under Mitigation Measure 
CR-2, have been revised in response to Comment F-88 to reflect updated proposed excavation 
depths provided by the commenter. The revised text is presented as follows: 

Mitigation Measure CR-2: Immediately Halt Construction if Cultural Resources 
Are Discovered, Evaluate All Identified Cultural Resources for Eligibility for 
Inclusion in the CRHR, and Implement Appropriate Mitigation Measures for 
Eligible Resources. 

Not all cultural resources are visible on the ground surface. Construction activities, 
including possible blasting, at the SVC would require excavation up to approximately 
1815 feet deep. and trenching Excavation for the installation for the transmission line 
along the Bell Bluff Truck Trail would be up to approximately 9 feet deep. 
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The text on page 8-20, line 39, under Mitigation Measure CR-3, has been revised in response 
to Comment F-89 to correct a typo that included the word “Human” in the title of the 
California Health and Safety Code. The revised text is presented as follows:  

Mitigation Measure CR-3: Immediately Halt Construction if Human Remains Are 
Discovered and Implement Applicable Provisions of the California Health and 
Safety Code. 

If human remains are accidentally discovered during the Proposed Project’s 
construction activities, the requirements of California Health and Human Safety Code 
Section 7050.5 shall be followed. 

Chapter 9, Geology, Soils, and Seismicity 
The text on page 9-5, lines 10 and 16, has been revised in response to Comment F-125 to 
make consistent the use of numerals versus written numbers in Section 9.3.3. The revised 
text is presented as follows: 

However, artificial fill was only encountered in one boring location (along Bell Bluff 
Truck Trail, near the middle of the proposed alignment) during the geotechnical 
investigation, consisting of a clayey sand and extending to a depth of approximately 
3 three feet bgs. The geotechnical investigation report anticipates most of the fill in 
the Project area to be less than five feet in depth, with isolated areas up to a maximum 
of 10 feet in depth (Kleinfelder 2015). 

The geotechnical investigation tested three soil samples taken from the proposed SVC 
location for their expansive properties. Test results on one of the samples showed an 
expansion index (EI) of 4 four, while test results on the other two showed the soils 
were non-expansive. 

Chapter 10, Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
The text on page 10-4, line 24, has been revised in response to Comment F-128 to add a 
missing period at the end of a sentence between “2030” and “With,” as follows: 

Early in 2015, the Governor and Legislature started work to increase the RPS 
standard to 50 percent by the year 2030. With the Clean Energy and Pollution 
Reduction Act of 2015 (SB 350), signed into law on October 7, 2015, California 
expanded the specific set of objectives to be achieved by 2030, with the following: 

The text on page 10-4, line 32, has been revised at the discretion of the lead agency to clarify 
the purpose of the Proposed Project. 

This law does not specifically apply to the Proposed Project, but the Proposed Project 
would increase grid reliability and efficiency to allow for that helps the integration of 
intermittent renewable energy resources that will enable electricity retailers to meet 
their RPS obligations required under this law. 
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The text on page 10-7, line 11, has been revised in response to Comment F-129 to correct a 
typo to remove the “6” at the end of “California Environmental Protection Agency,” as follows: 

Without the natural GHGs, the Earth’s surface would be approximately 61 degrees 
Fahrenheit (F) cooler (California Environmental Protection Agency6 [CalEPA] 2006). 

The text on page 10-11, lines 8 to 9, has been revised at the discretion of the lead agency to 
clarify the purpose of the Proposed Project, as follows: 

Indirect GHG emissions sources can take many forms. Some of these forms include 
increase or decrease in electricity or water use, loss of natural CO2 uptake from 
developing formerly vegetated areas, and material recycling. For the Proposed 
Project, the indirect GHG emissions would be minor, as there is little or no net 
anticipated electricity use for the Project and water use would primarily be in the 
form of the temporary use of water for fugitive dust control during construction. The 
purpose of the Project is to maintain system reliability with the forecasted increased 
use of renewable energy sources improve local grid reliability and efficiency, which 
should reduce fossil fuel use for electricity generation needs. 

The text on page 10-12, line 10, has been revised as follows to clarify the referenced portion 
of Project construction: 

The period of construction would be short-term (approximately 6.5 months [not 
including the 2.5 months for testing and commissioning, and 2 months for restoration 
and cleanup]), and construction-phase GHG emissions would occur directly from the 
off-road heavy-duty equipment and on-road motor vehicles used during construction. 

The text on page 10-13, lines 4 to 6, has been revised at the discretion of the lead agency to 
clarify the purpose of the Proposed Project, as follows: 

The conservative estimate of total project life annualized GHG emissions are 
estimated to be approximately 500 metric tons of CO2e per year, and would therefore 
be well below the County of San Diego’s recommended GHG emissions significance 
threshold of 900 tons per year of CO2e. Additionally, the Project’s purpose is to 
improve the grid efficiency and reliability to allow for increased use of renewable 
energy sources of the local electricity distribution system. Any gains in electricity 
distribution efficiency could reduce the GHG emissions from additional electricity 
generation; however, these indirect emissions reductions that would be attributable 
to the Project cannot be estimated. The Project’s total direct and indirect GHG 
emissions have been determined to be less than significant. 

The text on page 10-13, lines 22 to 23, has been revised at the discretion of the lead agency 
to clarify the purpose of the Proposed Project, as follows: 

The Proposed Project would also improve the capacity, reliability, and efficiency of 
the overall electrical transmission system to, which would help meet the goal of 
reducing electricity sector GHG emissions. 
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Chapter 11, Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
Mitigation Measure HAZ-2, described on page 11-14 of the DEIR, has been revised in response 
to Comment A-168 to include measures to further ensure protection of groundwater quality 
from construction activities. The revised text is presented as follows: 

Mitigation Measure HAZ-2: Prepare and Implement Blasting Plan. 

NEET West shall conduct a pre-blast survey, prepare a blasting plan, and obtain 
appropriate blasting and explosive permits prior to conducting any blasting activities 
during Project construction. NEET West shall submit a written report of the pre-blast 
survey and final blasting plan to CPUC and the County of San Diego and receive 
approval from that agency prior to any rock removal activity. The pre-blast survey 
and blasting plan shall meet the following conditions: 

• The pre-blast survey shall be conducted for structures within a minimum 
radius of 1,000 feet from the identified blast site to be specified by NEET West. 
Notification that blasting will occur shall be provided to all owners of the 
identified structures to be surveyed prior to commencement of blasting. The 
pre-blast survey shall be included in the final blasting plan. 

• The final blasting plan shall outline safe and lawful procedures for transport, 
handling, and storage of explosives. The blasting plan shall identify where on 
the site explosives will be stored and explain what safety precautions will be 
taken in transporting and handling explosives to prevent potential accidental 
explosions or release of hazardous materials into the environment. 

• The final blasting plan shall address air-blast limits, ground vibrations, and 
maximum peak particle velocity for ground movement, including provisions 
to monitor and assess compliance with the air-blast, ground vibration, and 
peak particle velocity requirements. The blasting plan shall meet criteria 
established in Chapter 3 (Control of Adverse Effects) in the Blasting Guidance 
Manual of the U.S. Department of Interior Office of Surface Mining 
Reclamation and Enforcement. 

• The final blasting plan shall identify fire-safe blasting procedures and 
measures to prevent possible ignition of wildfires during blasting activities. 

• The blasting plan shall include measures to prevent contamination of 
groundwater including proper drilling, explosive handling and loading 
procedures; observing the entire blasting procedures; evaluating blast 
performance; and handling and storage of blasted rock, as follows: 

1. Loading practices. The following blasthole loading practices to 
minimize environmental effects shall be followed: 

a. Drilling logs shall be maintained by the driller and 
communicated directly to the blaster. The logs shall indicate 
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depths and lengths of voids, cavities, and fault zones or other 
weak zones encountered as well as groundwater conditions. 

b. Explosive products shall be managed on-site so that they are 
either used in the borehole, returned to the delivery vehicle, 
or placed in secure containers for off-site disposal. 

c. Spillage around the borehole shall either be placed in the 
borehole or cleaned up and returned to an appropriate vehicle 
for handling or placement in secured containers for off-site 
disposal. 

d. Loaded explosives shall be detonated as soon as possible and 
shall not be left in the blastholes overnight, unless weather or 
other safety concerns reasonably dictate that detonation 
should be postponed.  

e. Loading equipment shall be cleaned in an area where 
wastewater can be properly contained and handled in a 
manner that prevents release of contaminants to the 
environment. 

f. Explosives shall be loaded to maintain good continuity in the 
column load to promote complete detonation. Industry 
accepted loading practices for priming, stemming, decking 
and column rise need to be attended to. 

2. Explosive selection. The following measures shall be followed to 
reduce the potential for groundwater contamination when explosives 
are used: 

a. Explosive products shall be selected that are appropriate for 
site conditions and safe blast execution. 

b. Explosive products shall be selected that have the appropriate 
water resistance for the site conditions present to minimize 
the potential for hazardous effect of the product upon 
groundwater. 

3. Prevention of misfires. Appropriate practices shall be developed 
and implemented to prevent misfires. 

4. Muck pile management. Muck piles (the blasted pieces of rock) and 
rock piles shall be managed in a manner to reduce the potential for 
contamination by implementing the following measures: 

a. Remove the muck pile from the blast area as soon as 
reasonably possible. 
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b. Manage the interaction of blasted rock piles and stormwater 
to prevent contamination of water supply wells or surface 
water. 

• The blasting plan shall outline the anticipated blasting procedures for the 
removal of rock material at the proposed SVC, riser pole and underground 
transmission line structures. The blasting procedures shall incorporate line 
control to full depth and controlled blasting techniques to create minimum 
breakage outside the line control and maximum rock fragmentation within 
the target area. Prior to blasting, all applicable regulatory measures shall be 
met. NEET West, or its subcontractor (as appropriate) shall keep a record of 
each blast for at least 1 year from the date of the last blast. 

• The blasting plan shall incorporate provisions to post signage along roads and 
trails within a minimum of 1000 feet of the identified blast site. Precautions 
such as fencing or taping will be incorporated that limit access to 
recreationalists and the general public. 

Mitigation Measure HAZ-5 has been revised to reference the December 2016 version of the 
Fire Protection Plan (FPP). NEET West, in their comments on the DEIR (see Comment F-91), 
indicated that the FPP was updated during public review of the DEIR. Therefore, the DEIR 
text, on page 11-22, lines 19 through 32, has been revised as follows: 

Mitigation Measure HAZ-5: Follow Operational Requirements and 
Recommendations Identified in the Fire Protection Plan. 

NEET West and/or its contractor(s) shall follow all of the requirements and 
recommendations contained in the FPP prepared for the Proposed Project by Dudek, 
dated June December 2016. These requirements include, but are not limited to, design 
and implementation of defensible space around the proposed SVC facility according 
to the parameters described in the FPP; conducting training sessions with local fire 
station personnel and providing technical support to fire personnel regarding 
electrical fires and firefighting at energized facilities; appropriate design of driveways 
and access roads to allow for safe and efficient fire personnel and equipment access; 
development and implementation of appropriate protocols for de-energizing the 
proposed facilities; inclusion of a 10,000-gallon water storage tank accessible to 
firefighters as the SVC site, and arrangement of electrical equipment on the SVC site 
to maintain adequate setbacks from vegetated areas. 

Chapter 12, Hydrology and Water Quality 
The text on page 12-20, line 32, has been clarified in response to Comment A-169 to discuss 
in more detail potential impacts to water quality from Project blasting as follows: 

Project construction also would involve operation and storage of construction 
equipment, which typically contains hazardous materials, such as fuel, lubricant, oil, 
etc., and storage and management of explosive products and blasted pieces of rock 
from blasting activities. If improperly handled or without adequate safeguards, use 
and storage of such materials could potentially contaminate surface or ground waters 
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from spills, or leaking equipment, or leaching of exploded materials. Many hazardous 
materials used in construction activities are toxic to aquatic organisms or humans 
and, if allowed to enter waterways, could adversely affect designated beneficial uses 
(see Table 12-1).  

The text on page 12-21, lines 9 through 27, has been revised to reference Mitigation Measure 
HAZ-2 for safe handling of explosives and protection of groundwater quality. The revised text 
is presented as follows: 

Additionally, as described in Chapter 11, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the 
Proposed Project would implement Mitigation Measure HAZ-1, which would require 
preparation of a Hazardous Materials and Waste Management Plan (HMWMP), which 
will describe hazardous materials storage, management, and disposal protocols 
during Project construction and operation. Mitigation Measure HAZ-2 would 
require preparation and implementation of a blasting plan, including outlining safe 
and lawful procedures for transport, handling, and storage of explosives; identifying 
where on the site explosives would be stored and explaining what safety precautions 
would be taken in transporting and handling explosives to prevent accidental 
explosions or release of hazardous materials into the environment; and measures to 
protect groundwater quality, such as proper loading practices, explosive selection, 
and muck pile management. It is not anticipated that the Proposed Project would 
require a CWA, Section 401 Water Quality Certification (WQC) because it is not 
believed any wetlands or features subject to USACE jurisdiction exist on the proposed 
SVC site and transmission line installation would avoid existing jurisdictional 
features crossing Bell Bluff Truck Trail via culverts. It is possible, however, that the 
transmission line may not be able to avoid the culverts across Bell Bluff Truck Trail, 
and may therefore require CWA Section 401 and/or 404 permits. If required, a 
Section 401 WQC and/or Section 404 nationwide or individual permit also may 
require water quality protection measures and compensatory mitigation for any 
impacts to waters of the U.S. or State. 

With implementation of Mitigation Measure HYD/WQ-1, and HAZ-1, and HAZ-2, and 
adherence to existing laws and regulations, the Proposed Project is not anticipated to 
have any significant impacts on water quality during construction. With 
implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-2, Project blasting during construction 
would not be anticipated to cause significant water quality impairments. Overall, tThe 
Proposed Project would not be anticipated to violate any water quality standards or 
waste discharge requirements during construction. This impact would be less than 
significant with mitigation. 

Text has been added to Mitigation Measure HYD/WQ-1 (page 12-21, lines 39-40), in response 
to Comment L-10, to add a measure to prevent formation of standing water for more than 96 
hours in order to prevent opportunities for mosquito breeding. 

Mitigation Measure HYD/WQ-1: Implement Construction Best Management 
Practices for Erosion Control. 

NEET West and/or its contractor(s) shall implement the following measures during 
Proposed Project construction, or shall implement alternative measures that are 
equally or more effective: 
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• Implement practices to reduce erosion of exposed soil and stockpiles, 
including watering for dust control, establishing perimeter silt fences, and/or 
placing fiber rolls. 

• Minimize soil disturbance areas. 

• Implement practices to maintain water quality, including silt fences, 
stabilized construction entrances, and storm-drain inlet protection. 

• Where feasible, limit construction to dry periods.  

• Prevent standing water from forming and remaining in depressions, 
excavations, trenches, or any other areas for more than 96 hours. 

• Revegetate disturbed areas. 

The text on page 12-23, lines 16 through 21, has been revised to clarify the intent of the 
passage describing potential impacts on groundwater recharge, in response to Comment A-
173. The revised text is presented as follows: 

Given the existing geologic and topographic conditions at the proposed SVC site, it is 
anticipated believed that, currently, most precipitation falling on or near the site 
would be is transported via shallow subsurface flow or via overland sheetflow to 
drainages downgradient, and is not percolating deep into soil below and recharging 
groundwater. Therefore, the addition of impervious surface in this area may not have 
a dramatic effect on groundwater recharge with respect to existing conditions, and 
would not be expected to cause any undesirable results, as defined under SGMA. This 
impact would be less than significant.  

The text on page 12-25, lines 13 and 26-27, have been revised in response to Comment F-93 
to indicate a finding of “No Impact” regarding potential impacts due to flooding. The revised 
text is presented as follows: 

Impact HYD/WQ-5: Potential to Expose Persons or Structures to Significant 
Risk of Loss Due to Flooding (No Impact Less than Significant) 

The Proposed Project is located relatively high in the watershed in a mountainous 
area. The surrounding topography is steep and there are no defined river or stream 
systems in immediate proximity to the Project site. The nearest features are 
Sweetwater River and Taylor Creek, which are approximately 1 mile northwest and 
0.55 mile south of the Project site, respectively. In addition to being relatively far 
away, these drainages are at lower elevations than the Proposed Project, which is 
relatively elevated on a ridge. The Project site is not located in a 100-year flood hazard 
zone as defined by FEMA. In this type of setting, flooding would not be anticipated 
and there would be little possibility of significant loss to people or structures from 
flooding. The proposed SVC would be an important, if not critical, component to the 
regional transmission system, as it would provide needed voltage support and 
regulation. As such, any damage to the facility from flooding could have impacts on 
the transmission system beyond those impacts to the facility; however, there is no 
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reason to believe such an event is likely or possible. Therefore, no impact would occur 
this impact would be less than significant. 

Chapter 13, Land Use and Planning 
Text has been added to Section 13.2.2, ”State Laws, Regulations, and Policies” (page 13-2, 
lines 11-12) in response to Comment L-3 to describe the CPUC’s Certificate of Public 
Convenience and Necessity process as it relates to land use authority. The revised text is 
presented as follows: 

No state laws, regulations, and policies relate to land use and planning and the 
Proposed Project. Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity 
CPUC General Order No. 131-D, Section III.A states that a Certificate of Public 
Convenience and Necessity (CPCN) is required for construction of major electric 
transmission line facilities which are designed for immediate or eventual operation 
at 200 kV or more. Issuance of a CPCN is the Commission’s finding that such facilities 
are necessary to promote the safety, health, comfort, and convenience of the public, 
and that the facilities are required by the public convenience and necessity. As 
described in Chapter 2, Project Description, the proposed SVC would interconnect 
with the existing Suncrest Substation’s 230 kV bus via a one-mile-long transmission 
line that would operate at 230 kV. Therefore, the Proposed Project requires a CPCN 
from the CPUC. 

From a land use perspective, issuance of a CPCN by CPUC certifies the entity 
proposing to construct the subject transmission facility as a public utility, as defined 
under Public Utilities Code, Section 216 and 218. Because CPUC has exclusive 
jurisdiction over the siting and regulation of electric transmission facilities, issuance 
of a CPCN by CPUC exempts the entity proposing to construct the transmission facility 
from local land use authority.  

Text has been added to Section 13.2.3, “Local Laws, Regulations, and Policies,” on page 13-4, 
after line 16, in response to Comment L-6 to describe the San Diego County Trails Master Plan 
and provide information regarding the planned trail alignment in the Project vicinity. The 
revised text is presented as follows: 

County of San Diego Community Trails Master Plan 
The County of San Diego Community Trails Master Plan (CTMP) provides a blueprint 
for development of a system of interconnected regional and community trails and 
pathways, which is intended to address an established public need for recreation and 
transportation. The Alpine Community Trails Map section of the CTMP shows 
Proposed Community Trail #23 as running in an east-to-west direction 
approximately 0.5 mile north of Bell Bluff Truck Trail in the area of the Proposed 
Project (County of San Diego 2009).   

The text on page 13-5, lines 7-9, has been revised in response to Comment F-94 to clarify that 
certain Lightner Mitigation Site parcels will not be transferred to USFS; rather, SDG&E will 
retain ownerships of certain portions of the site. The revised text is presented as follows: 
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For long-term management and protection of the site, it is anticipated that ownership 
of portions of the Lightner Mitigation Site will be transferred to the U.S. Forest Service 
(currently the site is still owned by SDG&E). SDG&E will retain certain areas within 
the area designated as the Lightner site, including the Suncrest Substation, Bell Bluff 
Truck Trail, and a portion of the land on either side of Bell Bluff Truck Trail. 

The text on page 13-6, line 27, has been revised in response to Comment F-97 to clarify that 
the entire Suncrest Substation is not concrete. The revised text is presented as follows: 

The existing Suncrest Substation represents a very large utility/industrial use in the 
area, as it includes an approximately 40-acre site concrete pad with large electrical 
equipment and high-voltage transmission lines entering and exiting the facility from 
the southwest and northeast.  

Chapter 14, Minerals 
None. 

Chapter 15, Noise and Vibration 
The text of Mitigation Measure NOI-1 (page 15-11 to 15-12 of the DEIR) has been revised in 
response to Comments F-96 and F-97 to modify the notification requirements based on the 
proximity of the nearest sensitive receptors. The revised text is presented as follows: 

Mitigation Measure NOI-1: Construction-Noise Mitigation Plan 

NEET West and/or its contractors shall develop and implement a construction-noise 
mitigation plan in close coordination with adjacent noise-sensitive land uses so that 
construction activities can be scheduled to minimize noise disturbance. The plan 
must be approved by the CPUC prior to the initiation of construction activities. The 
construction-noise mitigation plan shall consider the following available controls to 
reduce construction-noise levels to as low as practicable.  

 Equip all internal combustion-driven equipment with mufflers that are in 
good condition and appropriate for the equipment.  

 Construct temporary sound barriers using plywood or similar material 
bearing the same sound attenuating effectiveness as plywood between 
portions of the construction sites and sensitive receptors. These temporary 
sound barriers, which could also consist of construction grade sound 
blankets/curtains, should be at least 12 feet in height. Sound barriers shall be 
used during activities involving use of a rock drill, scraper, and/or blasting. 
Alternatively, if a rock drill was not required for the project, construction 
equipment with a reference noise level of 89 dB or less could be used and 
would not require construction of temporary sound barriers. 

Residences or noise-sensitive land uses within 3,800 feet of the construction site 
should be notified in writing of construction at least seven (7) days prior to the onset 
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of construction activities. A “construction liaison” contact person should be 
designated in the notifications; he/she would be responsible for responding to any 
local complaints about construction noise. The liaison would determine the cause of 
the noise complaints (e.g., starting too early, bad muffler, etc.) and institute 
reasonable measures to correct the problem. The phone number of the liaison should 
be conspicuously posted at the construction site. 

 Chapter 16, Population and Housing  
The text on page 16-2, line 30, has been revised in response to Comment F-130 to capitalize 
the references to the community of Alpine and the Alpine Planning Group, as follows: 

• Goal 3 - To encourage and reinforce the goal of keeping alpine Alpine a safe, 
pleasant and rural place to live, it is the goal of the alpine planning group 
Alpine Planning Group to promote and encourage the safety and tranquility 
of private residences. 

Chapter 17, Public Services and Utilities 
The text on page 17-7, line 8, has been revised in response to Comment F-131 to correct a 
typo to remove the numeral “5” after word “five,” as follows: 

The captain estimated a travel time of five5 to six minutes from the Descanso Station 
45 to the Bell Bluff Truck Trail area; 

The text on page 17-9, line 11, has been revised in response to Comment F-98 to clarify that 
the 4-inch diameter water line underlying Bell Bluff Truck Trail does not underlie the length 
of the road, but rather crosses a portion of the road. The revised text is presented as follows: 

At the Project site, currently, there is a 4-inch diameter water line that lies beneath a 
portion of runs underneath Bell Bluff Truck Trail. 

The text on page 17-14, line 14, has been revised in response to Comment F-132 to add a 
missing word “be,” as follows: 

It would be speculative to say what specific impacts on public services may occur 
from indirect growth caused by the Project because it is unknown where such growth 
may occur and at what magnitude. 

The text on page 17-15, lines 38-39, has been revised in response to Comment F-99 to correct 
a typo in the header for Impact PUB/UTL-6, which indicates a finding of “Less than Significant 
with Mitigation” when the finding should be “Less than Significant.” The revised text is 
presented as follows: 

Impact PUB/UTL-6: Effects on Existing Landfill Capacity (Less than Significant 
with Mitigation) 

As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, it is anticipated that excavation for 
construction of the proposed SVC would result in up to 4,030 cubic yards (cy) of 
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excess material that would need to be removed from the site. Additionally, trenching 
for installation of the transmission line is anticipated to result in a total of 3,000 cy 
being generated and hauled off-site, for a total of 7,030 cy of material that may require 
disposal due to the Proposed Project. On a daily basis, it is anticipated that 
construction activities are expected to produce 30 cy of solid waste per week on 
average, and a peak of 60 cy per week. During operation, the Project would not be 
anticipated to generate substantial amounts of solid waste. The likely types of solid 
waste are packaging for replacement parts, used cleaning materials, and used parts. 
It is estimated that roughly 5 cy of solid waste will be generated annually during 
Project operation.  

As shown in Table 17-1, the large landfills in San Diego County all have substantial 
remaining capacity and would be anticipated to accommodate the Proposed Project’s 
solid waste disposal needs. Even if all the solid waste generated was disposed of at a 
single landfill, it would not be anticipated to have an appreciable effect on capacity, 
and would not require construction or expansion of any existing facilities. As 
described in Mitigation Measure PUB/UTL-2 (see Impact PUB/UTL-7 below), the 
Project would recycle at least 90 percent of inerts and at least 70 percent of other 
materials, in accordance with the County’s Construction and Demolition Debris 
Recycling Ordinance. With implementation of this mitigation measure, depending on 
the type and composition of solid waste generated by the Proposed Project, much less 
than 7,030 cy of material would be disposed of at a landfill. Even without mitigation, 
this impact would be less than significant.  

Chapter 18, Recreation 
None. 

Chapter 19, Transportation and Traffic 
The text on page 19-4, lines 21-28, has been revised in response to Comments A-28, A-182, 
and A-185 to provide additional detail regarding access to residential properties along Bell 
Bluff Truck Trail and Avenida de los Arboles in the Proposed Project vicinity. The revised text 
is presented as follows: 

West of SDG&E’s existing 230-kilovolt transmission line (which crosses over Bell 
Bluff Truck Trail to connect existing Suncrest Substation), Bell Bluff Truck Trail 
transitions from a paved road to a dirt/gravel road. SDG&E maintains Bell Bluff Truck 
Trail, including the roadway segment east of the security gate approaching Avenida 
de los Arboles, where it provides access to a number of several residences and trails, 
and the roadway segment west of the security gate, in which Bell Bluff Truck Trail is 
closed to the public.  

Avenida de los Arboles is a paved local road that connects Bell Bluff Truck Trail to 
Japatul Valley Road. Access to residential properties on Bell Bluff Truck Trail and 
Avenida de los Arboles is via Japatul Valley Road. There is no alternate access to these 
properties. 
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Avenida de los Arboles and Bell Bluff Truck Trail serve approximately 20 single family 
residences. These roadways also serve the unmanned Sunrise Powerlink facility 
located on the access-controlled portion of Bell Bluff Truck Trail. 

Figure 19-1, “Roadways in the Project Vicinity” has been revised in response to Comments A-
28 and A-182 to show the location of the security gate along Bell Bluff Truck Trail that 
restricts access to the Suncrest Substation, as well as the dead end spur of Bell Bluff Truck 
Trail north of the intersection with Avenida de los Arboles. The revised figure is presented as 
follows: 
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Text has been added on page 19-7, after line 10, in response to Comment L-6 to include 
identification of community trail #23/Bell Bluff Trail, which is a planned trail alignment in 
proximity to the Proposed Project, as follows: 

The nearest airport is the On the Rocks Airport, a private airport in Alpine, located 
approximately 5 miles southwest of the Project site (FAA 2016). 

The County Trails Master Plan identifies a planned community trail alignment 
(#23/Bell Bluff Trail) approximately 0.5-mile north of the Proposed Project site, but 
this trail has not yet been constructed (County of San Diego 2009). 

The text on page 19-8, lines 24-34 has been revised in response to Comment A-61 to provide 
documentation in support of the statement that construction workers may carpool to the 
Project site. The revised text is presented as follows: 

Construction workers accessing the work sites would add vehicle traffic to area 
roadways. The construction industry is recognized as one of two industries in which 
carpooling is most evident – the other is the manufacturing industry (AASHTO 2014).  
Typically, construction workers travel together to the work site. However, E even if 
each worker drove his or her own vehicle and traveled alone, based on the anticipated 
number of workers at peak activity (64 workers) the additional vehicle trips 
generated by construction would be negligible considering the average daily traffic 
and existing LOS on I-8 and State Route 79, as well as the low number of developed 
properties served by Avenida de los Arboles and Bell Bluff Truck Trail and the local 
roadways. Minor, temporary traffic increases are common for all construction 
projects and generally are not considered a significant impact because of the small 
number of trips, their limited duration, and intermittent activity. Thus, even the 
maximum number of additional commute trips likely to result from construction (64 
round trips per day) would not result in a substantial change in traffic flow or 
intersection operations on regional and local access routes. 

The text on page 19-8, lines 35 to 38, has been revised in response to Comment A-27 to clarify 
that installation of the proposed transmission line would not affect the publicly accessible 
portions of Bell Bluff Truck Trail. The revised text is presented as follows: 

Installation of the proposed 1-mile long transmission line/duct bank, splice vaults, 
and riser pole components of the Project could temporarily affect traffic flow for 
SDG&E workers or other individuals with access to the secured portion of Bell Bluff 
Truck Trail by closing or narrowing lanes within the secured portion of on Bell Bluff 
Truck Trail. 

The text on page 19-9, lines 23 to 38, has been revised to reflect updated information 
provided by NEET West in Comment F-63 regarding their construction water source, and in 
response to Comment A-59 to clarify that haul truck trips would be round-trip and to provide 
a revised worst-case scenario Level of Service (LOS) analysis. Also, language has been added 
to the DEIR in response to Comment A-60 to discuss the worst-case scenario with regard to 
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“bulking” of excavated materials removed during Project construction. The revised text is 
presented as follows: 

In addition, the Proposed Project would involve additional truck haul traffic 
associated with the removal of excavated material, and may require daily water truck 
trips, if it is not possible to convey water to the construction site via an existing PVC 
pipe as discussed in Chapter 2, Project Description. Based on the 4,030-cubic-yard (-
cy) estimated range of excavated material requiring disposal (note: this number could 
increase to some degree depending on the level of “bulking”1 that may occur; see 
further discussion below), a total of approximately 403 truck haul round trips would 
be generated using standard 10-cu. yd. capacity trucks. During peak excavation and 
grading activities, Project construction could generate a maximum of approximately 
62 haul truck round trips per day. Assuming that construction activities would last 11 
months (approximately 220 working days), this translates to approximately one to 
two truck trips per day. With larger 20-cu. Yd. trucks, this could be halved, to 
approximately one-half to one truck trip per day. If it is necessary to deliver water to 
the site by truck, this would result in an average of three water truck trips per day, 
with a peak of up to 6 water trucks per day. The combined number of haul truck and 
water truck trips, on average, would range from four to 6 trips per day (0.5 to 0.75 
truck trips per hour, assuming an 8-hour work day). Because these truck haul trips 
would be intermittent and temporary, the addition of four to five truck trips per day 
(0.5 to 0.75 truck trips per hour) over 220 work days would not cause substantial 
degradation of LOS or delay for motorists in the vicinity of the Proposed Project. 
When added to the maximum number of worker vehicle commute round trips per day 
of 64 (assuming no carpooling), this would result in 126 total vehicle round trips, or 
252 single-direction trips, associated with the Proposed Project during peak 
construction activity. Adding this number to existing ADT on Japatul Valley Road 
would result in 3,502, for a volume-to-capacity ratio of 0.22, and LOS B. Likewise, 
adding the maximum Project construction vehicle traffic to existing ADT on I-8 would 
result in 24,852, for a volume-to-capacity ratio of 0.31, and LOS A. 

Because the precise type and composition of materials underlying the Proposed 
Project site is not currently known, it is not possible to know the degree of bulking 
that may be expected. However, even assuming that all material removed from the 
Project site were to swell to a volume of 80 percent greater than the hole it was dug 
from (i.e., the maximum amount of bulking that could occur), it would not increase 
the number of necessary haul truck trips to a level that would have a significant 
impact. This hypothetical situation would result in approximately 725 total haul truck 
round trips during the Project construction period, or a peak of approximately 112 
haul truck round trips per day. Adding this number to the maximum number of 
worker commute trips that could occur of 64 results in 176 vehicle round trips, or 
352 single-direction trips. The addition of 352 vehicle trips to existing ADT on Japatul 
Valley Road results in 3,602, for a volume-to-capacity ratio of 0.22, and LOS B. The 

                                                             
1 “Bulking rate” refers to the swelling of excavated materials to a greater volume than the volume of the 
excavated hole or holes. The amount of bulking depends on the material excavated. Ordinary soil or dry 
gravel swells to a volume 20 to 30 percent greater than the size of the excavation; dolomite swells to a 50 to 
60 percent greater volume than the hole; limestone and sandstone swell to volumes 75 to 80 
percent greater than the volume of the hole (Engineering Tool Box 2017).  
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addition of 352 vehicle trips to existing ADT on I-8 results in 24,952, for a volume-to-
capacity ratio of 0.31, and LOS A. 

Therefore, even assuming maximum, worst-case conditions with respect to bulking, 
worker commuting (i.e., no carpooling), and peak excavation and grading activity, 
Project construction vehicle trips would not adversely affect existing LOS on nearby 
roadways. However, as described previously, the presence of construction truck 
traffic related to heavy equipment transport and haul trucks could temporarily 
reduce roadway capacity due to the slower travel speeds and larger turning radii of 
trucks. Implementation of Mitigation Measures TR-1 and TR-2 would ensure that the 
effects of construction traffic on local roadways would remain less than significant. 

The text on page 19-10, lines 5-8, under Mitigation Measure TR-1, has been revised in 
response to Comment F-100 to make restrictions on heavy vehicle traffic consistent with the 
County noise ordinance and to provide notification of adjacent property owners should use 
of heavy equipment or hauling beyond normal working hours become necessary. The revised 
text is presented as follows: 

Mitigation Measure TR-1: Maintain Traffic Flow. 

NEET West or their contractor(s) shall implement the following measures: 

• To the extent feasible, work shall be staged and conducted in a manner that 
maintains two-way traffic flow on roadways in the vicinity of the work site. 

• Heavy equipment and haul traffic shall be prohibited in residential areas to 
the greatest extent feasible. When no other route to and from the site is 
available, heavy equipment and haul traffic through residential areas shall be 
restricted to the hours of 8 a.m. to 5:30 7 am-7 p.m., Monday through Friday.  

• If heavy equipment or hauling is required beyond the hours above, NEET 
West or their contractor would provide notice to adjacent property owners 
48 hours in advance of such activities.  

The text on page 19-10, lines 12-22, under Mitigation Measure TR-2, has been revised in 
response to Comment A-87 to reflect the fact that closure of the publicly accessible portion 
of Bell Bluff Truck Trail is not contemplated. The revised text is presented as follows: 

Mitigation Measure TR-2: Minimize Effects of Temporary Roadway 
Disturbances. 

NEET West or their contractor(s) shall implement the following measures: 

• Prepare and implement a Traffic Control Plan (TCP) to describe procedures 
to guide traffic (such as signage and flaggers), safeguard construction 
workers, provide safe passage of traffic, and minimize traffic impacts, as 
necessary, through the duration of construction. In the event that closure of 
any portion of the private Bell Bluff Truck Trail were to become necessary, 
notification shall be provided to SDG&E at least 5 days in advance of 
anticipated closures. In the event that road closure were to become necessary 
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for any publicly accessible road segment, notification shall be posted and/or 
circulated to the public at least 5 days in advance of anticipated closures. 
NEET West shall employ adequate control devices, signage, a detour route, 
and flaggers, as necessary, through the duration of construction.  

The text on pages 19-11 and 19-12, lines 34 to 5, under Impact TR-5 and Mitigation Measure 
TR-3, has been revised in response to Comment A-88 to reflect that closure of the publicly 
accessible portion of Bell Bluff Truck Trail is not contemplated. Additionally, text has been 
added in response to Comments A-191 and A-192 to clarify that construction workers would 
park within, and construction equipment and materials staging would occur within, the 
private portion of Bell Bluff Truck Trail. The revised text is presented as follows: 

Impact TR-5: Interference with Emergency Access and Circulation (Less than 
Significant with Mitigation) 

Temporary rRoad closures along the private portion of Bell Bluff Truck Trail, detours, 
and construction-related traffic could delay or obstruct the movement of emergency 
vehicles in the vicinity of the Proposed Project. If construction activities interfere with 
emergency response efforts such that response times would be extended, a significant 
impact would result. In addition, safe access to the Suncrest Substation may be 
disrupted by equipment, staging, or construction activity, including potential local 
blasting along Bell Bluff Truck Trail and the SDG&E service road to construct the riser 
pole and intermediate riser pole. However, the implementation of Mitigation 
Measures TR-1 and TR-2, described above, would ensure that work would be staged 
and conducted in a manner that would maintain two-way directional flow to the 
extent feasible, and would ensure that a TCP is developed and implemented. If road 
closures on the private Bell Bluff Truck Trail are anticipated, Mitigation Measure TR-
3 would be implemented to ensure the timely notification of maintenance schedules 
and consultation with all affected agencies (including police and fire departments) for 
all activities that could affect emergency access. Given that the proposed SVC site is 
located approximately one mile west of the security gate on Bell Bluff Truck Trail, 
construction workers would park within the private portion of the road (to which the 
public does not have access), adjacent to the Project construction site. Additionally, 
as shown in Figure 2-3, all construction equipment and materials staging would occur 
adjacent to the SVC site and along the proposed transmission line route, within the 
private portion of Bell Bluff Truck Trail. 

The Proposed Project does not propose any structures that would permanently block 
or constrain roadways; therefore, the Project would not result in a permanent impact 
on emergency and residential access. With the adherence to the Mitigation Measures 
TR-1 through TR-3, the Proposed Project’s impact on emergency access would be less 
than significant. 

Mitigation Measure TR-3: Emergency Coordination and Access Considerations. 

NEET West or their contractor(s) shall implement the following measures: 

• When work is conducted on roads the private portion of Bell Bluff Truck Trail 
and may have the potential to affect traffic flow, work shall be coordinated 
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with local emergency service providers, as necessary, to ensure that 
emergency vehicle access and response is not impeded. 

• Access for driveways and private roads shall be maintained to the extent 
feasible. If brief periods of construction work would temporarily block access, 
property owners shall be notified prior to construction activities. 

• If closure of any portion of the private Bell Bluff Truck Trail is necessary 
during Project construction, NEET West shall have staff available on-site at all 
times to place plates over open trenches, move construction equipment, or 
clear any other obstructions to allow for 24-hour emergency vehicle access to 
SDG&E facilities. 

The text on page 19-12, lines 8-13, has been revised to reflect that the portion of Bell Bluff 
Truck Trail on which construction activities are proposed is inaccessible to the public. The 
revised text is presented as follows: 

No public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities are located in the Project vicinity, 
although bicycles are allowed to use the shoulder of I-8 for approximately 3.5 miles, 
from Willows Road to the SR 79/Japatul Valley Road interchange. Despite the absence 
of bicycle or pedestrian facilities, bicyclists and pedestrians may use roadways in the 
project vicinity, as allowed by the California Vehicle Code. With the implementation 
of Mitigation Measures TR-1 and TR-2, 13 described above, any As described in 
Section 2.4.2.2, Transmission Line Construction, the segment of Bell Bluff Truck Trail 
on which construction activities such as trenching are proposed is inaccessible to the 
public. The potential impacts to alternative transportation are anticipated to be 
limited to the need for any bicyclists and pedestrians to share local roads with heavy 
equipment and haul traffic during the construction period. The impacts would be less 
than significant.impacts to alternative transportation would be less than significant. 

Chapter 20, Alternatives Analysis 
The text on page 20-1, lines 28-31, has been revised in response to Comments F-16 and F-
102 to add the project proponent’s ability to reasonable acquire, control, or have access to 
the alternative site as a factor for the Lead Agency to consider in determining the feasibility 
of alternatives. The revised text is presented as follows: 

In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f), the Lead Agency should 
consider site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan 
consistency, other regulatory limitations, and jurisdictional boundaries (projects 
with a regionally significant impact should consider the regional context), and 
whether the proponent can reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have access to 
the alternative site (or the site is already owned by the proponent) in determining the 
feasibility of alternatives to be evaluated in an EIR. 

The text on page 20-2, lines 22-24, has been changed in response to Comment F-103 to make 
the wording of the third Project objective in the Alternatives chapter consistent with the 
wording of the objectives presented in the Executive Summary and Project Description. 
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3. Support achievement of the state’s RPS by fFacilitating delivery of a higher 
percentage of renewable energy generation from the Imperial Valley area to 
population centers to the west and support achievement of California’s 
Renewable Portfolio Standard. 

The text on page 20-3, line 10, has been revised in response to Comment F-133 to correct 
several typos, as follows: 

Due either to their inability to meet most of the project objectives, be feasibly 
implemented, or avoid or substantially less lessen one or more of the Proposed 
Project’s environmental impacts, of or if they were deemed speculative, a number of 
these initial alternatives were dismissed from further consideration. 

The text on page 20-3, line 17, has been revised in response to Comment F-134 to correct the 
misspelling of “kilovolt” in the DEIR, as follows: 

The California Independent System Operator’s (CAISO’s) 2013-2014 Transmission 
Plan (CAISO 2014) identified a need for a +300/-100 megavar dynamic reactive 
power device at the Suncrest Substation’s 230-kilovot kilovolt (-kV) bus. 

The text on page 20-7, lines 3-6, has been revised in response to Comment F-104, as follows: 

This policy, currently under review by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
(FERC), would require that new or repowered asynchronous resources provide 
reactive power and voltage regulation. In its PEA, submitted to the California Public 
Utilities Commission (CPUC), NEET West theorized that if the new CAISO 
requirements were to go into effect and several large solar or wind facilities were to 
be required to provide reactive power capability, it could reduce the amount of 
reactive power needed at the Suncrest Substation. Therefore, instead of building the 
SVC, the transmission grid could potentially receive reactive power support and 
voltage regulation from new renewable generating facilities built in compliance with 
CAISO’s initiative. 

The text on page 20-7, line 25, has been revised at the discretion of the lead agency to clarify 
the purpose of the Proposed Project, as follows: 

As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, reactive power is the component of 
electricity that functions to maintain adequate voltages for system reliability, e.g., 
when increasing the amount of electric generation from renewable sources. 

Chapter 21, Other Statutory Considerations 
The text on page 21-1, line 32, has been revised in response to Comment F-107 to remove 
specific reference to NEET West’s Lone Star Transmission, LLC’s control center in Austin, 
Texas. Rather, the Proposed Project would be remotely operated from a NextEra affiliate’s 
control center. The revised text is presented as follows: 

Additionally, operation of the Proposed Project would not require any on-site 
workers as NextEra Energy Transmission West, LLC (NEET West) anticipates 
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remotely operating the facility from its a NextEra affiliate’s Lone Star control center 
in Austin, Texas. 

The text on page 21-10, line 29, has been revised in response to Comment A-66 to clarify that 
the bulleted items summarizing the Project’s effects on biological resources are from Chapter 
7, Biological Resources: 

The Proposed Project could potentially affect biological resources through habitat 
alterations or losses. Project activities would involve vegetation clearance, grubbing, 
ground-disturbing activities, and blasting. As described in Chapter 7, Biological 
Resources, Tthese activities would potentially affect various biological resources 
including: 

The first paragraph on page 21-11 has been revised and a new paragraph has been inserted 
in response to Comments A-64, A-65, A-66, A-67, and A-69 to provide more detail about 
biological resources effects associated with cumulative projects identified in DEIR Table 21-
3: 

The cumulative impact on biological resources resulting from the Proposed Project in 
combination with other projects listed in Table 21-3 and the greater San Diego County 
would depend upon the relative magnitude of adverse effects of those projects on 
biological resources compared to the relative benefit of impact avoidance and 
minimization efforts prescribed by planning documents, CEQA and NEPA mitigation 
measures, and permit requirements for each project. The cumulative impact on 
biological resources would also depend on the benefits that would be realized from 
adopted habitat conservation plans such as the San Diego Multiple Species 
Conservation Program.  

The EAs for the Cleveland National Forest Forest-wide Unauthorized Route 
Decommissioning, Invasive Weed Management on the Cleveland National Forest, and 
Alpine Community Defense Zone Project concluded that these projects would have no 
negative effects on wetlands or sensitive species on the Regional Forester’s list 
(including San Diego horned lizard, San Diego milk-vetch, felt-leaved monardella, and 
red-diamond rattlesnake) (USFS 2014, 2016b, and 2016c). The EAs for the Forest-
wide Unauthorized Route Decommissioning and Invasive Weed Management on the 
Cleveland National Forest also acknowledge that these projects would have long-term 
benefits to plants and wildlife in the area, by removing invasive species and 
decommissioning environmentally damaging unauthorized routes. Similar to the 
Proposed Project, the SDG&E MSUP and Permit to Construct Power Line Replacement 
Projects, USFS Greater Alpine Community Defense Fuels, and other projects listed in 
Table 21-3 could result in impacts on special-status species habitat and/or individual 
special-status species (e.g., red-diamond rattlesnake, coast horned lizard, pallid bat, 
and Townsend’s big-eared bat). In the event that construction of the Proposed Project 
overlaps in duration with other projects listed in Table 21-3, potentially significant 
cumulative noise effects could occur on avian species like golden eagles. In addition, 
like the Proposed Project, the SDG&E MSUP and Permit to Construct Power Line 
Replacement Projects and USFS Greater Alpine Community Defense Fuels project and 
other projects listed in Table 21-3 could also result in temporary and/or permanent 
impacts to waters and wetlands of the U.S., and other sensitive natural habitats.  
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Although completed, the Final EIR/EIS for the Sunrise Powerlink Project identifies 
significant effects related to loss of sensitive plants (e.g., felt-leaf monardella, delicate 
clarkia), and sensitive wildlife species (e.g., red-diamond rattlesnake, pallid bat, 
Dulzura pocket mouse), some of which are similar or more severe than those 
associated with the Proposed Project.    

In the absence of avoidance and minimization measures, compensatory mitigation, 
and conservation measures, the Proposed Project in combination with projects such 
as the SDG&E MSUP and Permit to Construct Power Line Replacement Projects and 
USFS Greater Alpine Community Defense Fuels, and other projects listed in Table 21-
3 would have a potentially significant cumulative impact on biological resources such 
as wetlands would occur. The Final EIR/EIS prepared for the SDG&E MSUP and 
Permit to Construct Power Line Replacement Projects identified several APMs and 
mitigation measures that are intended to reduce impacts on special-status plants like 
San Diego milk-vetch and special-status animals (e.g., golden eagles, coast patch-
nosed snake, pallid bat, Dulzura pocket mouse, red-diamond rattlesnake) (CPUC and 
USFS 2014). According to the USFS Greater Alpine Community Defense Fuels 
Treatment on Non-Federal Lands Project EA, no substantial adverse effects on San 
Diego milk-vetch, felt leaved monardella, and delicate clarkia are anticipated to occur; 
BMPs and design features would be implemented to reduce potential effects on 
biological resources (USFS 2016b). However, In addition, the County of San Diego 
General Plan contains conservation measures that would benefit biological resources, 
as well as measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts to these resources. 
Potential BMPs and mitigation measures forthe other above-listed cumulative 
projects listed in Table 21-3 may include pre-construction surveys and avoidance 
measures to protect plants, wildlife, waters of the U.S. and state, and sensitive natural 
communities and breeding. Projects such as the SDG&E MSUP and Permit to 15 
Construct Power Line Replacement Projects, USFS Alpine Community Defense 
Project, and 16 USFS Greater Alpine Community Defense Fuels would likely have 
impacts on resources such 17 as special status species habitat and sensitive natural 
habitats which are similar to the 18 Proposed Project. Projects such as the Cleveland 
National Forest Forest-wide Unauthorized 19 Route Decommissioning and Invasive 
Weed Management on the Cleveland National Forest 20 would likely have long-term 
benefits to plants and wildlife in the area, by removing invasive 21 species and 
decommissioning environmentally damaging unauthorized routes. 

The Proposed Project would implement Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-18, 
described in Chapter 4, Biological Resources, to avoid, reduce, or compensate its 
impacts on special-status plants and animals, birds protected under the MBTA, 
wetlands and other sensitive habitats, and movement of wildlife and use of breeding 
sites to less-than-significant levels. Through BMPs, mitigation measures contained in 
this EIR as well as other CEQA and NEPA documents for nearby projects, and 
compliance with permit conditions, other projects in the region would 
mitigateminimize their contributions to biological resources impacts and thereby 
reduce cumulative impacts. Based on publicly available information, the efficacy of 
BMPs, mitigation measures, and permit conditions for other projects in the region is 
not known. However, Bby implementing Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-18, 
the Proposed Project would ensure that its contributions to cumulative impacts on 
biological resources would not be considerable.    
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The DEIR text on page 21-12, lines 11-15, has been revised to correct an incorrect reference 
to U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, as follows: 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure PUB/UTL-1 would ensure that NEET West 
coordinates with the County of San Diego, California Department of Forestry and Fire 
Protection, and U.S. Forest Service Fish and Wildlife Service to determine if additional 
fire protection improvements are needed to ensure adequate fire protection services 
for the Proposed Project. 

Chapter 22, Report Preparers 
None. 

Chapter 23, References 
The reference for the PEA and Biological Resources Technical Report, on page 23-8, lines 13 
through 17, has been revised in response to Comment F-109 to reflect the most recent dates 
of these documents. 

NextEra Energy Transmission West, LLC (NEET West). 2015a. Proponent’s 
Environmental Assessment Suncrest Dynamic Reactive Power Support 
Project. Prepared by SWCA Environmental Consultants, Inc. August. Revised 
November 2015. 

______. 2015b. Suncrest Dynamic Reactive Power Support Project Biological Resources 
Technical Report. Prepared by SWCA Environmental Consultants, Inc. August. 
Revised November 2015. 

The following reference has been added to the References chapter, on page 23-22, after line 
10, to support information added to the DEIR in Response to Comment L-6 regarding the 
community trail alignment #23 located north of Bell Bluff Truck Trail in the Project vicinity. 

County of San Diego. 2009. San Diego County Community Trails Master Plan, Alpine 
Community Trails and Pathways Plan, Community Trails Map. Accessed May 
8, 2017, 
http://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/dam/sdc/pds/CTMP/maps/Alpin
e.pdf. 

The following reference has been added to page 23-28, before line 1, to support information 
added to the DEIR in response to Comment A-60 regarding potential bulking of excavated 
materials as it pertains to the traffic analysis. 

Engineering Tool Box. 2017. Soil and Rock – Bulking Factors. Accessed December 1, 
2017, https://www.engineeringtoolbox.com/soil-rock-bulking-factor-
d_1557.html. 

The reference on page 23-29, line 1 has been replaced with an updated reference as follows: 
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______. 2016a. Draft Environmental Assessment. Greater Alpine Community Fuels 
Treatment Project. Descanso Ranger District, Cleveland National Forest, San 
Diego County, California. Prepared by Frank Springer & Associates, Inc. October. 
Greater Alpine Community Defense. Accessed July 11, 2016, 
http://data.ecosystem-
management.org/nepaweb/nepa_project_exp.php?project=45286. 

The reference on page 23-29, line 4, has been replaced with an updated reference as follows: 

______. 2016b. Environmental Assessment. Alpine Community Defense Project. 
Descanso Ranger District, Cleveland National Forest, San Diego County, 
California. December.Alpine Community Defense. Accessed July 7, 2016, 
http://data.ecosystem-
management.org/nepaweb/nepa_project_exp.php?project=23706. 

Appendix L, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
The revisions to Mitigation Measure BIO-13, described in Response to Comment A-25 and F-
85, have been carried over to page L-19 of the MMRP. Additionally, an additional monitoring 
and reporting action has been added to the MMRP table to “Confirm that pre-construction bat 
survey is performed and appropriate avoidance and minimization measures are developed 
and implemented in the event of bat roost discovery.” The revised mitigation measure text is 
presented as follows: 

Mitigation Measure BIO-13: Preconstruction Sweeps for Biological Resources. 

Prior to initial vegetation clearance, grubbing, and ground-disturbing activities, NEET 
West or their contractor(s) shall ensure that a qualified biologist shall conduct pre-
construction sweeps of the Project site for special-status wildlife and plants. During 
these surveys, the biologist shall: 

a) Ensure that potential habitats become inaccessible to wildlife (e.g., burrows 
are removed that would otherwise provide temporary refuge); 

b) Survey for bat roosts by performing a daytime pedestrian survey to inspect 
potential habitat within 100 feet of the Proposed Project limits for indications 
of bat use (e.g., occupancy, guano, staining, smells, or sounds) and a night 
roost/emergence survey. The survey must be performed a qualified bat 
biologist. If the bat biologist determines that habitat within the survey area is 
used, or is likely to be used, as a bat roost, and may be affected by 
construction, then specific measures will be developed and implemented to 
minimize impacts on the roost. Such measures may include minimizing 
construction activity near the roost during the maternity season (May 1- 
August 15) or other measures developed by a qualified bat biologist that will 
minimize the disturbance to a level that would not cause long-term roost 
abandonment or failure of a maternity roost.  

http://data.ecosystem-management.org/nepaweb/nepa_project_exp.php?project=23706
http://data.ecosystem-management.org/nepaweb/nepa_project_exp.php?project=23706
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c) In the event of an unanticipated discovery of a special-status ground-dwelling 
animal, a biologist holding the appropriate State and/or federal permits shall 
recover and relocate the animal to adjacent suitable habitat within the 
Proposed Project at least 200 feet from the limits of grading; and, 

d) In the event of the discovery of a previously unknown special-status plant, the 
area will be marked as an environmentally sensitive area, and avoided to the 
maximum extent practicable. If avoidance is not possible, NEET West will 
implement Mitigation Measure BIO-4. consult with USFWS and/or CDFW as 
appropriate given the species’ status. 

The revisions to Mitigation Measure BIO-16, described in Response to Comment A-160, have 
been carried over to page L-22 of the MMRP table, as follows: 

Mitigation Measure BIO-16: Restoration and Revegetation. 

NEET West shall develop a Restoration and Revegetation Plan to guide restoration 
activities on the Project site that promotes locally appropriate native plant growth 
and eliminates non-native and invasive species. The Restoration Plan shall identify 
measures and success criteria specific to each impacted plant community at the 
Proposed Project. The total area to be planted, and species composition, shall be 
tailored for each affected plant community based on existing standards and 
precedents. The Restoration Plan shall identify success criteria for each habitat type 
and develop monitoring measures to ensure that success criteria will be met. The 
Restoration Plan shall be consistent with the East San Diego County MSCP planning 
process. Monitoring results shall be provided to CDFW on a basis determined in the 
Restoration Plan.  

Disturbed soils shall be revegetated with an appropriate weed-free, native seed mix. 
All areas designated for temporary impacts shall be revegetated with a seed blend 
that includes native grasses, forbs, and shrub species characteristic of the plant 
community receiving the temporary impact. Revegetation activities shall be 
undertaken as soon as construction activities have been completed to minimize 
colonization by non-native weedy species and to ensure compliance with the 
Proposed Project’s SWPPP. Herbicides, if required during the restoration period, shall 
be applied using hand-held applicators for spot-treatment and shall not be used 
within 100 feet of drainages or sensitive plant populations. 

The revisions to Mitigation Measure BIO-18, described in Response to Comments A-164 and 
F-77, have been carried over to page L-22 and L-23 of the MMRP, as follows: 

Mitigation Measure BIO-18: Develop and Implement a Restoration Plan 
for Engelmann Oak – Coast Live Oak/Poison Oak/Grass Association Habitat 
Disturbed during Construction. 

NEET West or their contractor(s) shall develop and implement a Habitat Restoration 
Plan to mitigate any temporary and permanent impact on Engelmann Oak – Coast 
Live Oak/Poison Oak/Grass Association habitat. The Restoration Plan shall be 
consistent with the East San Diego County MSCP planning process. Monitoring results 
shall be provided to CDFW on a basis determined in the Restoration Plan. At a 
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minimum, fFor any temporary impact, all disturbed soils and new fill in this habitat 
shall be revegetated with site-appropriate native species. For any permanent impact, 
Engelmann Oak – Coast Live Oak/Poison Oak/Grass Association habitat shall be 
mitigated, at a minimum, at a ratio of 1.1:1 (replacement to impact). Engelmann Oak 
– Coast Live Oak/Poison Oak/Grass Association restoration or compensation may be 
completed at the Project site, in the vicinity, or at a conservation bank with a service 
area that covers the Project site. Revegetated or restored areas shall be maintained 
and monitored to ensure a minimum of 65 percent survival of woody plantings after 
5 years. 

The revisions to Mitigation Measure CR-1, described in Response to Comment F-86, have 
been carried over to page L-25 of the MMRP, as follows: 

Mitigation Measure CR-1: Conduct Archaeological Sensitivity Training and 
Construction Monitoring. 

Prior to initiation of ground-disturbing activities, NEET West shall arrange for 
construction crews to receive training about the kinds of archaeological materials 
that could be present within the project site and the protocols to be followed should 
any such materials be uncovered during construction. Training materials shall be 
developed shall be conducted be by an archaeologist who meets the U.S. Secretary of 
Interior’s professional standards. Training may be required during different phases 
of construction to educate new construction personnel. 

The presence of archaeological sites both within the Proposed Project SVC area and 
along the Bell Bluff Truck Trail indicates that the area is sensitive for archaeological 
resources. As a result, a qualified archaeological monitor shall be retained to conduct 
full-time monitoring of initial monitor all ground disturbing activities associated with 
the project. A Native American monitor shall also participate in observing initial 
ground-disturbing activities. The archaeological monitor will work under the 
supervision of the principal investigator. The duration and timing of the monitoring 
will be determined by the CPUC, with recommendations provided by the principal 
investigator. If the principal investigator determines that monitoring is no longer 
warranted, he or she may recommend to the CPUC that monitoring cease entirely. In 
addition, if the principal investigator determines that an increase in the level of 
monitoring is warranted, he or she may recommend to the CPUC that full-time 
monitoring continue beyond initial ground disturbance. If any prehistoric or historic-
era features, or human remains, are exposed during construction, the archaeological 
monitor shall have the authority to stop work in the vicinity of the finds and 
implement the actions identified in Mitigation Measure CR-2. 

The revisions to Mitigation Measure CR-2, described in response to Comment F-88, have been 
carried over to page L-25 of the MMRP, as follows: 

Mitigation Measure CR-2: Immediately Halt Construction if Cultural Resources 
Are Discovered, Evaluate All Identified Cultural Resources for Eligibility for 
Inclusion in the CRHR, and Implement Appropriate Mitigation Measures for 
Eligible Resources. 
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Not all cultural resources are visible on the ground surface. Construction activities, 
including possible blasting, at the SVC would require excavation up to approximately 
1815 feet deep. and trenching Excavation for the installation for the transmission line 
along the Bell Bluff Truck Trail would be up to approximately 9 feet deep. 

The revisions to Mitigation Measure CR-3, described in response to Comment F-89, have been 
carried over to page L-27 of the MMRP, as follows:  

Mitigation Measure CR-3: Immediately Halt Construction if Human Remains Are 
Discovered and Implement Applicable Provisions of the California Health and 
Safety Code. 

If human remains are accidentally discovered during the Proposed Project’s 
construction activities, the requirements of California Health and Human Safety Code 
Section 7050.5 shall be followed. 

The revisions to Mitigation Measure HAZ-2, described in Response to Comment A-168, have 
been carried over to page L-31 to L-35 of the MMRP, as follows: 

Mitigation Measure HAZ-2: Prepare and Implement Blasting Plan. 

NEET West shall conduct a pre-blast survey, prepare a blasting plan, and obtain 
appropriate blasting and explosive permits prior to conducting any blasting activities 
during Project construction. NEET West shall submit a written report of the pre-blast 
survey and final blasting plan to CPUC and the County of San Diego and receive 
approval from that agency prior to any rock removal activity. The pre-blast survey 
and blasting plan shall meet the following conditions: 

• The pre-blast survey shall be conducted for structures within a minimum 
radius of 1,000 feet from the identified blast site to be specified by NEET West. 
Notification that blasting will occur shall be provided to all owners of the 
identified structures to be surveyed prior to commencement of blasting. The 
pre-blast survey shall be included in the final blasting plan. 

• The final blasting plan shall outline safe and lawful procedures for transport, 
handling, and storage of explosives. The blasting plan shall identify where on 
the site explosives will be stored and explain what safety precautions will be 
taken in transporting and handling explosives to prevent potential accidental 
explosions or release of hazardous materials into the environment. 

• The final blasting plan shall address air-blast limits, ground vibrations, and 
maximum peak particle velocity for ground movement, including provisions 
to monitor and assess compliance with the air-blast, ground vibration, and 
peak particle velocity requirements. The blasting plan shall meet criteria 
established in Chapter 3 (Control of Adverse Effects) in the Blasting Guidance 
Manual of the U.S. Department of Interior Office of Surface Mining 
Reclamation and Enforcement. 

• The final blasting plan shall identify fire-safe blasting procedures and 
measures to prevent possible ignition of wildfires during blasting activities. 
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• The blasting plan shall include measures to prevent contamination of 
groundwater including proper drilling, explosive handling and loading 
procedures; observing the entire blasting procedures; evaluating blast 
performance; and handling and storage of blasted rock, as follows: 

1. Loading practices. The following blasthole loading practices to 
minimize environmental effects shall be followed: 

a. Drilling logs shall be maintained by the driller and 
communicated directly to the blaster. The logs shall indicate 
depths and lengths of voids, cavities, and fault zones or other 
weak zones encountered as well as groundwater conditions. 

b.  Explosive products shall be managed on-site so that they are 
either used in the borehole, returned to the delivery vehicle, 
or placed in secure containers for off-site disposal. 

c. Spillage around the borehole shall either be placed in the 
borehole or cleaned up and returned to an appropriate vehicle 
for handling or placement in secured containers for off-site 
disposal. 

d. Loaded explosives shall be detonated as soon as possible and 
shall not be left in the blastholes overnight, unless weather or 
other safety concerns reasonably dictate that detonation 
should be postponed.  

e. Loading equipment shall be cleaned in an area where 
wastewater can be properly contained and handled in a 
manner that prevents release of contaminants to the 
environment. 

f. Explosives shall be loaded to maintain good continuity in the 
column load to promote complete detonation. Industry 
accepted loading practices for priming, stemming, decking 
and column rise need to be attended to. 

2. Explosive selection. The following measures shall be followed to 
reduce the potential for groundwater contamination when explosives 
are used: 

a. Explosive products shall be selected that are appropriate for 
site conditions and safe blast execution. 

b. Explosive products shall be selected that have the appropriate 
water resistance for the site conditions present to minimize 
the potential for hazardous effect of the product upon 
groundwater. 
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3. Prevention of misfires. Appropriate practices shall be developed 
and implemented to prevent misfires. 

4. Muck pile management. Muck piles (the blasted pieces of rock) and 
rock piles shall be managed in a manner to reduce the potential for 
contamination by implementing the following measures: 

a. Remove the muck pile from the blast area as soon as 
reasonably possible. 

b. Manage the interaction of blasted rock piles and stormwater 
to prevent contamination of water supply wells or surface 
water. 

• The blasting plan shall outline the anticipated blasting procedures for the 
removal of rock material at the proposed SVC, riser pole and underground 
transmission line structures. The blasting procedures shall incorporate line 
control to full depth and controlled blasting techniques to create minimum 
breakage outside the line control and maximum rock fragmentation within 
the target area. Prior to blasting, all applicable regulatory measures shall be 
met. NEET West, or its subcontractor (as appropriate) shall keep a record of 
each blast for at least 1 year from the date of the last blast. 

• The blasting plan shall incorporate provisions to post signage along roads and 
trails within a minimum of 1000 feet of the identified blast site. Precautions such 
as fencing or taping will be incorporated that limit access to recreationalists and 
the general public. 

The text under Mitigation Measure HAZ-5, on page L-33, has been revised in response to 
Comment F-111 to reference the December 2016 version of the Project FPP, as follows: 

Mitigation Measure HAZ-5: Implement Requirements and Recommendations 
Identified in the Fire Protection Plan (FPP) 

NEET West and/or its contractor(s) shall follow all of the requirements and 
recommendations contained in the FPP prepared for the Proposed Project by Dudek, 
dated June December 2016. These requirements include, but are not limited to, design 
and implementation of defensible space around the proposed SVC facility according 
to the parameters described in the FPP; conducting training sessions with local fire 
station personnel and providing technical support to fire personnel regarding 
electrical fires and firefighting at energized facilities; appropriate design of driveways 
and access roads to allow for safe and efficient fire personnel and equipment access; 
development and implementation of appropriate protocols for de-energizing the 
proposed facilities; inclusion of a 10,000 gallon water storage tank accessible to 
firefighters at the SVC site; and arrangement of electrical equipment on the SVC site 
to maintain adequate setbacks from vegetated areas. 
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The revisions to Mitigation Measure HYD/WQ-1, described in Response to Comment L-10, 
have been carried over to page L-38 of the MMRP, as follows: 

Mitigation Measure HYD/WQ-1: Implement Construction Best Management 
Practices for Erosion Control. 

NEET West and/or its contractor(s) shall implement the following measures during 
Proposed Project construction, or shall implement alternative measures that are 
equally or more effective: 

• Implement practices to reduce erosion of exposed soil and stockpiles, 
including watering for dust control, establishing perimeter silt fences, and/or 
placing fiber rolls. 

• Minimize soil disturbance areas. 

• Implement practices to maintain water quality, including silt fences, 
stabilized construction entrances, and storm-drain inlet protection. 

• Where feasible, limit construction to dry periods.  

• Prevent standing water from forming and remaining in depressions, 
excavations, trenches, or any other areas for more than 96 hours. 

• Revegetate disturbed areas. 

The revisions to Mitigation Measure NOI-1, described in Response to Comments F-96 and F-
97, have been carried over to page L-40 of the MMRP, as follows: 

Mitigation Measure NOI-1: Construction-Noise Mitigation Plan 

NEET West and/or its contractors shall develop and implement a construction-noise 
mitigation plan in close coordination with adjacent noise-sensitive land uses so that 
construction activities can be scheduled to minimize noise disturbance. The plan 
must be approved by the CPUC prior to the initiation of construction activities. The 
construction-noise mitigation plan shall consider the following available controls to 
reduce construction-noise levels to as low as practicable.  

 Equip all internal combustion-driven equipment with mufflers that are in 
good condition and appropriate for the equipment.  

 Construct temporary sound barriers using plywood or similar material 
bearing the same sound attenuating effectiveness as plywood between 
portions of the construction sites and sensitive receptors. These temporary 
sound barriers, which could also consist of construction grade sound 
blankets/curtains, should be at least 12 feet in height. Sound barriers shall be 
used during activities involving use of a rock drill, scraper, and/or blasting. 
Alternatively, if a rock drill was not required for the project, construction 
equipment with a reference noise level of 89 dB or less could be used and 
would not require construction of temporary sound barriers. 
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Residences or noise-sensitive land uses within 3,800 feet of the construction site 
should be notified in writing of construction at least seven (7) days prior to the onset 
of construction activities. A “construction liaison” contact person should be 
designated in the notifications; he/she would be responsible for responding to any 
local complaints about construction noise. The liaison would determine the cause of 
the noise complaints (e.g., starting too early, bad muffler, etc.) and institute 
reasonable measures to correct the problem. The phone number of the liaison should 
be conspicuously posted at the construction site. 

The revisions to Mitigation Measure TR-1, described in Response to Comment F-100, have 
been carried over to page L-44 of the MMRP, as follows: 

Mitigation Measure TR-1: Maintain Traffic Flow. 

NEET West or their contractor(s) shall implement the following measures: 

• To the extent feasible, work shall be staged and conducted in a manner that 
maintains two-way traffic flow on roadways in the vicinity of the work site. 

• Heavy equipment and haul traffic shall be prohibited in residential areas to 
the greatest extent feasible. When no other route to and from the site is 
available, heavy equipment and haul traffic through residential areas shall be 
restricted to the hours of 8 a.m. to 5:30 7 am-7 p.m., Monday through Friday.  

• If heavy equipment or hauling is required beyond the hours above, NEET 
West or their contractor would provide notice to adjacent property owners 
48 hours in advance of such activities.  

The revisions to Mitigation Measure TR-2, described in Response to Comment A-87, have 
been carried over to page L-44 of the MMRP, as follows: 

Mitigation Measure TR-2: Minimize Effects of Temporary Roadway 
Disturbances. 

NEET West or their contractor(s) shall implement the following measures: 

• Prepare and implement a Traffic Control Plan (TCP) to describe procedures 
to guide traffic (such as signage and flaggers), safeguard construction 
workers, provide safe passage of traffic, and minimize traffic impacts, as 
necessary, through the duration of construction. In the event that closure of 
any portion of the private Bell Bluff Truck Trail were to become necessary, 
notification shall be provided to SDG&E at least 5 days in advance of 
anticipated closures. In the event that road closure were to become necessary 
for any publicly accessible road segment, notification shall be posted and/or 
circulated to the public at least 5 days in advance of anticipated closures. 
NEET West shall employ adequate control devices, signage, a detour route, 
and flaggers, as necessary, through the duration of construction.  

The revisions to Mitigation Measure TR-3, described in Response to Comments A-191 and A-
192, have been carried over to page L-44 of the MMRP, as follows: 
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Mitigation Measure TR-3: Emergency Coordination and Access Considerations. 

NEET West or their contractor(s) shall implement the following measures: 

• When work is conducted on roads the private portion of Bell Bluff Truck Trail 
and may have the potential to affect traffic flow, work shall be coordinated 
with local emergency service providers, as necessary, to ensure that 
emergency vehicle access and response is not impeded. 

• Access for driveways and private roads shall be maintained to the extent 
feasible. If brief periods of construction work would temporarily block access, 
property owners shall be notified prior to construction activities. 

• If closure of any portion of the private Bell Bluff Truck Trail is necessary 
during Project construction, NEET West shall have staff available on-site at all 
times to place plates over open trenches, move construction equipment, or 
clear any other obstructions to allow for 24-hour emergency vehicle access to 
SDG&E facilities. 



CPUC   
 

 
Suncrest Dynamic Reactive Power Support Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 

 
5-1 

January 2018 
Project No. 15.018 

 

Chapter 5 
REPORT PREPARATION 

The following list presents the individuals who assisted in preparing and/or reviewing the 
FEIR. For a list of individuals who assisted in preparing and/or reviewing the DEIR, please 
refer to Chapter 22 of the DEIR. 

California Public Utilities Commission 
505 Van Ness Avenue  
San Francisco, CA 94102  
(415) 703-2782 

Robert Peterson Project Manager 

Jack Mulligan Counsel  

Horizon Water and Environment, LLC 
266 Grand Avenue, Suite 210 
Oakland, CA  94610 
(510) 986-1850 

Tom Engels Project Manager 

Patrick Donaldson Deputy Project Manager 

Julie Allison Senior Associate 

Carley Dutra Senior Associate 

Laura Prickett Senior Associate 

Allison Chan Senior Associate 

Megan Giglini Senior Associate 

Kevin Fisher Director, Ecological Services 

Robin Hunter Analyst 

Michael Lee Analyst 
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Aspen Environmental Group 
5020 Chesebro Road, Suite 200 
Agoura Hills, CA 91301 
(818) 597-3407  

Fritts Golden 

William Walters 

Senior Associate 

Senior Associate 
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Appendix A 
DEIR NOTICES 

This appendix contains the Notice of Availability of the DEIR, the Notice of Completion of the DEIR 
that was sent to the State Office of Planning and Research (OPR), and the newspaper advertisements 
announcing the availability of the DEIR published in local newspapers. 
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California Public Utilities Commission
November 23, 2016

Notice of Availability of a Draft Environmental Impact Report 
Regarding the Proposed Suncrest Dynamic Reactive Power 

Support Project 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 

CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 Van Ness Avenue 

San Francisco, CA 94102-3238 

1. NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the California Public Utility Commission
(CPUC), is the lead agency for preparation of a draft Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
for construction and operation of the Suncrest Dynamic Reactive Power
Support Project (Proposed Project). This DEIR was prepared in compliance
with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970 (as amended)
and the State CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations [CCR] title
14, section (§) 15000 et seq.). CPUC hereby invites comments on the adequacy
and completeness of the environmental analyses in the draft EIR.

2. Project Title & Number: Suncrest Dynamic Reactive Power Support Project

3. Property Owner(s): Private Parties within the administrative boundary of the
Cleveland National Forest

4. Contact Person: Rob Peterson; suncrestproject@horizonh2o.com

5. Project Location: unincorporated south-central San Diego County,
approximately 3.75 miles southeast of the community of 
Alpine, off of Bell Bluff Truck Trail. (See attached project 
location map.) 

Project APNs: 523-040-080 and 523-030-130 

6. General Plan designation: RL-80

7. Zoning: Agriculture (A72)



2 

8. Brief Description of the Project: The Proposed Project would involve
construction and operation of a SVC dynamic reactive device and
approximately one-mile-long transmission line interconnecting with the
existing Suncrest Substation in San Diego County. The dynamic reactive
device would provide voltage regulation and support for the existing
transmission system in accordance with the California Independent System
Operator Corporation’s (CAISO’s) 2013-2014 Transmission Plan. The
Proposed Project would disturb approximately 12 acres during construction,
with Project features occupying a permanent footprint of approximately 6
acres.

9. Project Alternatives: The draft EIR evaluates the potential environmental
impacts of the Proposed Project and four project alternatives: the No Project
Alternative,  Northeast Site Alternative, Suncrest Substation Alternative,
Overhead Transmission Line Alternative. These alternatives were determined
to: (1) meet most of the project objectives; (2) be feasible; (3) avoid or reduce
one or more of the Proposed Project’s significant impacts, and (4) not be
speculative.

10. The project site is not located on the lists enumerated under Section 65962.5 of
the Government Code, including, but not limited to lists of hazardous waste
facilities.

11. Copies of the draft EIR and all documents referenced are available for review
online at www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/horizonh2o/suncrest/index.html

Printed copies of the draft EIR and all document referenced are also available
to review during regular business hours at the Alpine Branch Library, 1752
Alpine Blvd., Alpine, California 9190, (619) 445-4221. The draft EIR is also
available on the CPUC’s website at:

http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/horizonh2o/suncrest/index.html 

12. Public Meeting:  All interested persons are encouraged to attend a public
meeting to present written and/or verbal comments on the draft EIR. The
public meeting will be held at the following location and time:

http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/horizonh2o/suncrest/index.html
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/horizonh2o/suncrest/index.html
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Our
Automotive
section
appears
every

Saturday.
In it
you’ll

find cars,
trucks,

campers,
vans and
more

for sale,
plus

automotive
articles

to
keep
you
better

informed.

The San Diego
Union-Tribune

Classifieds

Call Us.

866-411-4140

Say ciao to your Ferrari.
Sell it in the Classifieds.

Call Us.
866-411-4140

** CAREGIVERS **
6 Bed eldercare facility. El
Cajon, Good transp. Must
be 21. No criminal record.

619-659-1599

Domestic
Employment

Employment

Notice of Closing
Blue Rhino Inc. Clos-
ing notice, effective
12/1/2016

Notice of Public
Meeting and Avail-
ability of a Draft
Environmental
Impact Report
for the Suncrest
Dynamic Reactive
Power Support

Project Proposed
by NextEra Energy
TransmissionWest
The California Public
Utilities Commission
(CPUC) is circulating
for public review a
Draft Environmental
Impact Report (EIR)
for the NextEra En-
ergy Transmission
West’s Suncrest Dy-
namic Reactive Power
Support Project (Pro-
posed Project).
Project Background:
The Proposed Proj-
ect would involve
construction of a
dynamic reactive de-
vice and an approxi-
mately one-mile-long
transmission line in-
terconnecting with
the existing Suncrest
Substation in San
Diego County, near
the community of Al-
pine, California. The
dynamic reactive de-
vice would provide
voltage regulation
and support for the
existing transmission
system in accordance
with the California
Independent System
Operator’s (CAISO’s)
2013-2014 Transmis-
sion Plan.
InformationAvailable:
The CPUC has pre-
pared this Draft EIR
pursuant to the Cali-
fornia Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA).
The Draft EIR de-
scribes the Proposed
Project and evaluates
its potential environ-
mental effects. Based
on the findings of the
Draft EIR, the CPUC
has determined that
the Proposed Project,
as mitigated, would
not result in any sig-
nificant impacts on
the environment. The
Draft EIR is available
on the CPUC’s web-
site at:
h t tp : / /www.cpuc .
ca.gov/Environment/
info/horizonh2o/sun-
crest/index.html
The document is also
available for review at
the following address:
Alpine Branch Library,
1752 Alpine Blvd., Al-
pine, CA 91901.
Public Meeting: The
CPUC will hold a pub-
lic meeting from 6:00
pm to 8:00 pm on
Thursday, December
8, 2016, at the Alpine
Community Center,
1830 Alpine Blvd., Al-
pine, CA 91901. If you
need an accommoda-
tion to attend and/
or participate in the
event, please contact
Tom Engels, Horizon
Water and Environ-
ment, at (916) 790-
8548.
Time for Review: The
public review period
for this Draft EIR will
be from November
23, 2016 to January
10, 2017. Comments
must be received by
5:00 p.m. on January
10, 2017.
Comment Submittal:
Comments may be
submitted via email
(suncrestproject@
horizonh2o.com) or
U.S. mail, at the fol-
lowing address: CPUC
Suncrest Dynamic
Reactive Power Sup-
port Project, c/o Tom
Engels, Horizon Water
and Environment, 180
Grand Avenue, Suite
1405, Oakland, CA
94612.

Legal
Notices

BAY PARK Seaside Inn nr SeaWorld
$65 & up daily. $325 & up weekly. Free net, phone,
cable tv. FreeWifi. Refrig & microwave. Laundry.

Pet ok. Free Gift. 619-431-5115 or 619-431-5121

hotels & motels

SPRINGVALLEY BEAUITFUL CONDO
2br 2ba, attached 2 car gar, pool, gated comm. Military wel-
come. No smoking, pets or drugs. 1 or 2 yr lease. $1795.

9270 Amys St, 91977. Call 619-972-7744

HILLCREST $1400 - $1850
1Br or 2Br Apt. Incl elec, gas & A/C. Just North of the zoo.

No pets. $1500 dep. 3402 Park Blvd. 92103.
619-298-0823

DOWNTOWN
Furnished Studios.

www.affordablehousingsd.com
619-232-4138

DOWNTOWN - Pinnacle OnThe Park
New 1, 2, & 3 BR Luxury Apts 45 Story High-Rise –

Best Views of the City! $1800+/mo. Great amenities!
PinnacleOnThePark.com 619.544.6800

Starting at $1025! Feel at home in our resort-style community.
Fitness Center, Newly Renovated Clubhouses, Billiard Room, Pools
& Spas, Elevators, Air Conditioning, Controlled Access & Close to
Shopping. 1 Bedroom Resort-Style Apartment Homes for Senior
Living 55+.

CASA ESCONDIDA
715 NORTH BROADWAY, ESCONDIDO 92025

RA SNYDER PROPERTIES
866-636-0915

SeniorOutlook.com/CasaEscondida
CasaEscondida.RASnyder.com

ESCONDIDO - SENIOR LIVING APARTMENTS

rental directory

CASH INYOUR
COMPUTER CHIPS IN

THE SAN DIEGO UNION-TRIBUNE
CLASSIFIEDS

CALL US.
866-411-4140

Bentley 2007 Continental
GT White/Blue top, tan in-
terior Excellent condition,
Original Owner, 79k miles.
$45,000 Please call Sandie
(858)565-4472.

For Sale

Transportation

Juliana’s House Cleaning
Service Open All Week.
General cleaning.Weekly, bi-
weekly, or monthly. Clean-
ing supplies provided. Free
estimates. 858-568-2806

CAREGIVER
SEEKSWORK

All of ADL’s included 30+ yrs exp.-
Alzheimers, Dementia & Parkinsons.

Hourly Rate.
Some Live-in. References upon

request. Please call! 619-213-3836

Jobs Wanted

CAREGIVER Seeking a
reliable, female caregiver
Through IHSS. Nearly full-
time job, to help 140 lb dis-
abled man, SD area. No lift/
carry. No exp ok, will train.
Must own small car. Interest
call Bo, 619-719-9038. Info.
Job avail now. Hire ASAP.

Bid

adieu

to your

French Horn.

Sell it

in the

Classifieds.

Call Us.

866-411-4140

Honda 1993 del Sol SI
Completely stocked, senior
owner, 5 speed. Smog &
tags, good till Nov 2017.
137,564 Miles. Clean title,
great condition $3100. Call
619-481-4387

Ford 2001 F150 crew cab
4dr AT, air, loaded smogged
$2750. 951-491-5303

Ford 2006 500 XL 6 cyl
white 4dr fully loaded,
smog, clean, runs/looks like
new. $2750. 619-674-8513

Dodge 2002 Stratus SE
only 62K original mis 4 dr
V6 auto, AC, Power wind
& locks, tilt cruise, beauti-
ful Adriatic blue, smogged,
looks newer, drives great
Doesn’t need anything
$3850/obo 619-571-9985

Chevrolet 2000 Impala
Impressive very clean. Looks
newer. v6 auto. All power
options. Tilt cruise. Well
maintained. No accidents.
Recent Firestone Tires. 150k
mi. Current registration.
Drives great. Doesn’t need
anything. Dependable.
$2250 OBO 619-571-9985

BMW 2009 750 7 series/LI
Blk on Blk, Fully Loaded, Very
Clean Inside & Out/ 2 Keys,
Offered at $18,900. 619-203-
5191

$95/Wk or $350/Mo. Rent 7
days or more, get 1 day free
We Sell Cars! 760-633-3552.

Services

Wanted: Motorhome or
Trailer, Clean, Any Make/
Year 619-520-5696, prvt prty

Ca$h 4 RV’s, Trailers &
Boats • Run/Not. Free Tow-
ing. All States okay. Ask for
Ed 800-613-5410

Ford 2002 Spirit 2002 Ford
Itasca Winnebago 23’, V10,
E350 Clean Inside, Mechanic
Owned &Maintained Asking
$18,000 OBO Call John at
619-249-1459

Motorhomes

2016 Indian Scout
3,700 miles, $3,085 worth of
accessories, $9,500 firm.

951-609-3399

AC 2013 Verona SSR 150cc
Scooter. 50 mi. Runs Great!
$1000. 619-889-3868.

Motorcycles

Subaru2010Outback Blue.
Clean, 1 owner. 110,000 mi.
$9000. 940-435-9114
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❄
dddaaaaayyyyyy❄day❄twice as nice❄

Make your holiday Make your holiday Make your holiday 
shopping
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Your Unlimited
Digital Access includes:
! Full, 24/7 use of
SanDiegoUnionTribune.com
and its mobile app

! The eNewspaper,
a replica of the day’s paper

Call us at

619-299-4141
to activate your

digital access today

Or visit SanDiegoUnionTribune.com/Activate
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Appendix B 
MEETING MATERIALS 

This appendix contains the materials associated with the public meetings that were held during the 
public review period of the DEIR, including the meeting sign-in sheet, comment form, and 
presentation slides. 
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DEIR Public Meeting Sign-in Sheet 
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DEIR Public Meeting Comment Form 
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California Public Utilities Commission 

Suncrest Dynamic Reactive Power Support Project 
Proposed by NextEra Energy Transmission West, LLC 

Draft EIR Public Meeting Comment Form 

Name: 
Group/Organization (optional): 

Mailing Address: 

Telephone Number (optional): 

Email (optional): 

 

Comments/Issues: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Please use additional sheets if necessary. 

Submit written comments (postmarked no later than January 10, 2017) to: 

Mail: Rob Peterson, CPUC Project Manager 
c/o Tom Engels 
Horizon Water and Environment, LLC 
180 Grand Avenue, Suite 1405 
Oakland, CA 94612 

Email: suncrestproject@horizonh2o.com 

Questions? P lease contact us or visit our website: 
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/horizonh2o/suncrest/index.html 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Rob Peterson, CPUC Project Manager 
c/o Tom Engels 
Horizon Water and Environment, LLC 
180 Grand Avenue, Suite 1405 
Oakland, CA 94612 
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NEET West Energy Transmission West, LLC
Suncrest Dynamic Reactive Power Support 
Project
Application No. 15-08-027       California Public Utilities Commission       December 8, 2016

CPUC PUBLIC MEETING FOR DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Suncrest Draft EIR Public Meeting

Meeting Agenda

1. Meeting purpose
2. Roles
3. CPUC Process
4. Overview of the California Environmental Quality

Act (CEQA)
5. Overview of Proposed Project
6. Alternatives and environmental analysis
7. Receive Public comments

Suncrest Draft EIR Public Meeting

Purpose of Public Meeting

Purpose: Receive public comments on the Draft EIR

Goals:
– Inform the community members about the project 

purpose, evaluation process, project design, and
environmental analysis, with an emphasis on the issues of 
concern.

– Ensure that all participants have an opportunity to 
comment.

Suncrest Draft EIR Public Meeting

Roles 

California Public Utilities 
Commission (CPUC)
Lead Agency under CEQA

Horizon Water and Environment 
Environmental Contractor 
for CPUC

NextEra Energy Transmission 
West, LLC (NEET West) 
Project Applicant
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Suncrest Draft EIR Public Meeting

CPUC Process

• Investor-owned utilities must submit a permit
application to CPUC for construction of certain
infrastructure listed under Public Utilities Code
Section 1001

• NEET West filed an Application consisting of:
– Application for Certificate of Public Convenience and

Necessity for the proposed project
– A Proponent’s Environmental Assessment (PEA)

• CPUC has authority to approve or deny the
Application

• CPUC permit application review involves:
– Environmental Review (CEQA)
– CPUC Proceeding

Suncrest Draft EIR Public Meeting

CPUC Process

Utility Files 
Application and PEA

Utility Files 
Application and PEA

PEA Review and Deemed 
Complete

PEA Review and Deemed 
Complete

Environmental Review and 
Public Meetings

Environmental Review and 
Public Meetings

Draft Environmental 
Document Issued
(November 2016)

Draft Environmental 
Document Issued
(November 2016)

Comments on Draft 
Environmental Document

Comments on Draft 
Environmental Document

Final Environmental 
Document Prepared

(Spring 2017)

Final Environmental 
Document Prepared

(Spring 2017)

Proposed DecisionProposed Decision

Comments on 
Proposed Decision

Comments on 
Proposed Decision

Final Decision and 
Final Environmental 

Document

Final Decision and 
Final Environmental 

Document

Protests to Application 
and Motions for Party 

Status Filed

Protests to Application 
and Motions for Party 

Status Filed
Applicant and Party 

Responses to Protests
Applicant and Party 

Responses to Protests
Pre-Hearing Conference

(Expected Early 2017)
Pre-Hearing Conference

(Expected Early 2017)

Scoping MemoScoping Memo

TestimonyTestimony

Evidentiary Hearings
(if needed)

Evidentiary Hearings
(if needed)

BriefsBriefs

Application ProcessApplication ProcessCEQA 
PROCESS

CPUC General 
Proceeding
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CEQA Overview

Basic purposes of CEQA (State CEQA Guidelines, Section 
15002):

• Inform governmental decision makers and public about 
potential significant environmental effects of proposed
activities.

• Identify ways that environmental damage can be
avoided or significantly reduced.

• Prevent significant, avoidable damage to environment 
by requiring changes in projects through use of 
alternatives or mitigation measures when governmental
agency finds changes to be feasible.

• Disclose to public the reasons why a governmental
agency approved the project in the manner the agency
chose if significant environmental effects are involved.

Suncrest Draft EIR Public Meeting

EIR Process

Draft EIR
November 2016

Final EIR
Spring 2017

Notice of 
Preparation
January 2016

Findings,
Notice of 

Determination

45‐day
Public 
Review

30‐day
Public 
Scoping
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Suncrest Draft EIR Public Meeting

Summary of Applicant’s Project Objectives

• Provide reactive support at or connected to the
Suncrest Substation;

• Improve and maintain the reliability of the
transmission grid; and

• Support achievement of the state’s Renewable
Portfolio Standard by facilitating delivery of a higher 
percentage of renewable energy generation from 
the Imperial Valley area to population centers to the 
west.

Suncrest Draft EIR Public Meeting

Structure of Draft EIR

 Executive Summary

 Chapter 1 – Introduction

 Chapter 2 – Project Description

 Chapter 3 – Introduction to the Environmental Analysis

 Chapters 4 through 19 – Topical Impact Sections

 Chapter 20 – Alternatives

 Chapter 21 – Other Statutory Considerations

 Chapter 22 – Report Preparation

 Chapter 23 – References

 Appendices
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Where is the Proposed Project?

Suncrest Draft EIR Public Meeting

Simulation of the Proposed Project (looking east)
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Proposed Project Components

SVC Facility
• Approximately 6 acres total disturbance
• Contained within approximately 2.6 acres (fenced)

230 kV Transmission Line
• Approximately 1 mile in length
• Beneath Bell Bluff Truck Trail

Overhead Transmission Span
• Approximately 300 feet in length
• Would terminate into the existing San Diego Gas & Electric

Suncrest Substation

Suncrest Draft EIR Public Meeting

CEQA Draft EIR

TOPICS:

Land Use and Planning

Mineral Resources

Noise and Vibration

Population and Housing

Public Services
(fire, police, schools, parks)

Recreation

Transportation and Traffic

Utilities and Service Systems
(water, wastewater, solid waste)

Aesthetics

Agriculture and Forestry Resources

Air Quality/Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions

Biological Resources

Cultural Resources

Geology, Soils, and Seismicity

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Hydrology and Water Quality

Suncrest Draft EIR Public Meeting

Key Impacts of Proposed Project

• Construction-related effects on air quality/GHG
emissions, noise, and traffic

• Potential impacts to Hermes copper butterfly
• Potential effects on cultural resources
• Visual quality effects associated with riser pole and

SVC
• Effects on drainage patterns

Suncrest Draft EIR Public Meeting

Alternatives Considered

• No Project Alternative
• Northeast Site Alternative

• SVC would be 0.3 mile north of Bell Bluff Truck Trail
• Longer transmission line

• Suncrest Substation Alternative
• SVC would be within Suncrest Substation
• No transmission line required
• Draft EIR Environmentally Superior Alternative

• Overhead Transmission Line Alternative
• SVC at same location as Proposed Project
• Transmission line would be overhead
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Alternatives Considered

Suncrest Draft EIR Public Meeting

Final EIR

Final EIR will include:

• Copies of all comments received

• Specific responses to each comment

• Changes to Draft EIR based on the comments and
responses

Suncrest Draft EIR Public Meeting

How Can You Provide Comments?

• Provide informal oral comments and questions tonight

• Preferred:  Submit comments after this meeting by email or via 
mail or phone.

• Fill out a comment card to submit written comments and 
questions tonight.

• Comments due by 5:00 p.m. on January 10, 2017

Mail Voice Mail Email
Mr. Rob Peterson
CPUC
c/o Horizon Water and 
Environment
180 Grand Avenue, Suite 1405
Oakland, CA 94612

(844) 211-7510 suncrestproject@
horizonh2o.com

For more information, go to: 
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/horizonh2o/suncrest/index.html
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