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3.5 APPLICANT  
This section includes the comments received from the Applicant (SCE), with individual 

comments delineated and followed by responses to each comment. SCE provided comments in 

a comment letter (D1) and a supplemental table (Attachment A: Southern California Edison 

Company’s Comment Table on The Draft Subsequent EIR for RTRP [D2]). SCE’s comment letter 

also included an attachment that is not an individual comment on the Draft Subsequent EIR 

(Attachment B: Excerpts from 2017 Jurupa Valley General Plan Draft EIR [D3]). D3 is included 

below.  

D1 provides detailed comments that focus on permanent and temporary impacts, and 

alternatives to the Revised Project. D2 provides line‐by‐line suggested corrections to the Draft 

Subsequent EIR text, including requests for changes to mitigation measures. Comments include 

editorial suggestions, technical clarifications, and corrections.  

The CPUC has modified the Draft Subsequent EIR in response to SCE’s comments, where 

appropriate. An explanation is provided where changes were not incorporated into the 

Subsequent EIR.  
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3.5.1 Response to Letter D1: SCE 
D1‐1  MR‐2 discusses the scope of the Subsequent EIR, noting that only impacts 

resulting from the Proposed Project changes or change in circumstances not 

analyzed in the certified 2013 RTRP EIR are at issue and must be evaluated to 

determine whether there are new significant impacts. These changes, referred to 

as the “Revised Project,” include a shift in the overhead transmission line on 

Wineville Avenue from the east side to the west side, the underground 

alignment, and the modifications at Distribution Line Relocations #7 and #8. 

Additionally, the most recent GIS data provided by SCE in response to Data 

Request 6, in July 2017, indicates that the Revised Project design would result in 

the change of one overhead structure (JD9A) from a TSP to an LST along I‐15, 

north of the riser poles. Chapter 2: Project Description clearly defines the 

components of the Proposed Project that are included in the Revised Project and 

provides construction and maintenance activities associated with the Revised 

Project. Table 2.2‐1 and Table 2.2‐2 provide details for all components, including 

the overhead 230‐kV transmission, underground 230‐kV transmission line, and 

distribution line relocations. The comment letter reference to the overhead 

230‐kV transmission line along I‐15 in Table 2.4‐1 is to the LST (JD9A) adjacent to 

I‐15 and just north of the riser poles. The remainder of the overhead 230‐kV 

transmission line north of this LST (JD9A) to the LST (JD22) at the corner of 

Landon Drive and Wineville Avenue is not re‐evaluated.  

MR‐2 discusses the adequacy of the certified 2013 RTRP EIR for the Proposed 

Project elements that have not changed since 2013. Only the Revised Project was 

analyzed in the Subsequent EIR because the other unchanged components of the 

Proposed Project were adequately analyzed in the certified 2013 RTRP EIR and 

further analysis is not required.   

The entire Proposed Project was evaluated in the Subsequent EIR for three 

environmental resource areas: Air Quality, Greenhouse Gases, and Tribal 

Cultural Resources. Regulations related to these resources have changed since 

the certification of the certified 2013 RTRP EIR and represent a change in 

circumstances.  

D1‐2  SCE’s comment compares impacts of the Revised Project to the impacts of the 

proposed 2013 alignment. The proposed 2013 alignment analyzed in the certified 

2013 RTRP EIR is no longer feasible due to the new entitled developments 

existing and approved within the original right‐of‐way. Consistent with CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), the proposed 2013 alignment was not considered 

as an alternative to the Revised Project because that project is no longer feasible.  

The current Proposed Project, including Revised Project elements, is the project 

under review by the CPUC. The CPUC has acknowledged that the Revised 

Project would reduce some impacts when compared to the proposed 2013 

alignment. However, since the proposed 2013 alignment is infeasible, a 
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comprehensive comparison of impacts with the Revised Project is not required or 

beneficial to the public or decision makers.  

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), an EIR must describe a 

reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives to a project, or to the location 

of the project, that would feasibly attain most of the basic project objectives while 

reducing or avoiding any of the project’s significant environmental effects. 

Alternatives were developed to reduce impacts of the Revised Project, not the 

proposed 2013 alignment. The CPUC’s review of the Revised Project elements 

determined that the Revised Project would result in significant and unavoidable 

impacts on aesthetics, agriculture, noise, and traffic. The CPUC conducted an 

intensive alternatives screening process in which 31 alternatives, including the 

No Project Alternative, were considered. Alternatives analyzed in the 

Subsequent EIR meet all project objectives and feasibility criteria and avoid or 

reduce impacts of the Revised Project. Underground Alternatives 1 and 2 reduce 

the impact of the overhead riser poles and eliminate impacts on agriculture.  

SCE’s comment states that the CPUC imposed underground alternatives that 

were “needlessly designed to avoid impacts from portions of the RTRP that have 

not even changed” since the certification of the 2013 RTRP EIR. The CPUC’s 

alternatives screening methodology included a screening review all of the 

alternatives that were proposed by the public and agencies during the scoping 

process for the Subsequent EIR. Alternative 10 was suggested by the public 

during scoping but would not avoid or reduce environmental impacts associated 

with the Revised Project and would increase impacts, as described in Table 3.4‐1 

of Chapter 3: Alternatives. Alternative 10 was therefore eliminated from further 

consideration. 

Impacts associated with alternatives, including Alternative 4, were compared to 

the Revised Project impacts, not the proposed 2013 alignment impacts, to 

determine whether an impact would be avoided or reduced. The information 

that the overhead 230‐kV transmission line was historically on the east side of 

Wineville Avenue is not relevant to the Revised Project or alternatives analysis. 

No impacts from this overhead segment were identified in the certified 2013 

RTRP EIR, but due to the change in circumstances and location of this segment, 

further analysis was conducted. The Revised Project, in proximity to the new 

residential development along Wineville Avenue, would result in a significant 

and unavoidable impact on aesthetics. Alternatives 1, 2, and 4 would reduce the 

aesthetics impacts associated with the overhead 230‐kV transmission line on 

Wineville Avenue. 

D1‐3  As stated in response D1‐2, a comparison of impacts between the proposed 2013 

alignment and the Revised Project is not required or beneficial to the public. The 

robust list of alternatives screened in Chapter 3: Alternatives were developed 
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from many sources including alternatives suggested by the public. The public 

suggested several alternatives that may reduce some impacts of the proposed 

2013 alignment but would not reduce impacts of the Revised Project. These 

alternatives were eliminated from further analysis because they would have 

greater environmental impacts than the Revised Project. Alternatives 1 through 4 

were carried forward for analysis as they were feasible, met objectives, and 

would avoid and/or reduce impacts of the Revised Project. 

The Subsequent EIR alternatives screening process was focused on reducing or 

avoiding the impacts of the Revised Project. Response D1‐1 notes that the 

components of the Proposed Project included in the Revised Project are only 

those that have changed and have the potential for greater impacts than were 

analyzed in the certified 2013 RTRP EIR, in accordance with CEQA Section 

15162. 

D1‐4  CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 requires an evaluation of alternatives and 

ultimately a comparison of the impacts associated with each alternative and with 

the impacts of the proposed project. The intent of the alternatives analysis is to 

avoid or substantially lessen significant environmental impacts of the proposed 

project. Alternatives 1 through 4 would substantially reduce or eliminate several 

permanent impacts associated with the Revised Project, as described in greater 

detail in Chapter 6: Comparison of Alternatives. No new impacts would be 

created compared to the Revised Project, but Alternatives 1 and 2 would increase 

several short‐term significant and unavoidable impacts. The CPUC finds that it is 

beneficial to identify whether an impact is permanent or temporary for the public 

to fundamentally understand the differences between alternatives. CEQA 

Guidelines do not dictate specifically how ranking of impacts must be conducted 

to aid the comparison of alternatives aside from the requirement that significant 

impacts be avoided or reduced compared to the proposed project. The CPUC 

determined that elimination, or substantial reduction, of a permanent significant 

and unavoidable impact is a lesser impact than an increased temporary 

significant and unavoidable impact. 

D1‐5  The impacts of Alternative 1 through 4, as well as the No Project Alternative, in 

comparison to the Revised Project are considered in Chapter 6: Comparison of 

Alternatives. The Revised Project elements are located in an area where 

residential and recreation land uses border the project or have a clear view of the 

riser poles. Additionally, the riser poles near Limonite Avenue are located within 

a moderately sensitive viewshed because the overpass is considered a gateway 

into the City of Jurupa Valley. The industrial features of overhead transmission 

infrastructure are better suited for the visual characteristics of an industrial land 

use. Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 4 result in the relocation of the Limonite Avenue 

riser poles closer to industrial land uses. Construction of Alternatives 1 and 2 

would relocate the riser poles to Cantu‐Galleano Ranch Road and locate the riser 
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poles near existing overhead transmission facilities. Construction of Alternative 3 

would move the riser poles north along I‐15 and away from the gateway at 

Limonite Avenue. Construction of Alternative 4 would move the riser poles 

away from existing residential land uses and toward the I‐15 freeway. Impacts 

on agriculture would be avoided by Alternatives 1 and 2. Construction of 

Alternative 4 and the Revised Project would result in the same impact on 

agriculture and increased impacts on agriculture would occur from Alternative 3.  

Impacts from Alternatives 1, 2, and 4 on air quality would be mitigated to a 

less‐than‐significant level through the implementation of MMs AQ‐01, AQ‐02, 

AQ‐03, and AQ‐04. Significant noise and traffic impacts that would occur from 

construction of the underground segment of the Revised Project would be 

increased with implementation of Alternatives 1, 2, or 4.  

D1‐6  CPUC acknowledges and agrees with SCE that the Revised Project riser poles 

would not be constructed within a scenic view corridor or along a designated 

scenic highway, nor would riser poles obstruct a designated scenic vista. The 

Initial Study Checklist (Appendix B) and Section 4.1.7 of the Subsequent EIR 

present consistent determinations regarding scenic vistas and scenic resources. 

As such, additional analysis of the Revised Project under these impact criteria are 

not included in the Subsequent EIR. The Subsequent EIR analysis focuses on 

aesthetic impacts of the Revised Project and the alternatives related to the 

potential to impact visual character and/or quality. Although the riser poles 

would be located several hundred feet from air and noise sensitive receptors, the 

poles would be visible due to their size and height. The riser poles at Limonite 

Avenue would be visible to motorists, pedestrians, recreationalists, and residents 

within the area. The riser poles within the Goose Creek Golf Club would be 

visible to golfers, recreationalists on trails south of the Santa Ana River, and 

residential streets within Norco.  

D1‐7  The CPUC considers all significant and unavoidable impacts when ranking 

environmental superiority of the Revised Project and the alternatives. The 

long‐term impacts on aesthetics and agricultural resources as well as the 

short‐term noise and traffic impacts are considered in the comparison of 

alternatives in Chapter 6. A significant and unavoidable impact on aesthetics and 

agriculture due to the riser poles located north of Limonite Avenue would occur 

from the Revised Project and Alternative 3. Significant long‐term impacts north 

of Limonite Avenue would be avoided in Alternatives 1, 2, and 4. The long‐term 

aesthetic impacts in the Goose Creek Golf Club would still occur. Refer to 

response D1‐4 for further details regarding the intent behind ranking significant 

and unavoidable impacts as permanent or temporary. 

SCE’s statement that long‐term impacts on cultural resources are directly 

correlated to greater ground disturbance is not accurate. The potential to uncover 
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an unknown cultural resource in the Revised Project area is low because of the 

substantial disturbance in the roadways to install existing utilities. Impacts on 

cultural resources for each alternative were accurately analyzed in the 

Subsequent EIR. Impacts on undiscovered resources would be greater under the 

alternatives compared to the Revised Project, but would still be mitigable. In the 

event an undiscovered resource is uncovered, mitigation (MM CUL‐02B and 

MM CUL‐02C) requires construction to cease or divert, avoidance of the 

resource, evaluation of the resource, and scientific data recovery if the resource 

cannot be avoided, which would reduce impacts. The same mitigation measures 

are required for overhead construction as for underground construction for the 

Revised Project.  

D1‐8  At the time the NOP was issued, the land adjacent to I‐15 was designated by the 

state as prime agriculture, with active agricultural operations. Entitlements are 

either not approved or not under construction in this area. The City of Jurupa 

Valley designates this area for a mixture of medium‐density residential and 

commercial uses in the City of Jurupa Valley Draft 2017 General Plan (Figure 

4.9‐2 in Section 4.9: Land Use and Planning of the Subsequent EIR). The Jurupa 

Valley zoning designations are similar (Figure 4.9‐3 in Section 4.9: Land Use and 

Planning of the Subsequent EIR). Significant impacts on Farmland are identified 

in the City of Jurupa Valley 2017 General Plan EIR due to the land use 

designations resulting in a change from prime agriculture to developed land. 

Identification of impacts from implementation of the General Plan does not 

relieve CPUC of the responsibility of identifying impacts that are attributable to a 

project under their jurisdiction. An applicant that is subject to the General Plan 

may tier off the General Plan and need not disclose further impacts 

(PRC § 21083.3). SCE is not subject to the jurisdiction of the City of Jurupa Valley, 

nor any part of the General Plan. The CPUC is therefore required to disclose the 

impacts on Farmland irrespective of the already analyzed General Plan impacts 

(PRC § 21002.1[a]).  

Further, although development projects have been identified and may be 

reasonably foreseeable (as described in the Draft Subsequent EIR 

Chapter 5: Cumulative Impacts), it would be an error of omission for the 

Subsequent EIR to fail to identify impacts on prime farmland that may result 

from construction of the Revised Project. The loss of prime farmland based on 

the possibility that the Revised Project would impact Farmland prior to the 

development of the area for commercial and residential uses is fairly attributed 

in the Subsequent EIR. As such, the analysis of impacts on farmland in the 

Subsequent EIR is not double counting. The possibility that the area will be 

developed prior to the Revised Project has been considered and is reflected in the 

contingent nature of the mitigation. Specifically, the mitigation (MM AGR‐03) 

defined by the CPUC requires a pre‐construction assessment to ensure that the 



3 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Riverside Transmission Reliability Project Final Subsequent EIR  ●  October 2018 
M-3.5-18 

farmland is not already converted to non‐agricultural use prior to the 

construction of the Revised Project. 

D1‐9  The analysis of alternatives to the Revised Project is conducted in a way that 

identifies the increased or reduced impacts of an alternative when compared to 

the Revised Project. This approach to the alternatives analysis also reduces text 

that would be duplicated under each alternatives analysis. For example, each 

alternative would connect with the proposed underground route on Pats Ranch 

Road and the same impacts would occur along the underground route on Pats 

Ranch Road and 68th Street regardless of whether the CPUC selects the Revised 

Project or an alternative. An analysis of the impacts associated with this segment 

of the transmission line would be lengthy and repetitive. The text under the 

heading “Alternatives Analysis Scope” clarifies that impacts associated with the 

Revised Project segments would occur, unless those impacts would be avoided 

by an alternative. Chapter 6: Comparison of Alternatives compares only the 

differences in the alternatives and the Revised Project; it is not necessary to 

compare project elements that would be constructed under any CPUC project‐

approval scenario.   

D1‐10  Construction is not planned on weekends when the park is most frequently used 

and MM TRANS‐02 prohibits construction during peak traffic hours. Access to 

Vernola Park via the main entrance may be affected between the hours of 

9:00 am and 3:30 pm. Vernola Park contains athletic fields that would likely be 

used for ball games or practices generally on weekends or weekday afternoons. 

Vernola Park would be available to park visitors throughout construction, and 

fully accessible from all entrances during peak park‐use hours.  

Construction of Alternative 2 would not require full closure of the entire 

Wineville Avenue segment from Bellegrave Avenue to Limonite Avenue. SCE 

has stated that vault installation would require a construction area of 

15,000 square feet. Underground duct bank installation requires a 30‐foot‐wide 

work space. Wineville Avenue is approximately 80 feet wide near the entrance to 

Vernola Park. Construction would require temporary and periodic closure of 

short segments of Wineville Avenue to permit installation of the vaults (up to 

7 work days per vault). The analysis of Alternative 2 in Section 4.12: Recreation, 

and other sections, is based on this aspect of the construction process as 

described by SCE. Preliminary engineering drawings provided to the CPUC do 

not show vault structures directly in front of the parking lot driveway. There 

would be no need to block the entrance to the park for an extended period of 

time, based on CPUC experience with construction techniques used for other 

underground transmission line construction projects, such as the Sycamore‐

Peñasquitos 230‐kV Transmission Line Project.   
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  In addition, temporary lane closures on Wineville Avenue would not prohibit 

access to Vernola Park. Additional analysis has been added to 

Section 4.12: Recreation, shown below, to support the conclusion of less than 

significant. 

Alternatives 1 and 2 construction activities at the corner of Bellegrave 

Avenue and Wineville Avenue would occur adjacent to Vernola Family 

Park and Turnleaf Community Park. Construction would take place 

primarily in the roadway, similar to the Revised Project, and would not 

directly cause physical deterioration of either park. The entrance and 

parking facility for Vernola Family Park is located on Wineville Avenue. 

The park can also be accessed from Pats Ranch Road from which street 

parking is available. Temporary road and lane closures would occur 

along Pats Ranch Road during construction of Alternative 1 and along 

Wineville Avenue during construction of Alternative 2. Although access 

to the entrance on Pats Ranch Road and street parking could be 

temporarily disrupted during construction of Alternative 1, visitors 

would still be able to access the park from Wineville Avenue. Full closure 

of the entire Wineville Avenue segment from Bellegrave Avenue to 

Limonite Avenue is not anticipated. Access to the parking facility from at 

least one direction of Wineville Avenue would be maintained throughout 

construction of Alternative 2. Construction of Alternatives 1 and 2 would 

not impact eliminate access to the park. Construction noise may 

temporarily deter park users and interfere with recreational activities for 

up to 5 weeks (likely non‐consecutive) when construction would occur 

adjacent to the park. Park visitors would not need to use other 

recreational facilities during construction of these alternatives; therefore, 

substantial deterioration of other nearby recreational facilities as a result 

of construction around Vernola Park would not occur. The impact on 

parks would be less than significant. 

MM REC‐03 is also clarified as shown in underlined text below: 

MM REC-03: Maintain Access to Trails and Parks 
SCE shall identify existing alternate routes to allow park, trail, and path users to circumvent access parks 
or alternate trail segments for those areas that are inaccessible or closed due to construction activities. 
Trail detours must be located on existing trails or unvegetated areas and shall not be located where they 
could impact sensitive biological resources. Trail detours may be placed along the perimeter of active 
work areas or through inactive work areas when it is safe to do so. Proposed alternate routes shall be 
delineated on project plans and provided to the CPUC at least 30 days prior to construction for review 
and approval.  
Signs shall be posted at trail entrances to inform trail users of construction activities that may be 
encountered, such as excavations, and vehicles and equipment on trails.  

Applicable Locations: Revised Project construction work and staging areas at 68th Street and Lucretia 
Avenue, 68th Street and Dana Avenue, Limonite Avenue and Pats Ranch Road, Landon Drive and 
Wineville Avenue, and at Distribution Line Relocations #7 and #8  



3 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Riverside Transmission Reliability Project Final Subsequent EIR  ●  October 2018 
M-3.5-20 

Performance Standards and Timing:  
 Prior to Construction: Submittal of proposed alternative park, trail, and bike path routes to CPUC for 

review and approval at least 30 days prior to construction 
 During Construction: SCE installs and maintains signs informing trail users of detours or closures  
 Following Construction: N/A 

 

D1‐11  Installation of the duct bank would require a temporary work space of 30 feet 

wide as provided in response to Data Request 7. Only one duct bank would be 

installed at any one time along a roadway segment. Landon Drive is 

approximately 55 feet wide and the minimum size for roadway lanes is generally 

10 to 12 feet wide. As such, adequate space is available on Landon Drive to 

maintain a minimum of one open lane throughout construction of the duct bank.  

The 15,000‐square‐foot (100‐feet‐wide by 150‐feet‐long) work area for vault 

installations was analyzed in relation to traffic impacts. In the analysis in Section 

4.13: Transportation and Traffic, it is acknowledged that road closures would 

occur along Landon Drive for installation of the vaults. MM TRANS‐05 and 

MM TRANS‐06 require SCE or its construction contractors to provide the ability 

to quickly lay a temporary steel plate trench bridge upon request in order to 

ensure driveway access to businesses during construction. They shall provide 

continuous access to properties when not actively constructing the underground 

230‐kV transmission line. The actual trench size for the vault would be 12 feet 

wide by 52 feet long; therefore, plating may not be necessary to provide access to 

passing emergency vehicles. Installation of vaults for other underground 230‐kV 

transmission line projects, such as the Sycamore‐Peñasquitos 230‐kV 

Transmission Line Project, have much smaller work areas and have not required 

full road closures.  

D1‐12  Adequate space exists on Landon Drive to maintain a minimum of one open lane 

during duct bank installation. MM TRANS‐06, as noted by the commenter, 

requires placement of steel plating over underground work areas and 

vehicles/equipment to be removed to the greatest extent feasible to permit 

uninterrupted traffic flow. The plates would address the unlikely emergency 

situation where a full‐scale evacuation and clear roadways are needed. It is 

feasible to cover the vault trench in the event of an emergency. MM TRANS‐06 

requires work to stop to allow emergency vehicle passage. Adequate space exists 

on Landon Drive to allow emergency vehicle passage without covering the 

trench, as noted in response D1‐11. No change to the ranking of alternatives is 

necessary. 

D1‐13  An analysis of the cumulative impacts from construction of the Revised Project 

and cumulative projects, including Frontier Communities/ Barrington Place (#8) 

was presented in Chapter 5: Cumulative Impacts. The discussion in Chapter 5: 
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Cumulative Impacts does not specifically highlight any relationship between the 

alternatives and the cumulative project in question, but it does disclose the 

relative cumulative impacts for each alternative when compared to the Revised 

Project. The cumulative alternatives analysis discloses that cumulative impacts 

from Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 will be greater than the Revised Project for several 

resources particularly air quality, noise, and traffic.  

D1‐14  Foreseeable future projects that are not under the jurisdiction of RPU or CPUC 

are considered in the cumulative analysis. The CPUC assumes that the land 

bordering the Revised Project area would be developed eventually, with or 

without the Revised Project. Under the No Project Alternative, development 

could occur across all parcels adjacent to the I‐15 corridor and would not need to 

avoid the right‐of‐way included as part of the Revised Project. Environmental 

impacts from these cumulative projects are discussed as cumulative impacts. 

D1‐15  CPUC determined that the Subsequent EIR analysis should disclose the impact 

of a project prior to the application of EPEs and after the application of EPEs. 

This approach ensures that all significant impacts of the project are fully 

disclosed and the analysis is consistent with recent CEQA case law (specifically 

Lotus v. Department of Transportation [2014] 223 Cal App 4th 645). The issue with 

not presenting the analysis in this way is that a significant impact could be 

masked by incorporation of EPEs into the project that are actually mitigation 

measures designed to reduce the impact. The incorporation of EPEs in such a 

way precludes the possibility of considering other mitigation measures that 

could be more effective. Failure to identify the impact prior to incorporation of 

an EPE and use of EPEs instead of mitigation measures would eliminate the 

trigger requiring adoption of an enforceable mitigation monitoring program. 

This approach further clarifies the nexus between mitigation measures and 

significant impacts.  It differentiates between EPEs that may be applied to less‐

than‐significant impacts and mitigation measures that are applied to significant 

impacts, since only significant impacts require mitigation measures under 

CEQA. CPUC monitors implementation of EPEs as well as the MMs throughout 

the project. Thus, it is important to clearly state the EPEs and the avoided 

impacts in the EIR. This method of assessing project impacts is standard CPUC 

protocol.  

D1‐16  The air quality analysis was prepared based on the construction schedule 

provided by SCE and shown in Appendix A. In accordance with that schedule, 

there would be an overlap of 5 days when conductor installation would be 

occurring simultaneously with TSP foundation installation and TSP erection 

activities. A delay of 5 days is deemed feasible considering the overall schedule 

of 26 months for the Proposed Project. No change to that portion of the 

mitigation measure is made. 
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In response to the concerns raised that several Proposed Project and RPU 

components depend on one another, and the effect such a restriction could have 

on schedule, MM AQ‐03 has been revised. Revisions to MM AQ‐03 permit 

overlapping construction of the Proposed Project and RPU components with 

calculation evidence provided to the CPUC that the overlapping construction 

activities would not emit air pollutants in excess of SCAQMD significance 

thresholds. A detailed analysis of the emissions generated during construction of 

the Proposed Project and RPU components combined was not conducted to 

identify which components could overlap. As such, specific restrictions or 

allowances are not detailed. 

MM AQ-03: Overlap of Construction Activities (Incorporates 2013 RTRP EIR MM AQ-14) 
The final project construction schedule shall be coordinated to ensure that the Conductor Installation 
activity shall not occur simultaneously with the TSP Foundation Installation and TSP Erection activities. 
Furthermore, air pollutant emissions generated during construction of SCE project components shall not 
overlap with construction of the RPU components of the RTRP. be calculated with those from 
construction of the RPU components of the RTRP to determine which components can overlap without 
exceeding the peak daily SCAQMD significance thresholds. The final construction schedule and 
calculation evidence that the overlapping RTRP components do not exceed SCAQMD significance 
thresholds shall be provided to the CPUC at least 2 weeks prior to construction.  

Applicable Locations: All Proposed Project locations 

Performance Standards and Timing:  
 Prior to Construction: SCE shall submit a final construction schedule to the CPUC for review at least 

two weeks prior to construction 
 During Construction: SCE shall provide schedule updates throughout the construction process to 

ensure compliance with this mitigation measure 
 Following Construction: N/A 

 

D1‐17  The feasibility of the alternatives was determined based on existing underground 

utilities in the roadways at the time the NOP was issued. The CPUC did review 

feasibility of future installation of underground utilities, particularly along Pats 

Ranch Road, in light of the cumulative projects. Adequate space was determined 

to exist for installation of utilities for connection to the cumulative projects 

(Williams, 2018). No conflicts from underground utilities precluding operation of 

the alternatives or Revised Project were known at the time the Subsequent EIR 

was prepared. The potential long‐term impacts associated with the alternatives is 

addressed in the Subsequent EIR. The long‐term impacts of the alternatives are 

identified in the Alternatives Impact Analysis sections of each resource section 

(e.g. Aesthetics, Recreation, etc.) under the operation and maintenance analyses. 

D1‐18  As described in response D1‐17, adequate space in existing roadways exists to 

allow construction and operation of the alternatives as well as permitting 

buildout of cumulative projects and associated underground utilities. The 

possibility that the City of Jurupa Valley exercises their franchise right to require 
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SCE to relocate the underground 230‐kV transmission line, in accordance with 

PRC § 6297, is outside the scope of CEQA at this time. In the event that relocation 

is required to allow a lawful change to the roadways, future environmental 

documentation may be necessary to analyze the impacts. CPUC has sole 

discretion over the siting of the 230‐kV transmission line, and would determine 

where the line could be relocated.  
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3.5.2 Response to Letter D2: SCE 
D2‐1  The Subsequent EIR, Section 2.2: Revised Project Components of the Draft 

Subsequent EIR, provides details regarding the location and length of the 

Revised Project overhead and underground segments. SCE’s proposed language 

regarding the underground line is ambiguous and suggests the new 

underground 230‐kV double‐circuit transmission line would be located in the 

same location as the 2013 proposed alignment. The proposed language is not 

necessary to clarify or correct the Final Subsequent EIR. No modification of the 

Subsequent EIR is necessary. 

D2‐2  The first footnote under Section 2.1: Introduction has been modified in response 

to this comment as follows:   

SCE proposes two double‐circuit transmission lines that would be attached to the 

same set of overhead pole structures, but placed in separate underground duct 

banks. For the purpose of this Subsequent EIR, the reference is hereafter simplified to 

“line” (singular). Both lines will be addressed when additional description is 

warranted. 

D2‐3  GIS data submitted by SCE in Data Request #6 indicates that tower JD22 would 

be 128 feet tall and tower JD9A would be 120 feet tall. Pole and tower heights 

may change as SCE continues to refine the engineering design. 

Section 2.2: Revised Project Components Table 2.2‐1 has been modified to reflect 

SCE’s new estimation of transmission structure heights in response to this 

comment as follows: 

Structure Number Description Revised Project Change 

Overhead 230-kV Transmission Line (Wineville Avenue and along I-15) 

Lattice 
Steel 
Tower 
(LST) 

3 Double-circuit galvanized LSTs with I-string 
insulators. LSTs would be 115 feet and 
120 feet tall. approximately 120 feet tall. 

The proposed 2013 alignment 
included two LSTs on the east side of 
Wineville Avenue. The overhead 
alignment is now proposed on the 
west side of Wineville Avenue.  
The 2013 project included a TSP 
along I-15 where LST JD9A is now 
proposed, immediately north of the 
riser poles at Limonite Avenue.   

Tubular 
Steel 
Pole 
(TSP) 

2 Double-circuit galvanized TSPs with I-string 
insulators. TSPs would be 90 feet and 170 
feet tall. approximately 120 feet tall. 

The proposed 2013 alignment 
included two TSPs on the east side of 
Wineville Avenue. The overhead 
alignment is now proposed on the 
west side of Wineville Avenue on two 
TSPs.  

 

Table 2.2‐1 has been revised according to the request to remove the repeated 

information regarding vaults. 
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The suggested change to the title of Table 2.2‐1 and supplemental information 

that SCE also provided in this comment does not provide additional information 

pertinent to the review of the Revised Project. No modification of the Subsequent 

EIR is necessary. 

D2‐4  The comment and suggestions are noted. The Subsequent EIR identifies the 

location of the overhead Revised Project components under the heading 

“Location” on page 2‐3 of the Project Description. The rationale behind the 

changes to the project design was an important factor in determining that a 

Subsequent EIR was necessary, as described in MR‐1. The history and reasoning 

for this decision was described in detail in the Initial Study Checklist, 

Appendix B. Chapter 1: Introduction also provides the project background, 

which includes the rationale for the subsequent review of the Revised Project. 

The intent of the Project Description is to describe what is currently proposed in 

the Revised Project, not to describe the reasoning for the Revised Project itself. 

D2‐5  Footnote “2” is deleted from Section 2.2: Revised Project Components in the Final 

Subsequent EIR. 

D2‐6  The suggested edits are confusing and are not incorporated because they imply 

SCE will be replacing structures that do not exist. SCE is not proposing to 

remove structures that were proposed in the certified 2013 RTRP EIR. The 

proposed 2013 alignment analyzed in the certified 2013 RTRP EIR was not 

approved or permitted by the CPUC and is no longer proposed by SCE. As such, 

the segments of the proposed 2013 project that are “replaced” by the Revised 

Project do not need to be included in the Project Description. No revisions are 

necessary.  

D2‐7  The proposed distribution line changes (represented by the Revised Project) are 

presented in Table 2.2‐2 of the Project Description. The table identifies the 2013 

proposed actions and Revised Project proposed actions at Distribution Line 

Relocations #3, #5, #7, and #8. All four distribution line relocations were 

identified in the Initial Study Checklist as part of the Revised Project; however, 

additional data provided by SCE subsequent to the publication of the Initial 

Study Checklist allowed the CPUC to determine that Distribution Line 

Relocations #3 and #5 would not have a greater impact than the actions analyzed 

in the certified 2013 RTRP EIR. Table 2.2‐2 of the Subsequent EIR is necessary to 

inform the reader as to why Distribution Line Relocations #3 and #5 are not 

included in the Subsequent EIR environmental analysis.  

  The certified 2013 RTRP EIR analyzed the relocation of existing distribution 

facilities. SCE has modified the design for several relocations since the 2013 

RTRP EIR was certified. The CPUC published the NOP and Initial Study 

Checklist in January 2017 and identified four Distribution Line Relocations that 
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would require additional analysis in the Subsequent EIR, based on information 

SCE had submitted to the CPUC at that time. SCE provided additional 

information regarding Distribution Line Relocations in response to Data 

Request #1 Question 19, which allowed the CPUC to determine that the 

currently‐proposed actions for Distribution Line Relocations #3 and #5 would not 

cause greater impact than the activities analyzed in the certified 2013 RTRP EIR. 

The analysis of the Revised Project includes project elements with the potential to 

cause new or greater impacts than impacts described in the certified 2013 RTRP 

EIR. The CPUC did not re‐analyze the project elements that were adequately 

analyzed in the certified 2013 RTRP EIR.  

Distribution Line Relocations #3 and #5 are not visible from any of the KOPs 

analyzed in the Subsequent EIR. No change to the existing conditions would 

occur as a result of the Revised Project at Distribution Line Relocation #5. No 

additional analysis is required in Section 4.1: Aesthetics.  

D2‐8   The Draft Subsequent EIR is revised in Section 2.4.2: Transmission Riser Pole 

Installation, first paragraph, to show the distance between riser poles as SCE 

currently proposes, as follows:   

Riser poles would be spaced approximately 150 80 feet apart. 

D2‐9   Section 2.4.3: Underground Transmission Duct Bank Construction, first 

paragraph, is modified to include the following edit to indicate that soil will be 

backfilled and repurposed as much as possible before being transported for 

disposal: 

The excess excavated soil would be trucked to a locally permitted landfill 

for disposal. 

D2‐10   Manholes would be required at street level to access the vaults. The Revised 

Project involves the installation of underground vaults as well as the manholes 

that would be used to access the vaults throughout operation of the project. No 

change to the Subsequent EIR is necessary.  

D2‐11  The dimension for manholes was identified based on information submitted by 

SCE in response to Data Request #9. Manholes would be required to access the 

underground telecommunication facilities. No change to the Subsequent EIR is 

required.  

D2‐12  Section 2.4.3: Underground Transmission Duct Bank Construction includes the 

following edit in footnote “4”: 

A cable pull is the action of pulling the conductor cable between 

underground vaults on the same circuit. Vaults are spaced approximately 

1,500 feet apart. 
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D2‐13  Section 2.4.8: Site Cleanup and Waste Disposal, second paragraph, is revised to 

clarify waste material management as follows: 

Waste materials that can be recycled and salvaged would be gathered by 

construction crews and separated into roll‐off boxes. Salvageable items 

(e.g., conductor, steel, and hardware) would be transported to the 

marshalling yards, sorted, baled, and then sold through available 

markets. Items that may be recycled include: nuts, bolts, washers, and 

other small hardware; conductor wire; and larger hardware (shackles, 

clevises, yoke plates, links, or other connectors used to support the 

conductor). 

D2‐14   Section 2.4.11: Preliminary Construction Schedule now includes the appropriate 

reference. 

D2‐15   Section 2.4.11: Preliminary Construction Schedule, second paragraph, is modified 

to include this clarification regarding vaults and other materials, as follows: 

All Except for vaults, materials associated with construction efforts would 

be delivered by truck to established marshalling yards. Vaults may be 

directly delivered from manufacturers’ facilities to their planned 

installation locations. 

D2‐16   Section 2.5.1: Underground Transmission, first paragraph, is modified as 

requested: 

The underground vaults would be routinely inspected to ensure 

structural integrity of the conductor cable system and vaults. 

D2‐17  The CPUC recognizes the reduction of land use conflicts as a result of relocating 

the overhead transmission line from the east side to the west side of Wineville 

Avenue; however, the impact of the overhead 230‐kV transmission line has been 

analyzed in the Subsequent EIR in accordance with CEQA Guidelines. Section 

15162(a) of the CEQA Guidelines states that a Subsequent EIR should be 

prepared when substantial changes are proposed to a project, or when 

substantial changes have occurred with respect to the circumstances under 

which the project is being undertaken. Construction of residential communities 

along Wineville Avenue constitute a change in circumstances and additional 

analysis of the overhead transmission line is required.   

The impact of the Wineville Avenue transmission line structures on visual 

quality would be significant due to the viewer sensitivity and close proximity to 

the new residential community east of Wineville Avenue. The view from 

residential streets was determined to be significant and unavoidable; therefore, 

alternatives to the Revised Project were considered to avoid the aesthetic impact. 

No change to the Subsequent EIR is required.  
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D2‐18  Refer to response D1‐8. Impacts on agricultural land is analyzed as an impact of 

the Revised Project because the project would convert Important Farmland that 

is now actively cultivated for farming purposes. If the land is converted prior to 

construction of the Revised Project, then mitigation for impacts to farmland 

would not be required. 

D2‐19  The CPUC acknowledges that final engineering has not been completed for the 

Revised Project nor any of the alternatives. Pats Ranch Road had not been 

completely constructed between Limonite Avenue and Bellegrave Avenue at the 

time the NOP was issued. The CPUC consulted with the Jurupa Community 

Services District to obtain records of the utilities that have been constructed 

within the streets that would be utilized by the Revised Project or the 

alternatives. The CPUC’s transmission engineering consultant reviewed the 

dimensions and set‐back requirements of the underground double‐circuit 

transmission line duct banks and vaults, as well as the location of known existing 

utilities. Sufficient space is available in the existing and future roadway to 

construct the underground 230‐kV transmission line within Pats Ranch Road 

between Limonite Avenue and Bellegrave Avenue, as stated in response D1‐17 

(Williams, 2018). In fact, Pats Ranch Road north of Limonite Avenue has 

substantially more space available for the underground transmission line than 

the proposed Revised Project segment on Pats Ranch Road south of Limonite 

Avenue.  

Existing water and sewer service lines likely connect to the developments 

constructed to the east of Pats Ranch Road. Final engineering of the Alternative 1 

underground 230‐kV transmission line, if selected by the CPUC, would need to 

be engineered with consideration for the existing and planned utilities and avoid 

conflicts with these utilities by constructing the transmission line under or 

around existing utilities.  

The commenterʹs requested revision removes information that is accurate, based 

on CPUCʹs analysis, and pertinent to the reasoning behind why Alternative 1 is 

feasible. The following sentence is added to Section 3.5.1: Overview, fourth 

paragraph, and to Appendix D to reflect the fact that SCE has not completed final 

engineering for the alternatives:  

Information presented is based on preliminary engineering, as final 

engineering has not been completed for the alternatives. 

D2‐20  As stated in response D2‐19, the CPUC consulted with the Jurupa Community 

Services District and obtained records of utilities within the streets that would be 

used by the Revised Project and alternatives. Wineville Avenue is approximately 

70 feet wide. Water, sewer, and gas lines exist in Wineville Avenue. The CPUC’s 

transmission engineering consultant reviewed the records of existing utilities and 

the necessary space requirements for the underground transmission line and 
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concluded there is sufficient space to construct Alternative 2 (Williams, 2018). 

Final engineering of the Revised Project or any alternative selected by the CPUC 

would need to consider all existing utilities and design the transmission line to 

avoid conflicts with those utilities by constructing under or around the utility 

conflicts.  

Text in Section 3.5.3: Alternative 2: Wineville – Limonite Underground, second 

paragraph, has been modified per SCE comments on construction noise impacts 

as follows:  

The aAlternative 2 may result in additional construction noise, traffic 

impacts, increased air pollutant emissions, and greater potential for 

induced current effects (i.e., shock hazard, corrosion of adjacent buried 

utilities). 

D2‐21  Text in Section 3.5.5: Alternative 4: Wineville – Landon Underground, second 

paragraph, has been modified per SCE comments on construction noise impacts 

as follows:  

The aAlternative 4 may result in additional construction noise, traffic 

impacts, increased air pollutant emissions, and greater potential for 

induced current effects (i.e., shock hazard, corrosion of adjacent buried 

utilities). 

D2‐22  Impacts on visual quality from grading are accurately attributed to the Revised 

Project, or alternatives, whether or not other ongoing activities may periodically 

remove vegetation. Mitigation requiring revegetation is applicable and is 

consistent with previous mitigation measures included in the certified 2013 

RTRP EIR. The riser pole and related underground vault facilities would require 

ground disturbance and grading modifications. It is assumed that these areas 

would be excluded from ongoing agricultural activities for security. Disturbed 

areas must be revegetated regardless of nearby agricultural activities. 

Agricultural plantings on these lands, if consistent with project operations, could 

be considered a form of revegetation.  

D2‐23  The aesthetic impact analysis is based solely on the current project description 

for the Revised Project in comparison to existing baseline conditions. The 

facilities proposed in the certified 2013 RTRP EIR, and subsequently changed, are 

not considered in the analysis because the previously proposed facilities were 

not constructed and are not part of the baseline conditions. Response D2‐7 

provides further justification of this approach to analysis. No modifications to 

the Draft Subsequent EIR are necessary.  

D2‐24  Viewer sensitivity is determined by considering the types and numbers of 

potential viewers of a specified area, the level of public interest, adjacent land 

uses, and the presence of special natural or cultural resource areas. Viewer 
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sensitivity at Vernola Park is high because park users often visit parks for their 

visual sense of open space, views of distant mountains, and contrast from 

surrounding developed areas. As presented in KOP 4 simulations, the exposure 

to the overhead infrastructure is high because it would be seen in open views 

from the south side of the park’s perimeter pedestrian trail. Based on the 

guidelines presented in Table 4.1‐6, the conclusion of significance is appropriate. 

D2‐25  The third paragraph under Views from Parks and Recreation Areas (KOPs 4, 7, 

and 8) has been revised in accordance with SCE’s comment as follows: 

An overhead 115 66‐kV transmission line exists within the golf course, 

but the riser poles of the Revised Project are substantially larger than the 

TSPs that support the existing 115 66‐kV transmission line. 

D2‐26  The intent of the mitigation is to provide vegetation to render the area as it 

appears visually prior to the project. The types of vegetation within construction 

areas vary and may include non‐native vegetation; therefore, the language has 

been revised to more accurately convey the intent of the measure. All 

temporarily‐disturbed non‐native vegetation shall be restored with native 

vegetation according to the revised MM AES‐01. All temporarily‐disturbed 

agricultural lands shall be restored in accordance with MM AGR‐01. 

The project would not be considered complete until all mitigation measure 

requirements are fulfilled, including restoration of temporarily‐disturbed areas, 

to pre‐construction conditions as specified in MM AES‐01. The following 

revisions are made to Section 4.1.9: Revised Project Mitigation Measures 

MM AES‐01: 

Revegetation Planting will be used, where appropriate (revegetation in 

certain areas is not possible due to vegetation management requirements 

related to fire safety) to re‐establish a natural‐appearing vegetated 

landscape and reduce potential visual contrast between disturbed areas 

and the surrounding landscape. Temporarily disturbed agricultural lands 

shall be restored in accordance with MM AGR‐01. Temporarily disturbed 

non‐native vegetation shall be restored with native vegetation. 

Documentation of completed revegetation activities, including planting 

container stock or seeding, shall be submitted to the CPUC for final 

approval within no later than 30 days of after project completion. 

D2‐27  The comment is correct that an analysis of light and glare impacts is included for 

the alternatives. The following revisions have been made to the Impacts Avoided 
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by the Alternatives under Section 4.1.11: Alternatives Impact Analysis in 

accordance with the following comment: 

Alternatives 1 through 4 would be constructed in the same general project 

area as the revised project and would have no impact on three two CEQA 

Appendix G significance criteria:  

a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista 

b. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited 

to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state 

scenic highway 

d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would 

adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area 

None of the alternatives are located near a scenic vista and there are no 

designated scenic highways in the project vicinity. None of the 

alternatives would create a new source of daytime glare or nighttime 

lighting because the transmission line would be placed underground and 

construction would occur during the day. The riser poles would be the 

only aboveground component of the retained alternatives. Riser poles 

would be constructed using galvanized steel treated to reduce glare. 

Aesthetics impacts associated with these significance criteria are not 

discussed further. 

D2‐28  Refer to response to comment D2‐26. Viewer sensitivity is high in the park. 

Alternative 3 structures would be located in the middleground, similar to the 

Revised Project. The view of the Revised Project structures is depicted in 

simulations from KOP 4. The simulations show that the riser poles, LST, and 

TSPs would be openly visible and skylined against the mountain backdrop. The 

purpose of the simulation is to allow the decision‐makers the ability to draw 

their own conclusions as well as to inform those of the aesthetics analysis. Refer 

to response D2‐24 above. 

D2‐29    The referenced figure captions on p. 4.1‐62 and 4.1‐63 are revised as suggested: 

Figure 3.5-1 KOP 3 – Baseline Photograph – Vernola Park Rosebud 
Lane Looking Southwest West 

Figure 3.5-2 KOP 3 – Photosimulation (After Alternative 4) – Vernola 
Park Rosebud Lane Looking Southwest West 

D2–30  Response D1‐8 details the current conditions and why impacts on agricultural 

land were analyzed instead of a future condition, when the land is developed. 

Timing of cumulative project construction activities in the area east of I‐15 is not 

yet known.  

The commenter fails to provide evidence to substantiate the assertion that use 

conversion will occur prior to or immediately after the construction of the 
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Revised Project. Substantial delays in conversion from prime farmland to 

commercial and residential uses are possible. In this situation, failure to restore 

existing prime farm land (which is the current use at time of writing) would 

result in significant loss of use, irrespective of future anticipated uses. 

MM AGR‐01 is therefore appropriately applied to ensure existing agricultural 

uses can be retained until such time that conversion to commercial or residential 

uses occurs, and to reduce impacts to less than significant.   

D2‐31  As stated in the analysis in Section 4.2: Agriculture and Forestry Resources, 

impacts on important farmland from construction of Distribution Line 

Relocation #8 would be less than significant because “the City of Riverside’s 

prior zoning designates the land at Distribution Line Relocation #8 for 

nonagricultural uses.”  The significant impact on farmland does not apply to 

Distribution Line Relocation #8 and therefore no mitigation is required. No 

change or modification to the document is therefore required.  

Impacts on important farmland within the City of Jurupa Valley would be 

significant, unlike impacts in the City of Riverside, because the land is actively 

used for agricultural cultivation and the zoning designations do not restrict 

agricultural land uses.  

D2‐32  The phrase “Bold values exceed applicable standard” in the note of Table 4.3‐4, 

in Section 4.3.3: Environmental Setting, has been deleted. 

D2‐33  This text is in reference to simultaneous construction activities. The preliminary 

engineering clearly shows work areas overlap. Minor revisions were made to the 

language in Chapter 2: Project Description and Section 4.3: Air Quality and 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions to clarify that the text was referring to temporal and 

spatial overlaps. This assumption is based on an understanding of construction 

techniques used for other underground transmission line projects, such as the 

Sycamore‐Peñasquitos 230‐kV Transmission Line Project. 

The text in Chapter 2: Project Description, Section 2.4.5: Temporary Work Area, 

paragraph four, is revised as follows: 

No other construction activity could occur within the transmission vault 

work area at the same time, due to space and safety constraints. 

The text in Section 4.3: Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 

Section 4.3.7: Project Impact Analysis, paragraph 11, is revised as follows: 

No other construction activity could occur within overlap with this work 

area at the same time, due to space and safety constraints. Although 

several construction activities could occur simultaneously they would not 

occur in the same area as one another. 
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D2‐34  The suggested revision was made to the text in Section 4.3: Air Quality and 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Section 4.3.7: Project Impact Analysis, paragraph 23, 

as follows: 

The Proposed Project would contribute to the existing air quality 

violations by emitting ozone precursors (NOx and ROG) and particulate 

matter in excess of the SCAQMD significance thresholds. 

D2‐35  The missing text has been added into Section 4.3 Air Quality and Greenhouse 

Gas Emissions, Section 4.3.7: Project Impact Analysis, paragraph 43, as follows: 

The closest sensitive receptors to underground construction of the 230‐kV 

transmission line, located approximately 30 feet away, would experience 

the highest ambient pollutant concentrations. Ambient concentrations of 

PM10 at the closest residence to overhead construction activities also 

would exceed the significance threshold, as shown in Table 4.3‐17; 

however, due to the types of activities and distance, concentrations 

would be approximately half of the concentrations estimated to occur 

near underground construction activities. 

D2‐36  Each fugitive dust control measure has a particulate matter control efficiency 

identified, based on studies conducted and in accordance with accepted 

SCAQMD methodologies (SCAQMD, 2007; Western Governorsʹ Association, 

2006; SJVAPCD, 2007). The list of fugitive dust control measures identified in 

MM AQ‐01, was formulated from standard measures available to minimize 

fugitive dust on a construction site. The combination of fugitive dust control 

measures identified in MM AQ‐01 result in a total fugitive dust control efficiency 

of 75 percent, which is necessary to reduce fugitive dust to below SCAQMD 

significance thresholds. Eliminating the requested fugitive dust control measures 

would reduce the overall fugitive dust control efficiency of 75 percent that was 

applied to emissions generated by the Proposed Project. The recommended 

fugitive dust control measures are included in MM AQ‐01. The recommended 

measures would not be adequate to avoid exceeding SCAQMD thresholds and a 

significant impact. The fugitive dust control measures suggested for removal 

were not deleted. 

D2‐37  Refer to response D1‐16 for a detailed response and summary of changes to 

MM AQ‐03. 

D2‐38  The measures identified in MM AQ‐02 were incorporated from the certified 2013 

RTRP EIR and are designed to limit or eliminate idling of vehicles and associated 

air pollutant emissions. Due to the similarity between the measure in MM AQ‐02 

requiring use of temporary traffic controls, and MM TRANS‐06 requiring use of 

flaggers and/or signage, this measure has been removed, as shown below. The 

two other control measures identified by the commenter regarding turn lanes 
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and construction traffic routes were not removed as these are not specifically 

identified in any other mitigation measure.  

D2‐39  The requested language was added to Section 4.3.8: Revised Project Mitigation 

Measures MM AQ‐02 with modifications requiring a due diligence search prior 

to use of off‐road equipment not meeting Tier 4 emissions standards and 

submittal of calculation evidence to CPUC proving that emissions do not exceed 

SCAQMD significance thresholds. SCAQMD identified a minor error in MM 

AQ‐02 and requested that Model Year 2010 diesel trucks in excess of 14,001 

pounds comply with the Truck and Bus Regulations. The revisions requested by 

SCAQMD were incorporated into MM AQ‐02 as noted further in responses 

A11‐4 and A11‐5.  

MM AQ-02: Exhaust Emissions Control (Incorporates 2013 RTRP EIR MMs AQ-01 through 
AQ-06, AQ-15 through AQ-17, and AQ-19) 
Exhaust emissions from worker vehicles, construction equipment, and vehicles shall be minimized by 
implementing the following control measures:  
 Use ultra-low sulfur diesel fuel (e.g., <15 ppm). 
 Use clean-burning on- and off-road diesel engines. Heavy-duty diesel-powered construction 

equipment manufactured after 1996 (with federally mandated “clean” diesel engines) shall be 
utilized. 

 SCE or its contractor shall develop a program and require construction workers to carpool to 
construction sites. 

 Restrict construction vehicle idling time to less than 5 minutes. 
 Properly maintain mechanical equipment. 
 Use particle traps and other appropriate controls to reduce diesel particulate matter. Other control 

equipment includes devices such as specialized catalytic converters (oxidation catalysts) control 
approximately 20 percent of diesel particulate matter, 40 percent of carbon monoxide, and 50 
percent of hydrocarbon emissions. 

Provide temporary traffic controls, such as a flag person, during all phases of construction to maintain 
smooth traffic flow. 

 Provide dedicated turn lanes for movement of construction trucks and equipment on- and off-site. 
 Define construction traffic routes to direct construction trucks away from congested streets or 

sensitive receptor areas. 
 During Project construction, all off-road diesel-powered construction equipment greater than 50 

horsepower (hp) shall meet the Tier 4 emission standards, where available. In addition, all 
construction equipment shall be outfitted with Best Available Control Technology (BACT) devices 
certified by CARB. Any emissions control device used by the contractor shall achieve emissions 
reductions that are no less than what could be achieved by a Level 3 diesel emissions control 
strategy for a similarly sized engine as defined by CARB regulations (i.e., if Project construction goes 
beyond the anticipated schedule). 

 Alternatively, SCE or the contractor may be allowed to operate off-road equipment that does not 
meet Tier 4 emissions standards if SCE provides calculation evidence that use of the equipment will 
not cause an exceedance of SCAQMD significance thresholds. SCE must make a due diligence 
search to find and use equipment with the Tier 4 emissions standards or the highest emissions 
standards available. Circumstances where this may be applicable are limited to the following 
situations: (1) the equipment is specialty or unique and cannot be found with a Tier 4 engine (e.g., 
sag cat with three winches, PM10 street sweepers); (2) the equipment is not in use for more than 5 
days total; and/or (3) the equipment is registered under CARB’s Statewide Portable Equipment 
Registration Program. 
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 A copy of each unit’s certified tier specification, BACT documentation, and CARB or SCAQMD 
operating permit, and Truck Regulation Upload, Compliance and Reporting System receipt shall be 
provided to the CPUC at the time of mobilization for each applicable unit of equipment. 

Applicable Locations: All Proposed Project locations 

Performance Standards and Timing:  
 Prior to Construction: N/A SCE shall submit calculation evidence to the CPUC for review at least 2 

weeks prior to use of off-road equipment that does not meet Tier 4 emissions standards, as needed 
 During Construction: (1) SCE implements all exhaust emission control measures, (2) Provide copies of 

documentation proving that construction equipment and vehicles meet USEPA-Certified Tier 3 Tier 4 
emissions standards or higher, are outfitted with BACT devices, and comply with the Truck and Bus 
Regulation to the CPUC as equipment is mobilized 

 Following Construction: N/A 

 

D2‐40  The statement in the Subsequent EIR that none of the alternatives would have an 

impact related to, conflicting with, or obstructing implementation of the 

applicable air quality plan was erroneous. Impacts related to implementation of 

applicable air quality plans are analyzed for Alternatives 1 through 4 in the 

Subsequent EIR. The following text in Section 4.3.10: Alternatives Impact 

Analysis, paragraphs two and four, was revised for clarification as follows: 

Alternatives 1 through 4 would be constructed in the same general area 

as the Proposed Project. All alternatives would have no impact on the 

following Appendix G significance criterion related to Air Quality:  

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality 

plan 

Alternatives 1 through 4 would have no impact on the following Appendix G 

significance criterion related to Greenhouse Gas Emissions: 

b. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for 

the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases 

 

None of the alternatives would conflict with or obstruct the 

implementation of an air quality plan because the alternatives would not 

induce population or employment growth within the SCAB or conflict 

with adopted area source rules. The alternatives would not conflict with 

the CARB Climate Change Scoping Plan or other local GHG reduction 

plans because construction vehicles are legally required to comply with 

applicable GHG reduction programs. Impacts associated with these this 

significance criteria criterion are not discussed further. 

D2‐41  The criteria pollutant emissions calculations account for material delivery trucks 

and worker vehicles. MM AQ‐04 is intended to reduce emissions associated with 

construction of alternatives to levels at or below those of the Proposed Project. As 

shown in Table 4.3‐12, PM10 emissions are close to the SCAQMD significance 
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threshold. Revisions to MM AQ‐04 in Section 4.3.11: Mitigation Measures for 

Alternatives, have been made to clearly account for worker vehicles and rectify 

minor errors. Text is also added to MM AQ‐04 to allow a greater number of 

vehicles/equipment if calculation evidence proves emissions do not exceed 

SCAQMD significance thresholds as follows: 

MM AQ-04: Limitation of Daily Construction Vehicles and Equipment Use 
The following equipment limitations apply to the identified construction activities: 
 Vault Installation 

- No more than 39 38 vehicles/equipment may be operating on an active work site, including truck 
trips providing materials to and from the work site, and 20 worker vehicles, in any one day  

 Duct Bank Installation 
- No more than 31 30 vehicles/equipment may be operating on an active work site, including truck 

trips providing materials to and from the work site, and 20 worker vehicles, in any one day 
 Underground Cable Installation 

- No more than 7 vehicles/equipment may be operating on an active work site, including truck trips 
providing materials to and from the work site, and 10 worker vehicles, in any one day 

 Cable Terminating 
- No more than 5 vehicles/equipment may be operating on an active work site, including truck trips 

providing materials to and from the work site, and 8 worker vehicles, in any one day 
 Cable Splicing 

- No more than 8 vehicles/equipment may be operating on an active work site, including truck trips 
providing materials to and from the work site, and 16 worker vehicles, in any one day 

 Jack and Bore (trenchless) 
- No more than 12 vehicles/equipment may be operating on an active work site, including truck 

trips providing materials to and from the work site, in any one day 
Alternatively, SCE may be allowed to have a greater number of vehicles/equipment operating on an 
active work site if SCE provides calculation evidence that the larger number of vehicles/equipment do 
not exceed SCAQMD significance thresholds. Circumstances where this may be applicable include 
cases where SCE will use smaller vehicles/equipment than originally included in the calculations. The 
calculation evidence shall be provided to the CPUC at least 2 weeks prior to initiation of the overlapping 
construction activities. 

Applicable Locations: Construction of Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 4 in combination with the Proposed 
Project 

Performance Standards and Timing:  
 Prior to Construction: N/A SCE shall submit calculation evidence to the CPUC for review at least 2 

weeks prior to construction 
 During Construction: Monitor the maximum number of vehicles and equipment used in any one day 

for five construction activities; Vault Installation, Duct Bank Installation, Underground Cable 
Installation, Cable Terminating, and Cable Splicing, and Jack and Bore 

 Following Construction: N/A 

 

D2‐42  Refer to response D1‐15 for an explanation of why the significance prior to and 

after application of EPEs was considered. 

D2‐43  All significance conclusions identified in Table 4.4‐9 are based on the impacts of 

the Revised Project only. CEQA requires the analysis in an EIR to consider the 

change from baseline conditions and does not require a comparative analysis of a 
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previously proposed or revised project. The scope of the Revised Project and 

reason for further environmental analysis is clearly identified in MR‐2. The 

analysis specifically identifies elements of the Revised Project that would impact 

biological resources. The Subsequent EIR only evaluates the changed 

components of the Proposed Project analyzed in the certified 2013 RTRP EIR or 

the effects related to changed circumstances.  

D2‐44  Comment noted. MM BIO‐09A in Section 4.4.9: Revised Project Mitigation 

Measures, has been clarified as follows: 

To support invasive species management, SCE shall prepare and 

implement a comprehensive Weed Control Plan for invasive, non‐native 

species abatement. Developed land shall be excluded from weed control. 

The Weed Control Plan shall include specific weed abatement methods, 

practices, and treatment timing developed specifically for the Revised 

Project area by qualified individuals with at least 5 years of weed control 

experience within Riverside, Los Angeles, and San Bernardino Counties 

County. 

D2‐45  MM CUL‐02: Archaeological Monitoring is carried over from the certified 2013 

RTRP EIR. This mitigation measure applies to all Proposed Project work areas 

where ground disturbance occurs. This measure is intended to protect previously 

unidentified cultural resources and unknown components of previously 

identified cultural resources. It is possible that cultural resources could be 

located beyond 50 feet of the known cultural resource. The 50‐foot limit 

proposed by SCE may not be adequate to protect resources is not incorporated. 

No edits to the mitigation measure are necessary.  

D2‐46  Construction of the underground 230‐kV transmission line is not the only source 

of ground disturbance. The construction of overhead transmission line structures 

would cause ground disturbance as well. To ensure that MM CUL‐02A reduces 

the impacts, monitoring must apply to all ground‐disturbing activities, not just to 

construction of the underground 230‐kV transmission line. Refer to response 

D2‐45 for why the suggestion to add a 50‐foot restriction is rejected.  

D2‐47  SCE’s comments suggested edits to MM CUL‐02B: Cultural Resources 

Monitoring, Evaluation, and Treatment of Resources. The CPUC incorporated 

some but not all changes suggested by SCE. Explanations are provided below 

where changes were not incorporated. 

1. The monitors are not directing construction crews where to work. 

Monitors shall halt crews in areas where resources are located and, if 

necessary, request the equipment be moved away from the resource 

location to make sure there is enough space to evaluate the resource. 

The suggested edits were incorporated with minor revisions. 
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2. Tribal monitoring locations should be determined by the relevant 

tribes. Monitoring areas must be defined in the Cultural Resources 

Monitoring and Treatment Plan (CRMTP) prior to construction, in 

consultation with the tribes, CPUC, and SCE. When the Final 

Subsequent EIR is published, the CRMTP will not have been 

prepared. The intent of this measure is to define the components and 

required information that must be included in the CRMTP in order to 

ensure that impacts are mitigated to a less‐than‐significant level. 

SCE’s suggested edits were not incorporated. 

3. The CPUC consulted with the tribes regarding the mitigation 

measures and tribal monitoring. The CPUC declines to make the 

suggested revisions to the Tribal Cultural Monitor portion of 

MM CUL‐02B. 

4. Cultural resource monitoring shall be conducted during all 

ground‐disturbing activities to protect all known resources, unknown 

components of known resources, and previously undiscovered 

resources. Narrowing down the monitoring areas within 50 feet of 

known cultural resources is not standard, and may not be protective 

of previously undiscovered resources. Additionally, the construction 

of overhead transmission line towers and poles would involve 

ground‐disturbing activities, which would require monitoring as well. 

Thus, cultural resource monitoring shall be conducted during all 

ground‐disturbing activities to ensure no impacts occur to previously 

unidentified resources.   

5. The identification of total avoidance as the preferred method of 

mitigation in the CRMTP was determined based on the preferred 

method identified in the CEQA Guidelines and concurred by 

consulting tribes. MM CUL‐02B was not modified to reflect this 

comment.   

 

MM CUL‐02B in Section 4.5.9: Revised Project Mitigation Measures, is revised as 

follows: 

Qualified Archaeological Monitors… 

If unanticipated cultural resources are discovered, Tthe archaeological 

monitor(s) shall be empowered to temporarily halt initiate a temporary 

halt to construction activity or divert grading equipment to allow 

recording and removal of the unearthed resources if the discovery is 

located in an active construction area. Construction shall not continue in 

the area until the resources are evaluated and the appropriate next steps 

are determined by the archaeological monitor, in consultation with the 

Project archaeologist.  
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Tribal Cultural Monitor. SCE shall retain a tribal cultural monitor(s) from 

consulting tribes (i.e., Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians and Gabrieleño 

Band of Mission Indians–Kizh Nation). The tribal cultural monitor(s) 

shall monitor all ground‐disturbing activities that the consulting tribes 

believe warrant monitoring, represent tribal concerns, and communicate 

necessary information with their respective tribal councils. If construction 

activities require tribal cultural monitors from multiple tribes, SCE shall 

coordinate a revolving schedule between the consulting tribes. SCE shall 

provide the documentation of coordination and a fully executed Cultural 

Resources Monitoring and Treatment Agreement with the monitoring 

tribe(s) outreach efforts and the name and credentials of the proposed 

Native American monitor(s) to the CPUC for approval at least 14 days 

prior to construction. The Tribes shall be given the opportunity to consult 

with the qualified archaeologist and provide input on the draft CRMTP 

during its preparation, including the Evaluation Plan and Data Recovery 

Plan. Upon completion of the draft CRMTP, the consulting tribes shall be 

given at least 30 days to provide input on the draft CRMTP. Evidence of 

consultation with the Tribes shall be submitted to the CPUC. The tribal 

cultural monitor(s) shall inform the archaeological monitor if any 

previously undiscovered tribal cultural resources are discovered. The 

archaeological monitor shall be granted the authority to temporarily halt 

and redirect grading in the immediate area of a find in order to evaluate 

the find and determine the appropriate next steps, in consultation with 

the Project archaeologist.  

Cultural Resource Monitoring 

 The purpose of cultural resource monitoring is to ensure proper 

implementation of all avoidance procedures so that cultural 

resources, if present, are not irretrievably lost, damaged, destroyed, or 

otherwise adversely affected. Cultural resource monitoring shall be 

conducted during all ground‐disturbing activities (i.e., vegetation 

clearing, excavation, grading, and staging area/marshalling yard 

preparation within unpaved yards). The requirements for 

archaeological and tribal cultural monitoring shall be noted on 

construction plans and the worker environmental awareness training 

handouts. Monitors shall cease monitoring if older quaternary 

alluvium soils and/or bedrock is encountered.  

 Monitoring teams shall work under the direct supervision of the 

Qualified Archaeologist in conjunction with a tribal cultural monitor. 

The Qualified Archaeologist and tribal cultural monitor shall attend 

preconstruction meetings for the project. Monitoring teams shall 

include one qualified archaeological monitor and one tribal cultural 
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monitor. In the event that ground‐disturbing activities occur 

simultaneously in multiple locations requiring monitoring, a 

monitoring team shall be required at each location. 

… 

 Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESA) Delineation. The CRMTP 

shall describe how historical resources eligible or potentially eligible 

for listing in the California Register of Historic Resources (CRHR), 

significant archaeological resources, and tribal cultural resources 

deemed significant by the tribe(s) (collectively referred to as 

“significant resources”) will be delineated and avoided as ESAs 

during construction. ESAs containing cultural resources shall not be 

identified on the ground or on maps to be used by anyone other than 

the Qualified Archaeologist, archaeological monitors, and tribal 

cultural monitors. They shall be labeled on maps that would be used 

by the Qualified Archaeologist, archaeological monitors, and tribal 

cultural monitors, and with signage in the field as “environmentally 

sensitive areas.” The sole preferred method of mitigation in the 

CRMTP for known significant resources shall be total avoidance of 

the resource (preservation in place), per CEQA Guidelines Section l 

5126.4(b)(3)(A). The preferred method of mitigation in the CRMTP for 

unanticipated resources shall be total avoidance (preservation in 

place). If avoidance is determined to be infeasible by the CPUC, the 

Qualified Archaeologist, in consultation with CPUC, SCE, and 

consulting tribe(s), shall prepare an Evaluation Plan and Data 

Recovery Plan. 

 

D2‐48  The Worker Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP) training that would be 

conducted as part of SCE’s EPE HAZ‐02 does not specify the specific 

requirements necessary to ensure that impacts to cultural, tribal cultural, and 

paleontological resources remain less than significant. The details in 

MM CUL‐02C are necessary to layout the specific cultural training standards and 

timing and to ensure that construction activities do not result in a significant 

impact. No modifications to MM CUL‐02C are required.  

D2‐49  As stated in MM CUL‐02B, the CRMTP shall include a summary of California 

laws and contact information regarding the discovery of human remains. It is not 

specified in the measure that the CRMTP must include the procedures for 

discovery of human remains. The CRMTP will not be prepared before 

publication of the Final Subsequent EIR; therefore, the CPUC cannot evaluate the 

Plan’s effectiveness. Rather, the CPUC specifies the components that are required 

to ensure impacts remain at a less‐than‐significant level. The specific procedures 
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in MM CUL‐02D regarding human remains are necessary. MM CUL‐2D is not 

repetitive of the requirements laid out in MM CUL‐02B.  

D2‐50  Assembly Bill (AB) 52, enacted in September 2014, recognized that California 

Native American tribes have expertise regarding their tribal history and 

practices. AB 52 established a new category of cultural resources known as tribal 

cultural resources to consider tribal cultural values when determining impacts 

on cultural resources. The CRMTP (required by MM CUL‐02B) has not been 

provided to CPUC and the description form SCE does not provide enough 

specificity to verify the measure will mitigate tribal resource impacts. 

MM CUL‐02E is required to avoid or minimize impacts on tribal cultural 

resources in accordance with AB 52. The measure is not deleted. 

D2‐51  The text in Section 4.5.9: Revised Project Mitigation Measures MM CUL‐02E is 

revised to clarify that this measure applies to inadvertent discoveries; however, 

the timeframe for tribal concurrence has not been revised: 

In the event of an inadvertent discovery, Nno activities shall be 

conducted within the boundaries of a known tribal cultural resource until 

SCE has obtained concurrence on avoidance and minimization methods 

from affected consulting tribes. The CPUC shall make a final 

determination if SCE cannot obtain concurrence from the tribes within 

60 days of initial identification of the potential cultural resource conflict.   

D2‐52  Most of the Revised Project work areas would be located in young quaternary 

alluvium where paleontological sensitivity is low. Significant paleontological 

resources could still be found, but the probability is low. MM CUL‐04A only 

requires part‐time monitoring in areas with low sensitivity, which could be 

necessary depending on the specific location. The suggested language in 

MM CUL‐04A in Section 4.5.9: Revised Project Mitigation Measures, has been 

revised as follows: 

MM CUL-04A: Paleontological Monitoring (Low-Sensitivity Formations) 
Ground-disturbing activities that occur in areas with indeterminate, low, or marginal paleontological 
sensitivity may be monitored on a part-time basis at the discretion of the as outlined in the 
Paleontological Monitoring and Treatment Plan (PMTP) prepared by the qualified paleontologist. 

Applicable Locations: Excavations in project areas with an indeterminate, low, or marginal 
paleontological sensitivity as outlined in the PMTP 

Performance Standards and Timing:  
 Prior to Construction: N/A 
 During Construction: Spot-checking during construction 
 Following Construction: N/A 

 

D2‐53  The analysis under Impact Hazards‐i does not only refer to the possibility of 

shock hazard to the public but also to utility workers conducting maintenance on 
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underground utility infrastructure within the Revised Project area. The 

possibility of unidentified utility lines in the area becoming energized exists and, 

thus, poses a danger to workers. The significance conclusions in the analysis 

remain unchanged and MM HAZ‐05 is still required to ensure the risk of shock 

to the public and workers is less than significant.  

D2‐54  SCE did not provide their standards for touch voltage protection, so ANSI/IEEE 

substation standards were used. MM HAZ‐05 has been revised to remove the 

inappropriate use of the ANSI/IEEE Standard 80 touch voltage thresholds as it 

relates to substations. The measure now more accurately reflects standard CPUC 

and SCE transmission line safety protocol. The following revisions have been 

made to MM HAZ‐05 in Section 4.7.9: Revised Project Mitigation Measures: 

MM HAZ-05: Induced Current Voltage Touch Study 
SCE shall identify both aboveground and underground objects (e.g., metal fences or buried metal utility 
lines such as pipelines or metallic communication conductors, etc.) in the vicinity of the Proposed Project 
that may potentially present a shock hazard to the public or workers of any adjacent metallic utility lines, 
due to induced currents or voltages. The owner of any adjacent metallic utility lines shall be identified 
and notified about the Proposed Project. SCE shall acquire as-built documents or other facility location 
information from adjacent utility owners to evaluate the location and specifics of nearby metallic 
objects. SCE shall also obtain information/documentation from adjacent utility owners defining any 
quantitative hazardous shock thresholds for both public and worker exposures applicable to their 
facilities.  
In the absence of more stringent hazardous shock thresholds from adjacent utility owners, SCE shall 
ensure that induced voltage does not exceed 25 volts to ground under normal and emergency 
operating conditions in accordance, or in accordance with any other quantitative SCE public and 
worker safety standards. 
SCE shall prepare an Induced Current Voltage Touch study that evaluates the conductive and inductive 
interference effects of the Proposed Project components on the identified objects. The Induced Current 
Voltage Touch study shall model the conductive objects using the maximum anticipated voltage and/or 
current for the proposed 230-kV line under normal and emergency operating conditions and shall 
consider the construction details for the transmission line. The study shall also construct a model using 
fault conditions if such faults would result in higher voltages or currents on the Proposed Project facilities 
and higher induced voltages on adjacent metallic utilities. The maximum acceptable touch voltage 
under steady-state conditions is 15 volts and the threshold for fault conditions is specified in ANSI/IEEE 
Standard 80. In the event that the modeled induced current voltage of a conductive objective exceeds 
maximum touch voltage thresholds hazardous shock thresholds, SCE shall install grounding or other 
appropriate measures to protect the public and workers of any adjacent metallic utility lines from 
hazardous shocks.  
The Induced Current Voltage Touch study shall include the model voltage results of conductive objects 
prior to implementation of grounding or other measures and after implementation of grounding or other 
measures. SCE shall coordinate with the owners of any potentially affected adjacent utilities to ensure 
that the adjacent utilities are correctly represented in the model. SCE shall give any affected utility 
owner a copy of the Induced Voltage Touch study within 30 days of study completion. SCE shall provide 
any adjacent utility owner concerns regarding the study validity and results to the CPUC. 
Sixty days prior to commencing construction, SCE shall provide the Induced Current Voltage Touch study 
to the CPUC for approval. The Induced Current Voltage Touch study shall include the criteria and 
approach that was used to determine what facilities could present a shock hazard, the results of the 
model prior to implementation of grounding or other measures, details of the grounding or other 
measures to be installed, and the results of the model after implementation of the grounding or other 
measures. 
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If safety hazards are identified during operation, SCE shall take appropriate corrective action and 
document the response in accordance with CPUC General Order 95. Safety devices such as traveling 
grounds, guard structures, and radio-equipped public safety roving vehicles and linemen shall be in 
place prior to the initiation of wire-stringing activities. 

Applicable Locations: The entire proposed 230-kV transmission alignment 

Performance Standards and Timing:  
 Prior to Construction: (1) Induced Current Voltage Touch study and model are submitted to CPUC at 

least 60 days prior to start of construction for approval, (2) Safety devices (i.e., traveling grounds, 
guard structures, and radio-equipped public safety roving vehicles and linemen) are in place prior 
to initiation of wire-stringing activities 

 During Construction: Ensure that all required grounding or other appropriate measures are 
implemented 

 Following Construction: Address any safety concerns and document corrective action N/A 

 

D2‐55  Since publication of the Draft Subsequent EIR, the data regarding utilities in 

Table 4.7‐4 has been revised to include additional underground utilities as 

detailed further in response A12‐2. A natural gas pipeline is located in the 

Alternative 1 and 4 corridors. Additional details and analysis have been added 

under Impact Hazards‐c for Alternative 1 in Section 4.7.11: Alternatives Impact 

Analysis, paragraph 15, based on the revised information as follows:  

Hazardous Emissions from Potential Damage to Underground Utilities 

Natural gas pipelines would be the only hazardous materials likely to 

occur in the Alternative 1 alignment. Alternatives 1 and 4 are located 

along a known natural gas pipeline in Wineville Avenue and several 

sewer lines. Natural gas or sewage may be released as a result of 

accidental rupture to an underground pipeline; however, a release 

concentrations of the gas would become diluted over distance, and would 

not be hazardous at the nearest school, due to the distance of 1,150 feet a 

distance of 1,150 feet from the pipeline. Any gas would dissipate prior to 

reaching the school. The impact would be less than significant.  

D2‐56  The suggested revision is not added to the Subsequent EIR because there is a risk 

to workers. Refer to response D2‐53 for additional information related to the 

analysis of risk to the public and workers during operation of the alternatives. 

The known and potential presence of metallic public utility lines necessitates 

implementation of MM HAZ‐05.  

D2‐57  Section 4.9: Land Use and Planning, Section 4.9.6: Revised Project Impact 

Analysis, paragraph 10, has been updated in accordance with SCEʹs suggestion 

as follows: 

The southern end of the Revised Project, including the eastern 

underground segment and the eastern riser poles would be constructed 

within the existing easement SCE holds on the Goose Creek Golf Club. 
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This easement may will need to be widened to cover access to and 

maintenance of transmission facilities. 

D2‐58  Section 4.10: Noise, Table 4.10‐2, in the Subsequent EIR has been revised as 

shown below.  

D2‐59  Section 4.10: Noise, Table 4.10‐2, has been revised to include the omitted table 

notes as follows: 

Table 4.10-2 Summary of Ambient Noise Levels near the Revised Project a 

Survey 
Location ID b Survey Location 

Dominant Noise 
Sources 

Survey Date and 
Time 

LMax  
(dBA) 

Leq  
(dBA) 

Overhead Alignment on Wineville Avenue   

LT-1 c Wineville Avenue/ 
Cantu-Galleano 
Ranch Road 

Overhead 
Alignment on 
Wineville Avenue 
Vehicle/truck traffic 

11/11/15–11/12/15 
12:05 pm –1:25 pm 

91 64 

ST-1 Wineville Avenue/ 
Cantu-Galleano 
Ranch Road 

Vehicle/truck traffic, 
locomotive horn 

11/12/15  
1:10 pm–1:25 pm 

72 63 

11/12/15  
2:35 am–2:50 am 

73 61 

ST-2 Landon Drive at 
Wineville Ave 

Vehicle/truck traffic, 
industrial facility 
generator, 
locomotive horn 

11/12/15  
12:45 pm–1:00 pm 

81 66 

11/12/15  
2:10 am–2:25 am 

81 71* 

Underground Transmission Alignment  

ST-5 Park-and-Ride on 
Limonite Ave at I-15 

Vehicle/truck traffic 11/12/15  
11:20 am–11:35 am 

73 60 

11/12/15  
1:00 am–1:15 am 

68 56 

ST-6 68th Street at 
Carnellian Street 

Vehicle/truck traffic 11/12/15  
3:10 pm–3:25 pm 

84 67 

11/12/15  
12:35 am–12:50 am 

66 50 

ST-7 68th Street at Dana 
Ave 

Vehicle/truck traffic 11/12/15  
1:55 pm–2:10 pm 

66 47 

11/12/15  
12:10 am–12:25 am 

43 36 

Existing Distribution Line Relocations #7 and #8  

ST-8 Grulla Court at Pinto 
Lane 

Vehicle traffic 11/12/15  
2:35 pm–2:50 pm 

71 53 

11/11/15  
12:10 am–12:25 am 

51 43 



3 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Riverside Transmission Reliability Project Final Subsequent EIR  ●  October 2018 
M-3.5-87 

Survey 
Location ID b Survey Location 

Dominant Noise 
Sources 

Survey Date and 
Time 

LMax  
(dBA) 

Leq  
(dBA) 

ST-10 Julian Drive at Crest 
Ave 

Vehicle traffic and 
aircraft flyovers 

11/11/15  
4:55 pm–5:10 pm 

68 52 

11/11/15  
10:55 pm–11:10 pm  

59 49 

Notes: 
a Noise monitoring was not conducted near the Etiwanda Marshalling Yard. 
b Survey location shown on Figure 4.10-2 and Figure 4.10-3. Locations included in this table are selected 

because they are near the revised project. The Noise Technical Report (SCE, 2017b) includes ambient 
noise data for the entire proposed project alignment.  

c A CNEL calculation is only provided if a long-term noise measurement was conducted at the site. 
* Leq at this location is likely inaccurate based on other noise metric measurements at this location. 

Source: (SCE, 2017b)(SCE, 2017b) 

D2‐60  The purpose of the threshold is to reduce impacts on individuals attending class 

by ensuring that construction noise levels do not exceed 65 dBA (Leq) at the 

exterior walls of the school instructional facilities while school is in session. The 

majority of the existing noise measured at 68th Street at Carnelian Street is 

caused by vehicle and truck traffic, as noted in Table 4.10‐2. Ambient noise levels 

at the classroom would be below 65 dBA (Leq) because the sound wall along the 

perimeter of Louis Vandermolen Fundamental Elementary School reduces traffic 

noise. Construction noise would not be permitted to contribute greater than 

65 dBA (Leq). As stated in the analysis, only pile driving would result in an 

exceedance of the threshold, which would be reduced by implementing EPE 

NOI‐04. 

D2‐61  The impact of the Revised Project in relation to Jurupa Valley and City of 

Riverside noise standards are analyzed in Impact Noise‐a. The cities of Jurupa 

Valley and Riverside exempt construction noise within daytime hours (refer to 

Section 4.10‐5 of the Subsequent EIR); however, the City of Jurupa Valley 

restricts high‐noise‐generating equipment to between the hours of 9:00 am and 

3:00 pm. The CPUC’s analysis under Impact Noise‐a analyzes the construction 

noise generated by the project compared to the noise standards set by each city. 

Construction noise that exceeds the noise standards outside of allowable 

construction hours would be a significant impact. The CPUC is restricting 

construction activities to within the city‐approved hours or requiring that SCE 

abide by the noise levels identified for residences. Construction noise that occurs 

outside city‐approved construction hours would not be permitted to exceed the 

quantitative noise thresholds identified. EPEs and mitigation measures are 

identified that fully reduce the impacts from conflicts with noise standards.  

Table 4.10‐2 of the Subsequent EIR provides ambient noise levels observed in the 

project area. Ambient noise levels are intended to describe the pre‐construction 
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noise setting and are used to establish noise increases under Impact Noise‐c 

(permanent noise increases) and Impact Noise‐d (temporary noise increases). 

D2‐62  The CPUC has adopted some of SCE’s suggested edits to the description of 

equipment required for Distribution Line Relocations #7 and #8. The modified 

analysis under Impact Noise‐a in Section 4.10.8: Revised Project Impact Analysis, 

paragraph nine, is provided below. The Subsequent EIR analysis was based on 

the construction schedule proposed by SCE, which states that construction 

would occur within “normal work days, with no weekend or holiday 

construction planned”. The schedule did not include construction activities, 

including vault installation, on weekends. The analysis throughout the 

Subsequent EIR follows this assumption and is consistent with the construction 

schedule provided in the certified 2013 RTRP EIR. The analysis indicates that 

construction of the Revised Project would last approximately 18 months.  

Underground construction at Distribution Line Relocations #7 and #8 

would not require similar equipment as much time and would not 

require the heavy equipment needed for the 230‐kV transmission line. 

Trench and vault installation activities would move along the 

underground alignment during construction. Receptors along the 

underground alignment would be exposed to construction noise for up to 

3 weeks, excluding weekends, during vault installation, and for shorter 

time periods during trenching, and cable installation.  

D2‐63  High‐noise‐generating equipment is defined as equipment that produces noise 

levels of 85 dBA or greater at a distance of 50 feet. Noise attenuates at 

approximately 6 dBA per doubling of distance; therefore, high‐noise‐generating 

equipment would generate noise levels of 91 dBA or greater at a distance of 

25 feet. Noise barriers can reduce noise levels by up to 10 dBA, at most (FHWA, 

1974). It is not feasible to reduce the Lmax noise levels caused by high‐noise‐

generating equipment to below the quantitative City of Jurupa Valley noise 

threshold (55 dB Lmax for daytime and 45 dB Lmax for nighttime) using typical 

noise barriers. The commenter’s suggestion was considered, but the construction 

hours for high‐noise‐generating construction activities in MM NOI‐01 will 

remain from 9:00 am to 3:00 pm to ensure compliance with Policy NE 3.5 of the 

City of Jurupa Valley 2017 Draft General Plan. MM NOI‐01 requires the use of 

noise reduction devices such as mufflers, barriers, and acoustic panels when 

construction occurs within 100 feet of residences. Activities within 100 feet of 

residences would be predominantly underground construction within streets. 

Work hours within roadways are defined in MM TRANS‐02, which prohibits 

work within streets during peak traffic periods and would require underground 

construction within streets to cease at 3:30 pm. Therefore, an extension of the 

approved hours for high‐noise‐generating equipment would not provide 

substantial additional work hours.  
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The CPUC has accepted SCE’s clarification of the definition of high‐noise‐

generating equipment in Section 4.10.9: Revised Project Mitigation Measures as 

follows: 

MM NOI-01: High-Noise-Generating Equipment 
SCE shall implement typical noise-reducing construction practices as identified in EPE NOI-03 and EPE 
NOI-4 to reduce noise levels when working within 100 feet of receptors. If high-noise-generating 
equipment must be used, SCE shall limit the use of high-noise-generating equipment to between the 
hours of 9:00 am and 3:00 pm when constructing within 100 feet of receptors in the City of Jurupa Valley. 
High-noise-generating equipment shall be defined as any piece of equipment that generates a 
maximum (Lmax) noise level of 85 dBA or greater at a reference distance of 50 feet from a sensitive 
receptor where noise mitigating structures (such as sound walls) do not exist. The following equipment 
have been identified as high-noise-generating equipment:  
 Clam shovel 
 Concrete saw 
 Jackhammer 
 Hydra break ram 
 Pile driver 
 Vacuum excavator  

Applicable Locations: All Revised Project locations within the City of Jurupa Valley where high-noise-
generating equipment is used within 100 feet of residences  

Performance Standards and Timing:  
 Prior to Construction: N/A 
 During Construction: Limit high-noise-generating equipment use in Jurupa Valley to between 

9:00 am and 3:00 pm  
 Following Construction: N/A  

 

D2‐64  The noise measurements were collected on a two‐lane road, which is narrower 

than Pats Ranch Road and much of 68th Street. Vehicle speeds on Pats Ranch 

Road and 68th Street are expected to be similar to vehicle speeds at the location 

the noise measurements were made. As noted in the Subsequent EIR, the trench 

plates were skid‐resistant metal. The maximum noise level from vehicles 

traveling across trench plates, assuming the same material, would be similar or 

potentially greater on Pats Ranch Road and 68th Street, west of Wineville 

Avenue and Holmes Avenue. MM NOI‐03 provides feasible options for 

minimizing noise impact from trench plates, including reducing speeds in areas 

of construction, properly securing trench plates, and utilizing trench plates of a 

low noise‐generating surfacing and/or material. The text and mitigation measure 

are not deleted as suggested. 

D2‐65  Any construction activities within 300 feet of sensitive receptors that occur after 

6:00 pm in Jurupa Valley or 7:00 pm in Riverside could potentially conflict with 

local nighttime noise standards, which would be a significant impact. Noticing or 

use of other noise reduction techniques would not minimize the noise levels to 

below 45 dBA and a conflict would still occur. The intent of MM NOI‐02 is to 
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ensure that construction activities in excess of 45 dBA at sensitive receptors 

within 300 feet of sensitive receptors would not occur after 10:00 pm in the City 

of Jurupa Valley. The edit suggested by SCE was considered but not accepted.  

D2‐66  The analysis under Impact Noise‐a is based on an impact threshold of 65 dBA at 

the exterior walls of classrooms. Daytime ambient noise at outdoor school 

facilities is anticipated to be 59 dBA Leq and is calculated assuming the sound 

wall accounts for an 8 dBA reduction from the noise level measured for location 

ST‐6 (Refer to Table 4.10‐2). Ambient noise at the nearest classroom would be 

50 dBA and would not exceed the 65 dBA threshold. Construction noise at the 

classroom would reach up to 65 dBA (Leq) at the classroom when a pile driver is 

not in use and would not exceed the 65 dBA threshold. Noise from a pile driver 

would exceed the threshold and cause a significant impact, which would be 

reduced by implementing EPE NOI‐04. 

For clarity, the following revisions in Section 4.10.8: Revised Project Impact 

Analysis, paragraph 25, have been incorporated into the Subsequent EIR as 

follows: 

Outdoor facilities of the Louis Vandermolen Fundamental Elementary 

School would be located approximately 50 feet from underground 

construction. Classrooms would be located approximately 140 feet away. 

A concrete sound wall exists along the perimeter of the school facing 68th 

Street. Pre‐construction noise levels at the school on the north side of the 

sound wall (at outdoor school facilities) are modeled to be approximately 

59 dBA (Leq), considering an 8‐dBA reduction from the sound wall. Noise 

from underground transmission line construction would reach 74 dBA 

(Leq) at the outdoor school facilities and 65 dBA (Leq) outside the nearest 

classroom. If the sound wall is present pile drivers are required, pile 

driving noise within 560 feet of the nearest classroom school would 

exceed 65 dBA (Leq). The noise impact from pile driving would be 

significant. 

D2‐67  SCEʹs suggested revisions under Impact Noise‐d in Section 4.10.8: Revised 

Project Impact Analysis, paragraph 51, have been incorporated as follows: 

Use of mufflers, portable barriers, non‐noise‐producing mobile 

equipment such as trailers, and acoustical panels would reduce 

construction noise by 8 to 10 dBA; however, noise increases would still be 

significant. 

D2‐68  Noise impacts from high‐noise‐generating equipment and the extension of 

construction work hours is discussed in D2‐63. Refer to response D2‐63 for 

revisions to the Subsequent EIR MM NOI‐1.  
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D2‐69  MM NOI‐02 requires SCE to plan ahead and ensure that all construction activities 

with the potential to exceed the City‐identified noise ordinance limits within 300 

feet of receptors, including concrete pours, are completed by 6:00 pm in Jurupa 

Valley and 7:00 pm in Riverside to avoid conflicts with local noise ordinances. 

Construction must occur within the city‐approved hours or abide by the noise 

levels identified for residences to be in compliance with noise standards. The 

impact would be significant if the noise occurred outside of the specified hours. 

Granted the activity does not result in an exceedance of 55 dBA at the nearby 

residences between 6:00 pm and 10:00 pm or 45 dBA between 10:00 pm and 7:00 

am, the activity may continue. The suggested edit is not accepted. 

D2‐70    The suggested edits are not accepted. Refer to response D2‐64. 

D2‐71  Construction noise can be audible and disruptive at considerable distances from 

the construction equipment. High‐noise‐generating equipment used for the 

Revised Project would generate noise levels of 85 dBA, Lmax or greater at 50 feet, 

which would attenuate to between 60 and 65 dBA, Lmax at 500 feet from the 

equipment (some locations may experience additional attenuation from 

intervening structures). These intermittent or continuous high‐noise levels of 

between 60 and 65 dBA would be noticeable and possibly disruptive to sensitive 

receptors within 500 feet. Therefore, it is appropriate for SCE to notify sensitive 

receptors and residences within this distance. The suggested revision from 500 to 

300 feet is not accepted. 

The option for residents to request alternative lodging has been removed from 

MM NOI‐04 because construction would be confined to the daytime only, with 

implementation of MM NOI‐02. Residents’ sleep would not be disrupted by 

construction activities but, as analyzed under Impact Noise‐d, the temporary 

impact from daytime construction would still be significant and unavoidable. 

MM NOI‐04 in Section 4.10.9: Revised Project Mitigation Measures is revised as 

follows:  

MM NOI-04:  Construction Notification 
SCE shall provide notice by mail at least 1 week prior to construction activities to all sensitive receptors 
and residences within 500 feet of all construction. The announcement shall state where and when 
project construction will occur and provide tips on reducing noise intrusion, for example, by closing 
windows facing the planned construction. Notices shall also include the phone number for the noise 
complaint telephone hot-line described in EPE NOI-1. Notified residents may request alternative lodging 
for the days that active construction is occurring adjacent to their residence; alternative lodging shall 
consist of a standard room at a hotel located within 6 miles of the affected residence or as close as 
feasible. 

Applicable Locations: Sensitive receptors and residences within 500 feet of construction  

Performance Standards and Timing:  
 Prior to Construction: Post and mail notices at least 1 week prior to construction activities 
 During Construction: N/A 
 Following Construction: N/A 
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D2‐72  Limonite Meadows Park, and Vernola Family Park, and the park on northwest 

corner of Bellegrave and Wineville Avenue are not considered passive recreation 

areas for this noise impact analysis. These developed parks are considered active 

recreation areas that generate noise associated with active recreational activities, 

such as noise from sports and children in playgrounds. Table 4.10‐11 was not 

revised as suggested. 

D2‐73  The No Project Alternative noise analysis includes evaluation of construction and 

operation of battery storage facilities that would likely occur without the Revised 

Project. The analysis does not consider the ambient noise from all other possible 

future land use projects in the area because such an analysis would be highly 

speculative and based on an insufficient amount of available data.  

D2‐74  The provision of the European Standard CEN/TS 1528 was for informational 

purposes only and was not used as an impact threshold. The transmission line is 

required to be constructed in accordance with CPUC General Order 95 

(Rule 92.4) and 128 (Rule 36) to ensure public and worker safety. The design 

standard has been removed from the text. The requirement for SCE to conduct an 

Induced Current Touch Study per MM HAZ‐05 has not changed in response to 

this comment. Refer to D2‐54 for the modified text of MM HAZ‐05. 

D2‐75  Text was not removed from MM UTIL‐01 because the language does not conflict 

with the suggested addition. The suggested language was added to MM UTIL‐01 

in Section 4.11.9: Revised Project Mitigation Measures as follows:  

MM UTIL-01: Notify Utility Companies and Adjust Underground Work Locations 
SCE shall notify all utility companies with utilities located within or crossing SCE ROW and franchise 
agreement areas to locate and mark existing underground utilities along the entire length of the revised 
overhead and underground alignments at least 30 days prior to construction. No subsurface work shall 
be conducted that would conflict with (i.e., directly impact or compromise the integrity of) a buried 
utility. Conflicts shall be identified and addressed with the affected utility during final engineering. In the 
event of a conflict, the Revised Project alignment shall be realigned vertically and/or horizontally, as 
appropriate, to avoid other utilities and provide adequate operational and safety buffering. SCE shall 
provide CPUC with documentation of contact and response from the utility companies prior to 
construction. SCE shall also provide documentation of any changes in the Revised Project alignment for 
review and approval at least 30 days prior to construction. 

Applicable Locations: Revised Project underground alignments 

Performance Standards and Timing:  
 Prior to Construction: (1) SCE notifies utility companies at least 30 days prior to construction, (2) 

Existing underground utilities are marked within the Revised Project alignment, (3) SCE provides 
CPUC with documentation of contact and response from the utility companies, and documentation 
of any changes in the Revised Project alignment 

 During Construction: Underground utilities are avoided, and the integrity of existing underground 
utilities is maintained 

 Following Construction: N/A 
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D2‐76  The suggested edits to Section 4.11.9: Revised Project Mitigation Measures, MM 

UTIL‐03: Cathodic Protection have been incorporated as follows: 

MM UTIL-03: Cathodic Protection 
During final engineering SCE shall determine and report to CPUC the location of adjacent utilities. If SCE 
identifies utilities in proximity of the 230-kV transmission line that may be susceptible to corrosion due to 
induced currents or voltages, SCE shall conduct an alternating current interference study that evaluates 
the alternating current interference effects of the proposed 230-kV transmission line on nearby parallel 
metallic pipelines and other utilities. The study shall include the development of a model using the 
maximum anticipated voltage for the proposed transmission line and shall consider the construction 
specifications for the transmission line, including conductor arrangement. In addition, SCE shall identify 
utility facilities within 100 feet of the proposed transmission line that may be susceptible to corrosion due 
to induced currents or voltages. For all utilities identified with a corrosion potential, SCE shall coordinate 
with the owner of the utility and use data gathered in the alternating current interference study to 
determine appropriate design measures to protect the pipeline from corrosion, such as ground mats or 
gradient control wires for cathodic protection of the buried utility pipelines and other utilities. The study, 
summary of coordination with potentially affected utilities, and specifications of any design measures to 
be installed shall be submitted to the CPUC for review and approval at least 60 days prior to initiation of 
construction. If there are no utilities identified with a corrosion potential as verified by the CPUC, no 
alternating current interference study or cathodic protection mitigation is required.  

Applicable Locations: Revised Project underground alignment 

Performance Standards and Timing:  
 Prior to Construction: Interference Study Report shall be submitted to the CPUC 60 days prior to 

construction 
 During Construction: SCE coordinates with the owner of the utility to implement appropriate design 

measures 
 Following Construction: N/A 

 

D2‐77  Language has been added for clarification to Section 4.11: Public Services and 

Utilities, Section 4.11.11 Alternatives Impact Analysis, paragraph 11, as follows: 

Operation and Maintenance 

The 230‐kV transmission line may cause corrosion on buried metallic 

pipelines that run parallel to the transmission line within the Alternative 

1, 2, or 4 alignment. The rate of corrosion varies depending on the size 

and material of the pipeline. Impacts to utilities would be significant if 

induced current from the Revised Project exceeded the current density 

standards on parallel, metallic pipelines and other utilities. The 

implementation of MM UTIL‐03 requires SCE to identify adjacent utilities 

that may be susceptible to corrosion due to induced currents or voltages 

and would incorporate design features necessary for cathodic protection 

to reduce impacts associated with corrosion to buried pipelines. The 

impact would be less than significant with mitigation. 

D2‐78   The proposed 2013 alignment analyzed in the certified 2013 RTRP EIR was not 

approved or permitted by the CPUC and is no longer proposed by SCE. 

Reference to similarity between the proposed 2013 alignment and the alignment 
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of the underground 230‐kV transmission line provides no pertinent information 

needed to analyze the impacts of the Revised Project in the Subsequent EIR. 

D2‐79  The timeframe for trenching activities affecting recreational facilities was 

calculated using the schedule provided by SCE, which estimated a 

duration of 110 days for all trenching activities. The 110 days for 

construction was provided in response to Data Request #7. The duration 

was divided by the length of the trenching activities which resulted in 

5.3 days per 0.1 mile. The length of the trenching activities intersecting 

recreational trails was measured and then multiplied by 5.3 days per 

0.1 mile to determine the duration of time access to the trails could be 

interrupted.  

D2‐80  Section 1.5.1 specifies that preparation of a Subsequent EIR is required 

pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15162. As such, the CPUC 

determined that a Subsequent EIR is the proper CEQA document to 

address environmental impacts from the Revised Project. No further 

revisions are needed. 

D2‐81  The significance of impacts before and after EPEs is considered to be consistent 

with recent CEQA case law (specifically Lotus v. Department of Transportation 

[2014] 223 Cal App 4th 645). Refer to response D1‐15 for a detailed reasoning as to 

why the significance prior to and after application of EPEs is specified 

throughout the Subsequent EIR. 

D2‐82   The comment refers to referenced text in Section 4.12: Recreation and refers to 

recreation impacts. Relocation of the overhead 230‐kV transmission line to the 

west side of Wineville Avenue would cause new aesthetics impacts due to the 

new residents on the east side of Wineville Avenue. The impact on visual quality 

would be significant and unavoidable, as described further in 

Section 4.1: Aesthetics, because the transmission line would be closer to 

residents. The text in Section 4.12: Recreation, Section 4.12.7: Revised Project 

Impact Analysis, paragraph five has been revised to provide specificity, as 

follows:  

The relocation of the overhead 230‐kV transmission line to the west side 

of Wineville Avenue would not result in any new or greater impacts on 

recreational facilities than analyzed in the 2013 RTRP EIR. No further 

analysis of the change in location of the overhead alignment along 

Wineville Avenue is needed. 

Alternative 4 was appropriately developed and considered to avoid the 

significant visual effect. 
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D2‐83  Figure 4.12‐1 and 4.12‐2 show the locations of trails in the Revised Project area. 

Table 4.12‐4 identifies the Revised Project impacts on trails. Construction would 

require temporary trail closures (from 7 days for the Santa Ana River Trail to up 

to 53 days for a primary equestrian trail). Four trails would require closure for 5 

to 34 days for trenching and 7 to 28 days for vault installation. Mitigation 

measures are required to reduce the impact. 

D2‐84  SCE is responsible for implementing all applicable mitigation measures 

identified in the certified 2013 RTRP EIR. As such, all certified 2013 RTRP EIR 

mitigation measures applicable to the Revised Project were incorporated into the 

Subsequent EIR to ensure that SCE would not need to implement conflicting 

mitigation measures. Any additional requirements were identified in new 

mitigation measures. MM REC‐01 is a measure identified in the certified 2013 

RTRP EIR. The suggested revisions to the text are not consistent with 

MM REC‐01. The revision is not accepted.  

D2‐85   The text in Section 4.12.7: Revised Project Impact Analysis, paragraph 14, has 

been modified to accurately reflect the requirements of EPE REC‐03 and 

highlight the need for MM REC‐04 regarding trails as follows: 

SCE would implement EPE REC‐03; which requires SCE to 

revegetate any park areas temporarily affected by project 

construction or return them to pre‐construction conditions. The 

EPE does not specify any revegetation or restoration requirements 

for trails. revegetation of all trails affected by project construction, 

returning them to pre‐construction conditions. While EPE REC‐03 

requires trail restoration to pre‐construction conditions, a 

significant impact could still occur it the pre‐construction 

condition was not adequately documented, resulting in 

inadequate restoration of the trail condition. MM REC‐04 requires 

that the pre‐construction condition of trails is documented, and 

adequate repairs are made to any recreational facilities degraded 

by construction activities. Impacts on trails from construction 

activities would be less than significant with mitigation.  

D2‐86  The text in Section 4.12.7: Revised Project Impact Analysis, paragraph 12, has 

been modified to reflect that SCE will coordinate with the Goose Creek Golf 

Course owner as follows: 

MM REC‐04 requires SCE to prepare a Pre‐Project Trail and 

Recreation Area Condition Report prior to construction that 

documents the condition of the golf course within the Revised 

Project work areas. SCE shall repair all damage to the golf course 

caused by construction vehicles and equipment, in consultation 

with the golf club owner, by the completion of construction. SCE 
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shall prepare a Post‐Project Trail and Recreation Area Condition 

Report documenting the final state of the Goose Creek Golf 

Course within the Revised Project work areas. 

D2‐87  SCE’s request for clarification regarding which certified 2013 RTRP EIR 

mitigation measures are applicable is noted. The MMRP will explicitly identify 

the mitigation measures SCE is expected to comply with, including the certified 

2013 RTRP EIR measures that are unchanged by the Subsequent EIR. The title of 

the mitigation measures that appear within each resource section clearly 

identifies those measures that were first defined in the certified 2013 RTRP EIR. 

Mitigation from the certified 2013 RTRP EIR includes “(2013 RTRP EIR)” 

following the measure title.   

D2‐88  Trail users must be alerted to a detour if a trail is closed. A dead‐end trail is not 

permissible. Identification and use of existing trails or unvegetated areas is 

feasible. Unvegetated also refers to paved areas. Based on the existing trail and 

sidewalk network, adequate detours exist. The text of MM REC‐03 in 

Section 4.12.8: Revised Project Mitigation Measures has been revised as follows:  

MM REC-03: Maintain Access to Trails  
SCE shall identify existing alternate routes to allow trail and path users to circumvent trail segments that 
are closed due to construction activities. Trail detours must be located on existing trails or unvegetated 
areas and shall not be located where they could impact sensitive biological resources. Trail detours may 
be placed, when feasible and safe to do so, along the perimeter of active work areas or through 
inactive work areas when it is safe to do so. Proposed SCE shall propose alternate routes shall be 
delineated on project plans and provided to the CPUC at least 30 days prior to construction for review 
and approval.  
Signs shall be posted at trail entrances to inform trail users of construction activities that may be 
encountered, such as excavations, and vehicles and equipment on trails.  

Applicable Locations: Revised Project construction work and staging areas at 68th Street and Lucretia 
Avenue, 68th Street and Dana Avenue, Limonite Avenue and Pats Ranch Road, Landon Drive and 
Wineville Avenue, and at Distribution Line Relocations #7 and #8  
Performance Standards and Timing:  
 Prior to Construction: Submittal of proposed alternative trail and bike path routes to CPUC for review 

and approval at least 30 days prior to construction 
 During Construction: SCE installs and maintains signs informing trail users of detours or closures  
 Following Construction: N/A 

 

D2‐89  The suggested edit to MM REC‐04 in Section 4.12.8: Revised Project Mitigation 

Measures is accepted to allow a short additional time to complete repairs after 

construction (refer to revisions to the MM REC‐04, below). 

The sentence “SCE shall restore all LWCF land to pre‐existing conditions within 

12 months from the start of construction.” is not deleted to ensure the lands are 

restored within 12 months of the start of construction. The disturbed land would 
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be considered a land conversion if it was not restored in the allotted timeframe, 

and would be considered a significant impact.   

SCE did not provide justification for replacing the specified Post‐Project Trail 

and Recreation Area Condition Report with “final documentation.” The 

suggested deletion of the specified Condition Report is not accepted. The 

suggested revision to 60 days to complete the Condition Report is accepted. 

The suggested edits regarding consent for repairs from the affected property 

owners/managers are accepted. 

MM REC‐04 is revised as follows: 

MM REC-04: Trail and Recreation Area Conditions and Repairs 
SCE shall prepare a Pre-Project Trail and Recreation Area Condition Report prior to construction that 
documents the condition of designated trails, proposed detour routes, and recreational areas located 
within Revised Project work areas. The Pre-Project Trail and Recreation Area Condition Report shall be 
submitted to the CPUC no less than 30 days before construction. 
SCE shall repair all damage to trails, detour routes, and recreation areas caused by construction vehicles 
and equipment by the within 30-days after completion of construction. SCE shall prepare a Post-Project 
Trail and Recreation Area Condition Report documenting the final state of all trails and recreation areas 
within the Revised Project work areas. The Post-Project Trail and Recreation Area Condition Report shall 
be submitted to the CPUC within 30 60 days of completing construction in each project segment. SCE 
shall complete all trail and recreation area repairs to the approval of the appropriate land owner, land 
agency, or city. SCE shall provide copies of the approval to the CPUC. SCE shall restore all LWCF land to 
pre-existing conditions within 12 months from the start of construction. 

Applicable Locations: Revised Project construction areas at 68th Street and Lucretia Avenue, 68th Street 
and Dana Avenue, Limonite Avenue and Pats Ranch Road, Landon Drive and Wineville Avenue, at 
Distribution Line Relocations #7 and #8, and Goose Creek Golf Club  

Performance Standards and Timing:  
 Prior to Construction: SCE submits a Pre-Project Trail and Recreation Area Condition Report to the 

CPUC 30 days before construction 
 During Construction: Trail and recreation area damage is adequately repaired within 12 months from 

start of construction 
 Following Construction: SCE submits a Post-Project Trail and Recreation Area Conditions Report to 

the CPUC within 30 60 days of completing construction 

 

D2‐90  MM TRANS‐02 does not have the same requirements as MM NOI‐01 and is 

designed to reduce a different impact. MM NOI‐01 does not restrict road and 

lane closures during the peak hours.  

MM TRANS‐02 and MM TRANS‐02A are designed to address peak hour impacts 

caused by lane and road closures during construction of the Revised Project. 

Feasible mitigation must be implemented to minimize impacts, even for 

significant and unavoidable impacts. Traffic hazard impacts would be reduced to 

less than significant with implementation of MM TRANS‐02 and 

MM TRANS‐02A. No revision to the applicability of these measures has been 
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made as the measures are feasible and necessary. Similar mitigation was 

imposed upon the Sycamore‐Peñasquitos 230‐kV Transmission Line Project and 

the Sunrise Powerlink Project. 

D2‐91  The requested deletion of text referencing applicability to maintenance activities 

in Section 4.14.9: Revised Project Mitigation Measures, MM TRANS‐02A is 

accepted as follows: 

MM TRANS-02A: Avoid Peak-Period Closures and Obstructions on All Roadways 
To minimize traffic congestion and delays during construction and maintenance of the underground 
230-kV transmission line, SCE shall schedule all necessary road or lane closures or obstructions on all 
roadways associated with project construction and maintenance activities during off-peak periods. 
Road and lane closures shall be avoided during the 6:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. timeframe and the 3:30 to 6:30 
p.m. timeframe, or as otherwise defined within CPUC and City-approved traffic control plans. 

Applicable Locations: Construction of the underground 230-kV transmission line 

Performance Standards and Timing:  
 Prior to Construction: N/A 
 During Construction: Restrict road and lane closures and other obstructions on all roads to off-peak 

periods 
 Following Construction: Restrict road and lane closures and other obstructions on all roads to off-

peak periods N/A 

D2‐92  The applicable certified 2013 RTRP EIR mitigation measures were incorporated 

into the Subsequent EIR to ensure that SCE would not need to implement 

conflicting mitigation measures. Any additional requirements were identified in 

new mitigation measures. MM TRANS‐04 is a measure identified in the certified 

2013 RTRP EIR. SCE is responsible for implementing all applicable mitigation 

measures identified in the certified 2013 RTRP EIR.  

The Revised Project would involve underground construction, which could 

result in road and lane closures not previously analyzed in the certified 2013 

RTRP EIR. The measure in isolation was not adequate to reduce the impacts from 

underground construction on public transit as specific requirements for 

coordination for the Riverside Transit Authority and relocation of bus stops were 

not identified. Additional requirements were incorporated into MM TRANS‐08 

to reduce the impact on public transit to less than significant. SCE is responsible 

for implementing MM TRANS‐04 and MM TRANS‐08. 
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D2‐93  Revisions have been made to Section 4.14.9: Revised Project Mitigation Measures, 

MM TRANS‐06 removing the requirement for approval of the Traffic Control 

Plans by the City of Jurupa Valley, as follows: 

MM TRANS-06: Prepare Traffic Control Plans 
Prior to the start of construction, SCE shall prepare and submit Motorized and Non-Motorized Traffic 
Control Plans (TCPs) to the CPUC for review and approval at least 60 days prior to commencing 
construction activities. The plans shall be prepared in consultation with all agencies with jurisdiction (e.g., 
City of Jurupa Valley) over public roads that would be directly affected by construction activities (where 
road closures or encroachments would be necessary) for review and approval at least 60 days prior to 
commencing construction activities.  
At a minimum, the TCPs shall include the following details and traffic control measures: 
 Lane and Road Closures 

- Details regarding the locations and timing of all temporary road and lane closures. 
- Implement standard safety practices, including installation of appropriate barriers between work 

zones and transportation facilities, placement of appropriate signage, cones, and use of traffic 
control devices. 

- Designate traffic detours for any road or lane closures with appropriate signage marking the 
detours.  

 Construction Traffic 
- Time worker commutes and material deliveries to avoid peak (AM and PM) commuting hours.  
- Workers shall carpool to and from work sites and Etiwanda Marshalling Yard. 
-  Plans for construction worker parking and transportation to work sites. 

 Traffic Safety 
- Use flaggers and/or signage to guide vehicles through or around construction zones using proper 

techniques for construction activities including staging yard entrance and exit. 
- Store all equipment and materials in designated work areas in a manner that minimizes traffic 

obstructions and maximizes sign visibility. 
- Limit vehicles to safe speed levels according to posted speed limits, road conditions, and 

weather conditions.  
- Route trucks to avoid minor roads, where possible, to reduce congestion and potential asphalt 

damage. 
 Encroachment Permit 

- Abide by encroachment permit conditions, which shall supersede conflicting provisions in the 
TCP. 

 Notification 
- SCE shall notify local emergency personnel (i.e., fire departments, police departments, 

ambulance, and paramedic services), residents within 300 feet, and schools providing school 
bus service in the area (e.g., Troth Elementary and Louis Vandermolen Fundamental Elementary) 
at least 7 days prior to lane or road closures. The notice shall include location(s), date(s), time(s), 
and duration of closure(s), and a contact number for SCE project personnel.  

 Access 
- Emergency access procedures shall be defined. SCE shall be ready at all times to 

accommodate emergency vehicles by maintaining a minimum of one lane clear or easily 
cleared on urban arterials and secondary roadways, immediately stopping work for emergency 
vehicle passage, providing short detours, and providing alternate routes developed in 
conjunction with local agencies.  

- SCE shall maintain travel through intersections at all times during construction, operation, and 
maintenance.  

- SCE or its construction contractors shall provide the ability to quickly lay a temporary steel plate 
trench bridge upon request of the property owner in order to ensure reasonable driveway 
access to businesses and residences adjacent to work areas during construction hours, and shall 
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provide continuous access to adjacent properties when not actively constructing the 
underground 230-kV transmission line. In the event of an emergency, steel plating shall be 
placed over underground work areas and vehicles/equipment shall be removed from the 
partially or fully closed roadways to the greatest extent feasible, as needed, to permit 
uninterrupted traffic flow. SCE or its construction contractor shall designate a job site manager 
responsible for ensuring emergency access. All workers shall be trained in emergency access 
procedures. 

Applicable Locations: Underground 230-kV transmission line construction work areas and traffic routes 

Performance Standards and Timing:  
 Prior to Construction: (1) Prepare Motorized and Non-Motorized TCPs, (2) Submit TCPs to the CPUC 

and City of Jurupa Valley 
 During Construction: Implement the traffic control measures detailed in the TCPs 
 Following Construction: N/A 

 

D2‐94  The formatting error hiding the title of MM TRANS‐06 was corrected. Due to the 

large work areas required for vault and duct tank installation, access to 

properties directly adjacent to work areas could be hindered outside of 

construction hours. This is true for all properties, not just those along 68th Street 

to the east of Wineville Avenue/ Holmes Street. Alternative access, such as from 

an alley behind a residence, is not available in any location. The requirement 

pertains to these properties and the measure has been revised for clarity. The 

requested narrow scope of the measure was not added. 

D2‐95  The requested information detailing what the pre‐construction road and 
sidewalk condition assessment would include as well as specificity regarding 

what condition the roadways would be returned to, has been added to Section 

4.14.9: Revised Project Mitigation Measures, MM TRANS‐07 as follows: 

MM TRANS-07: Post-Construction Road and Sidewalk Repair  
SCE shall conduct a pre-construction road and sidewalk condition assessment along roadways and 
sidewalks along the underground alignment and construction traffic routes, prior to construction. The 
pre-construction road and sidewalk condition assessment shall include photographs or a video 
recording. The assessment shall be conducted along the construction route public roads within 500 feet 
in each direction of project access points and roadways where the road surface would be damaged by 
project-related trenching and digging. SCE shall submit the pre-construction road and sidewalk 
condition assessment to the CPUC and the City of Jurupa Valley no less than 30 days prior to 
construction. Following construction, SCE shall conduct a post-construction road and sidewalk condition 
assessment along 68th Street, Pats Ranch Road, Limonite Avenue, Wineville Avenue, Cantu-Galleano 
Ranch Road, and Etiwanda Avenue. If damage to roads occurs as a result of project construction or 
construction traffic, SCE shall restore damaged roadways and sidewalk (e.g., asphalt, curbs, and gutters) 
within 60 days after the completion of construction to a pre-construction condition, based on the pre-
construction road and sidewalk condition assessment, or to a condition agreed upon by SCE and the 
roadway owner, at their own expense under the direction of and to the construction standard of the 
City of Jurupa Valley to ensure that impacted roads are adequately repaired. 

Applicable Locations: Underground 230-kV transmission line construction work areas and traffic routes 

Performance Standards and Timing:  
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 Prior to Construction: Submit pre-construction road and sidewalk condition assessment covering 
applicable roadways to the CPUC and the City of Jurupa Valley no less than 30 days prior to 
construction 

 During Construction: N/A 
 Following Construction: (1) Conduct a post-construction road and sidewalk condition assessment 

along applicable roadways, (2) If damage is found, repair of damaged roadways and sidewalks will 
occur within 60 days of completion 

 

D2‐96  MM TRANS‐08 does not apply to operation and maintenance activities. The 

requested revision to the performance standards and timing for MM TRANS‐08 

in Section 4.13.9: Revised Project Mitigation Measures has been made as follows: 

 Following Construction: (1) Post signs 2 weeks prior to construction, at 

bus stops and pedestrian intersections that will be affected by closures 

and/or detours, (2) Notices will provide information regarding the 

duration of closure and detour/alternate routes, (3) Erect “share the road” 

signs within construction zones where partial closures will occur N/A 

D2‐97  The reference error has been corrected to Section 4.13.10: Alternatives Setting 

reference Table 4.13‐16. 

Table 4.13‐16 Error! Not a valid bookmark self‐reference. Error! 

Reference source not found.. 

D2‐98  The alternatives analysis methodology is described in Chapter 4: Environmental 

Analysis. In accordance with accepted CPUC analysis practices, the alternatives 

analyses focus only on the isolated segment. Chapter 6: Comparison of 

Alternatives provides a comparative analysis of the impacts of the Revised 

Project and the alternatives taking into account the impacts that would occur 

from the construction, operation, and maintenance of a complete alternative 

route. Refer to response D1‐9. 

D2‐99  As stated in response D2‐99, the analysis of the alternative segment in 

combination with the remainder of the Revised Project, is provided in 

Chapter 6: Comparison of Alternatives. As an example, impacts from 

construction of Alternatives 1 and 2 are identified as greater than the Revised 

Project for Impact Traffic‐a. 

D2‐100  The I‐15 Corridor Specific Plan is analyzed with respect to the Revised Project in 

Section 4.9: Land Use and Planning under Impact Land Use‐b, and the 

cumulative impacts of the individual projects within the specific plan are 

analyzed in Chapter 5: Cumulative Impacts. All plans and planning documents 

used in the Subsequent EIR to establish baseline conditions and cumulative 

project lists are identified in the Reference sections. The plans used in the 

cumulative analysis are identified in Section 5.2.2: Plans and Projections, and 
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were implemented in the several analyses including air quality and biological 

resources. 

D2‐101  The comparison of impacts presented in Chapter 6: Comparison of Alternatives 

focused on significant impacts of each alternative. The commenter references 

impacts of Alternative 1 on recreation, air quality, public services, and cultural 

resources as greater than the Revised Project. Impacts on the resources listed are 

less than significant or mitigated to less than significant for both the Revised 

Project and Alternative 1. An EIR is required to focus on significant impacts in 

accordance with PRC § 21100(b)(1), CCR § 15126(a) and § 15143. If an impact is 

less than significant it is not a substantial adverse change to the environment as 

defined by CEQA, PRC § 21068 and CCR § 15382. Less‐than‐significant impacts 

are not therefore considered when comparing between alternatives. Only 

substantial adverse (i.e., significant) impacts are used to rank alternatives. Since 

all other environmental changes resulting from the project are not, by definition, 

significant impacts, they do not have to be addressed or considered under 

CEQA. 

D2‐102  Refer to response D1‐8 for a discussion of the NOP baseline used in the 

Subsequent EIR. Use of a future condition as the baseline, such as following 

buildout of Jurupa Valley, is sometimes undertaken in CEQA analysis. Use of a 

future baseline requires substantive evidence. The timing and exact nature of full 

buildout is unknown. The Revised Project or other cumulative projects may 

affect the outcome of future development in unforeseen ways. As such, the use of 

a future baseline is considered too speculative. The commenter provides no 

additional substantial evidence to support why a future baseline that assumes 

full buildout of the land adjacent to I‐15 should be used. The Subsequent EIR 

accurately identifies the baseline as the environmental condition at the time the 

NOP was issued in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a). 

D2‐103  Refer to response D2‐101 for details regarding why less than significant impacts 

are not used to rank alternatives. 

Refer to response D2‐102 for the reasoning regarding the baseline used in the EIR 

and why use of a future condition is inappropriate. 
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3.5.3 Response to Letter D3: SCE 
There are no comments included in D3. 


