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Responses to Comment Set A1 – San Bernardino County Department of Public Works 

A1-1 The commenter would like the Construction General Permit's requirements for permanent 
post-construction BMPs to be identified, and to have SCE refer to NPDES MS4 Phase I and II 
requirements for post-construction BMPs.  Water Quality Management Plans may be nec-
essary for those portions of the project where new impervious areas are created or replaced, 
and the appropriate municipal jurisdiction should be consulted to discuss the applicability of 
these plans. 

Section D.19.2.1 (Water Resources and Hydrology, Applicable Regulations, Plans, and Stand-
ards, Federal) describing Federal Regulations, has been modified to include reference to 
post-construction BMPs in the Construction General Permit.  Mitigation Measure WR-3a, 
requiring implementation of flood, erosion, and scour protection for aboveground and below-
ground improvements, has been modified to include reference to the MS4 requirements 
and preparation of Water Quality Management Plans.  The discussion of Impact WR-4, 
describing potential water quality degradation, has been modified to include a discussion of 
the modified Mitigation Measure WR-3a. 

A1-2 This comment notes the possibility of temporary road or lane closures on Reche Canyon 
Road for construction activity and that a road permit must be obtained. 

SCE will be required to coordinate all road and lane closures with the agency having jurisdic-
tion over an affected road.  This is addressed in Section D.16.3.3 (Transportation and Traffic, 
Impacts and Mitigation Measures) by Mitigation Measure T-1b (Prepare Traffic Control Plans).  
Section A.4.4 (Permits Required for the Proposed Project) in the EIS discusses permits or 
approvals from other federal, tribal, State or regional, and local agencies that may be 
needed for the project, including road permits from San Bernardino County (see Table A-7, 
Permits that May Be Required for the West of Devers Upgrade Project). 

A1-3 The commenter states that prior to construction, Traffic Control Plans must be reviewed by 
the County Department of Public Works. 

This requirement is addressed by Mitigation Measure T-1b; see Response to Comment A1-2. 

A1-4 The commenter identified two roads not under its jurisdiction.  Table D.16-6 (Public Roadways 
along the Proposed Route – Segment 3: San Timoteo Canyon) has been amended to indicate 
the correct jurisdiction for Palomares Road and Smiley Road/Lisa Marie Lane is the City of 
Redlands, not San Bernardino County. 

A1-5 The commenter requests clarification as to whether there will be long-term road closures 
for the project in San Bernardino County. 

There are no planned long-term closures.  The Proposed Project would not install any 220 
kV transmission lines underground in roads or elsewhere.  Except as noted below, most 
project work at or near roads would be overhead, with limited-duration closures, such as for 
stringing conductor across roads.  The Proposed Project and some project alternatives include 
underground segments of various distribution, subtransmission, and communications lines.  
However, where these activities occur in roads, only short term lane closures and traffic 
controls would be required.  The length of time for these activities would be similar to any 
underground utility installation requiring trenching (or directional drilling), placement of the 
utility infrastructure, and backfilling and repair of the disturbed area. 
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Furthermore, Section B.3.1.5 (Traffic Control) of the EIS states that construction activities com-
pleted within public-street ROWs would require the use of a traffic control service, and any 
lane closures would be conducted consistent with local ordinances and ministerial city 
permit conditions.  These traffic control measures would be consistent with those published 
in the California Joint Utility Traffic Control Manual. 

A1-6 The commenter notes that local road permits for over-weight and over-sized loads on local 
roads would be required. 

Impact T-4 (Construction vehicles and equipment would potentially damage roads in the 
project area) in Section D.16.3.3 (Impacts and Mitigation Measures) has been amended to 
acknowledge the requirement for local permits for exceeding legal weight and size limits on 
local roads, in addition to any Caltrans required permits. 

A1-7 The commenter suggests that the “entire road used by the construction activities” should be 
covered by Mitigation Measure T-4a, instead of 500 feet in each direction of access points, 
as stated in the mitigation measure. 

In Section D.16.3.3 (Impacts and Mitigation Measures), Mitigation Measure T-4a (Repair 
roadways damaged by construction activities) has been amended to include an additional 
requirement that prior to construction road surface conditions be documented in areas 
where trenching or digging in a roadway would occur.  The request that the “entire road 
used by the construction activities” be documented is overly broad and unwieldy, as con-
struction vehicles could legally use many roads throughout the region in transiting between 
their points of origin and individual construction sites.  Wear and tear from general con-
struction traffic use of regional roads would be impossible to distinguish from wear and tear 
caused by all other vehicles using the roads.  The mitigation measure, as amended, would 
adequately account for any damage near entrances to off-road construction areas and as 
well as where the road surface would be damaged by trenching. 

A1-8 The commenter suggests that in addition to post-construction road repair, SCE should pay 
for “extra maintenance costs during the construction.” 

Such a requirement is overly broad and would be exceedingly difficult to implement reasonably.  
It would require defining what constitutes “extra maintenance cost” as opposed to general 
maintenance, and what part of such cost would be attributed to the project as compared to 
other users of the roadway.  The intention of Mitigation Measure T-4a (Repair roadways 
damaged by construction activities) is to document preconstruction conditions as described 
in the measure and to ensure that, following construction, the roadway is repaired to pre-
construction conditions.  This comment has not resulted in a change to the EIS. 

 



West of Devers Upgrade Project 
VOLUME 4. RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

July 2016 21 Final EIS 

Comment Set A2 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
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Comment Set A2 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (cont.) 
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Comment Set A2 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (cont.) 
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Comment Set A2 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (cont.) 
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Comment Set A2 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (cont.) 
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Responses to Comment Set A2 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

A2-1 The commenter asks that the Final EIS include the results of a screening level analysis of 
impacts to waters of the U.S. 

This issue is addressed in Section D.4.1.1 (Biological Resources – Vegetation, Regional 
Setting and Approach to Data Collection) and in Section D.4.3.3 under Impact VEG-3 relating 
to impacts to jurisdictional waters.  SCE has not completed a delineation of jurisdictional 
waters for the Proposed Project, but has prepared a “Drainage Assessment” as preliminary 
information related to potential jurisdictional waters to support project design.  The 
Drainage Assessment estimates maximum potential permanent and temporary impacts to 
jurisdictional drainage features by linear feet and acreage of riparian vegetation.  These 
estimates are shown in Tables D.4-5 (Maximum Potential Permanent Impacts to Jurisdictional 
Drainage Features) and D.4-6 (Maximum Potential Temporary Impacts to Jurisdictional 
Drainage Features).  The Drainage Assessment estimates that approximately 26 of the 
drainage features have potential to meet federal wetland criteria.  The drainage assessment 
is conservative, estimating maximum disturbance to jurisdictional features.  Not all juris-
dictional waters within the ROW or the Proposed Project study area would be affected by 
the Proposed Project. 

A2-2 The commenter asks that the Final EIS include “further information about the project’s com-
pliance with federal Clean Air Act general conformity requirements.”  The commenter also 
recommends selection of the Phased Build Alternative and seasonal use of helicopters to 
minimize air quality impacts. 

The Clean Air Act general conformity rule is described in Section D.3.2.1 (Air Quality, 
Applicable Regulations, Plans, and Standards, Federal).  Only a small fraction of project 
activity would occur on federal lands, and the emissions attributable to the federal portions 
of the Proposed Project would be less than the applicability thresholds in the general 
conformity rule (Table D.3-7, Construction-Phase Emissions and General Conformity).  As 
explained in Section D.3.3.3 (Impacts and Mitigation Measures), under Impact AQ-1 
(Construction would generate dust and exhaust emission of criteria pollutants), the 
Proposed Project is exempt from the requirement that a comprehensive Air Quality 
Conformity Analysis be performed.  Under Impact AQ-3 (Operation, maintenance, and 
inspections would generate dust and exhaust emissions), it was also determined that annual 
emissions would not likely exceed federal General Conformity thresholds, and no general 
conformity determination would be required. 

The recommendation for the Phased Build Alternative is noted.  The extent to which heli-
copters would be employed in construction of the Proposed Project is unknown.  Final 
determination on construction methods for various tower structures and for conductor 
stringing will be on a case-by-case basis by SCE and/or its contractor.  In Section D.3.3.3 (Air 
Quality, Impacts and Mitigation), Mitigation Measure AQ-1c (Control helicopter emissions) 
identifies measures to reduce emissions and fugitive dust from such activities. 

A2-3 The commenter asks that the Final EIS discuss how the project will comply with CWA Section 
404 (b)(1) Guidelines. 

This issue is addressed in Section D.4.3.3 (Biological Resources – Vegetation, Impacts and 
Mitigation Measures) by Mitigation Measure VEG-3a, requiring minimization of impacts and 
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no net loss for jurisdictional waters and wetlands.  A textual clarification that compliance 
with 404 (b)(1) guidelines is required has been made in Section D.19.2.1 (Water Resources 
and Hydrology, Applicable Regulations, Plans, and Standards) under the discussion of 
Federal regulations. 

A2-4 The commenter again asks that a planning level assessment of the impacts to waters of the 
U.S. be performed prior to issuance of the Final EIS, including estimated impacts for each 
alternative. 

Please see Responses to Comments A2-1 and A2-3, which identify information in the EIS 
addressing this request.  All alternatives to the Proposed Project would result in a similar 
levels of impact to waters of the U.S. as the Proposed Project as incorporated in Section G 
(Comparison of Alternatives). 

A2-5 Comment recommends including additional measures to minimize impacts to aquatic 
resources, such as reduced access road width, bridges over jurisdictional waters, and buffers 
to minimize indirect effects to jurisdictional waters. 

Mitigation Measure VEG-1c would require minimization of vegetation and habitat loss, and 
would apply throughout the project, including jurisdictional waters.  Mitigation Measure 
VEG-1c is adequate to minimize impacts to aquatic habitat and jurisdictional waters; 
however, the text of the measure has been revised to more clearly state the requirement 
for the project to avoid and minimize impacts to jurisdictional waters. Mitigation Measure 
VEG-1c has also been revised to require the use of existing access routes or bridges over 
jurisdictional waters, as feasible.  A requirement for construction or installation of new 
bridges over jurisdictional waters is not incorporated into the measure because the 
environmental effects of such construction or installation could be greater than the effects 
of access road crossings at grade.  The noted revisions to Mitigation Measure VEG-1c clarify 
and strengthen the measure and do not introduce any additional environmental impact. 

A2-6 The commenter asks that the EIS quantify likely impacts to ephemeral waters and discuss 
potential mitigation.  The commenter also asks for a commitment to avoiding or minimizing 
direct and indirect impacts to ephemeral streams. 

See Responses to Comments A2-1 and A2-3.  The drainage assessment referred to an evalua-
tion of ephemeral washes.  Mitigation Measure VEG-3a, which minimizes impacts and ensures 
no net loss for jurisdictional waters and wetlands, includes a discussion of ephemeral streams 
and the mitigation measures identified there avoid and/or reduce impacts to ephemeral waters.  
See Section D.4.3.3 (Biological Resources – Vegetation, Impacts and Mitigation Measures). 

A2-7 The comment notes that the portion of emissions caused by the federal actions must be 
considered in relation to the pollutant-specific applicability thresholds.  The EIS show the 
direct and indirect emissions that could occur at the time of construction, after the federal 
actions of the tribal and BLM approvals.  The majority of these construction emissions would 
occur outside of the Morongo reservation and outside of BLM lands.  Therefore, these 
construction emissions are not counted as emissions that the agency can practically control 
or emissions for which the agency has continuing program responsibility.  Since the emissions 
would be outside of the practical control of these federal agencies, these emissions were 
not included in the review of general conformity rule applicability presented in Table D.3-7 
(Construction-Phase Emissions and General Conformity). 
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A2-8 The comment requests a presentation of emissions estimates for each year of the project, 
rather than average calendar year emissions during construction.  The detailed emission 
calculations for the entire Proposed Project are presented in EIS Appendix 6.  The construc-
tion schedule and sequence is presented in Section B.3.10, and this preliminary information 
does not allow presentation of specific construction activities or emissions within any partic-
ular calendar year over the 36 to 48-month duration.  The review of general conformity rule 
applicability presented in Table D.3-7 (Construction-Phase Emissions and General Con-
formity) shows that the average emission rates would be well below the thresholds for the 
life of the Project. 

A2-9 The commenter recommends deleting the discussion regarding regionally significant actions 
under the General Conformity Rule discussion in Section D.3.2.1 (Air Quality).  As suggested, 
the EIS includes this revision, because this portion of the regulation was removed from the 
Rule in 2010. 

A2-10 The commenter recommends minimizing helicopter construction during the spring and sum-
mer months and, if feasible, scheduling heaviest helicopter used during fall and winter when 
ozone production is lowest.  The commenter also requests quantification of potential 
benefits to air quality and a discussion of impacts to other resources from construction 
during cooler months. 

As stated in Response to Comment A2-2, the extent of helicopter use is not known.  The 
construction of the Proposed Project over four years would be a complex undertaking, with 
towers and structures being erected and removed in various locations at various times, 
based on the final construction plan and the need to keep circuits energized while 
maintaining a safe working environment for crews.  The number of hours of helicopter flight 
time, the locations of helicopter use, and when they would be used in the construction 
schedule are unknown.  It is not feasible to quantify potential benefits except as generally 
presented within Mitigation Measure AQ-1c (Control helicopter emissions) in Section 
D.3.3.3 (Air Quality, Impacts and Mitigation).  The mitigation measures pertaining to fugitive 
dust and helicopter flight will reduce the construction impacts to nonattainment ozone, 
PM10, and PM2.5 concentrations during all seasons of the year under any combination of 
helicopter activity with other construction activities. 

A2-11 The commenter recommends identifying and committing to using best available control tech-
nologies to reduce helicopter emissions. 

Mitigation Measure AQ-1c (Control helicopter emissions) addresses strategies for minimizing 
helicopter emissions.  The measure requires minimizing helicopter idling and use of the 
smallest practical and available helicopter for the operation.  This measure and Mitigation 
Measure T-7a (Prepare and implement a final helicopter use plan) ensure implementation of 
feasible controls and proper oversight of operating procedures for helicopters. 

A2-12 The commenter requests a qualitative description of climate change impacts and practicable 
mitigation measures to reduce project GHG emissions, and consideration of design modifi-
cations to improve resilience to climate change.  The commenter recommends consulting 
the CEQ December 2014 revised draft guidance on consideration of GHG and climate change 
in NEPA. 

A qualitative and quantitative description of GHG emissions and impacts is provided in 
Section D.6.3.3 (Climate Change, Impacts and Mitigation Measures).  No mitigation is iden-
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tified.  Transmission lines are designed to standards that take into account extremes in tem-
perature and wind.  These extremes include any likely effects of climate change during the 
life of the project.  The CEQ 2014 guidance on GHG was considered and is discussed in 
Section D.6.2.1 (Climate Change, Applicable Regulations, Plans, and Standards, Federal). 
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Comment Set A3 – California Department of Transportation, District 8 
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Comment Set A3 – California Department of Transportation, District 8 (cont.) 
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Responses to Comment Set A3 – California Department of Transportation 

A3-1 Caltrans cites in its comment letter the requirements for encroachment permits and for 
special permits for movement of vehicles/loads exceeding statutory limitations.  The comment 
is noted. 

A3-2 Caltrans notes that on roadway named in the EIS was numbered wrong.  The correction has 
been made in Section D.16.3.3 of the EIS, under Impact T-1, changing SR-68 to SR-62. 

A3-3 Caltrans recommends “appropriate signage notifications for construction traffic throughout 
the construction period.” 

In Section D.16.3.3 (Impacts and Mitigation Measures), Mitigation Measure T-1b (Prepare 
Traffic Control Plans) requires that traffic control measures be consistent with the California 
Joint Utility Traffic Control Manual and other guidelines.  This will ensure proper signage and 
controls where work is occurring in or adjacent to roadways.  Each jurisdiction may have 
somewhat different requirements.  For clarity, Caltrans has been named as one of the agen-
cies to receive the Traffic Control Plans, in addition to local agencies who are to receive the 
plans. 
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Comment Set A4 – City of Colton 
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Comment Set A4 – City of Colton (cont.) 
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Comment Set A4 – City of Colton (cont.) 
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Responses to Comment Set A4 – City of Colton 

A4-1 The commenter requests to be informed by SCE regarding FAA requirements for marker 
balls as the project is designed in greater detail.  The comment is noted.  SCE has also 
received a copy of this comment. 

A4-2 The commenter questions the accuracy of the structure location description in the 
discussion of KOP 2 and requests additional location information. 

The original project proposal along this portion of Segment 2 placed the new structures 
lower on the slope relative to the existing structures.  However, a subsequent realignment 
of the Proposed Project moved the new structures upslope to elevations approximately 10 
to 15 feet higher than the existing structures.  The discussion of KOP 2 in Section D.18.3.3 
(Visual Resources, Impacts and Mitigation Measures) did not reflect that change and has 
been corrected.  However, the overall impact conclusions do not change because, even with 
the slight increase in structure elevations, in the structural context of the two remaining 
transmission lines, the proposed structures would remain co-dominant landscape features 
and the incremental increases in the associated visual contrast and view blockage would 
remain low.  As a result, the overall visual change would also remain low.  Lateral distances 
between the proposed new structure locations and the locations of the structures being 
replaced range from approximately 25 feet to approximately 260 feet along this portion of 
Segment 2. 

A4-3 The commenter requests visual simulations of two additional residential views along Seg-
ment 2.  KOP 2 was selected to be representative of residential views along this portion of 
Segment 2. 

The viewpoint location was selected following a field review and a digital terrain analysis in 
order to acquire a viewing location that would be representative of the types of visual 
impacts that would be experienced along this portion of Segment 2.  KOP captures a 
foreground view of multiple tower locations (both new and to be replaced). 

Although the additional viewpoints requested in the comment would provide different view-
ing perspectives of the Proposed Project, the viewing experiences would be very similar in 
that the views at both requested locations would encompass multiple existing structures to 
be replaced by new structures that would exhibit similar structural appearance, scale, 
skylining, and location relative to the existing structures to be replaced.  The resulting visual 
impacts would be similar to those described for KOP 2 and, therefore, the simulation and 
analysis provided for KOP 2 adequately documents and characterizes the visual impacts that 
would typically be experienced at the two new requested locations. 

A4-4 The commenter requests that the Segment 2 underground alternatives that were eliminated 
during the alternatives screening stage be further evaluated in light of the potential for sig-
nificant visual impacts on residential views. 

As documented in the KOP 2 analysis in Section D.18.3.3 (Impacts and Mitigation Measures), 
the typical visual impact on residential views along Segment 2 was evaluated and 
determined to be adverse, but the underground alternatives were not considered necessary 
to mitigate these visual impacts. 
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A4-5 The commenter notes that in Section D.11 (Land Use and BLM Realty) the Draft EIR/EIS 
references the Reche Canyon Specific Plan but does not depict the approved land uses 
within the Specific Plan.  The commenter requests an exhibit of permitted and planned land 
uses in the Specific Plan be added, including identification of areas yet to be developed and 
their proximity to the utility corridor. 

The Specific Plan area is crossed by the existing SCE ROW in Segment 2 of the Proposed 
Project, as shown in Figure D.11-1b (General Plan Land Use, Segment 2) and Figure D.11-2b 
(Zoning, Segment 2) of the EIS.  The project would entail upgrades within this existing 
corridor.  See Figure B-3a (Proposed Transmission Line Route Segment 2) at the end of 
Chapter B (Description of the Proposed Project).  In the EIS, Appendix 2 (Detailed Project 
Maps) shows details of the alignment and project area, including the Reche Canyon Specific 
Plan area.  See Figures Ap.2-4 and Ap.2-5.  Although specific uses within the Specific Plan 
area are not identified, the aerial photograph base for the maps (2013) shows developed 
and undeveloped areas, with the location of existing and proposed towers superimposed, so 
areas yet to be developed can be identified in proximity to the utility corridor. 

A4-6 The City of Colton requests the opportunity to review the project’s Fire Management Plan at 
least 30 days prior to adoption. 

In Section D.20.3.3 (Wildland Fire, Impacts and Mitigation Measures), Mitigation Measure 
WF-1a (Prepare and implement a Fire Management Plan) requires a draft plan be provided 
to each fire agency, including local municipal fire agencies, having jurisdiction over the areas 
through which the alignment passes.  Resolution of comments on the Fire Management Plan 
is to occur at least 30 days prior to initiation of construction activities. 

A4-7 The commenter requests that the Colton Public Works Department receive the required Con-
struction Transportation Plan and Traffic Control Plan at least 30 days prior to construction. 

Mitigation Measures T-1a (Prepare Construction Transportation Plan) and T-1b (Prepare 
Traffic Control Plans) include the requirement for submission at least 30 days prior to 
construction. 

A4-8 The commenter requests additional language be included in the description of the Rancho 
Mediterrania Mobile Home Park recreation facilities. 

In Section D.15 (Recreation), additional language was included in Table D.15-1 (Recreational 
Resources within the Project Study Area), and Section D.15.1.2.2, Segment 2: Colton and 
Loma Linda to clarify the amenities of this park. 

A4-9 The commenter requests a copy of the “Helicopter Land Use Plan” for review and comment 
30 days prior to approval by the FAA.  The commenter also requests the Plan identify condi-
tions where homes may need to be temporarily vacated and include advanced notification 
requirements. 

That some homes might need to be vacated for safety reasons during helicopter operations 
is in error and is omitted from Section D.13.3.3 (Impacts and Mitigation Measures) of the 
Final EIS. 

The Helicopter Use Plan is described in Mitigation Measure T-7a (Prepare and implement a 
final helicopter use plan), in Section D.16.3.3 (Transportation and Traffic, Impacts and Miti-
gation Measures).  As stated in the mitigation measure, the FAA has exclusive jurisdiction 
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over aircraft and aircraft operations.  The Helicopter Use Plan is to impose requirements 
that aid CPUC and BLM in the monitoring of helicopter use, but that do not conflict with any 
FAA requirements.  The Plan is not approved by FAA.  Under FAA rules, helicopters are not 
permitted to carry external loads over structures, but may fly over structures if not carrying 
an external load.  It has not been determined whether, where, and when helicopter use 
would occur.  This would be determined on a case-by-case basis.  In all cases, operations 
must comply with FAA requirements. 

However, once the plan is made final, a copy will be provided as a courtesy to each affected 
jurisdiction through which the project passes.  Mitigation Measure T-7a has been modified 
in Section D.16 (Transportation and Traffic) of the Final EIS to include this requirement.  
Review and approval of the plan and ensuring implementation through mitigation 
monitoring is the responsibility of CPUC and BLM. 
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Comment Set A5 – City of Redlands 
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Comment Set A5 – City of Redlands (cont.) 
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Comment Set A5 – City of Redlands (cont.) 
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Comment Set A5 – City of Redlands (cont.) 
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Responses to Comment Set A5 – City of Redlands 

A5-1 The commenter expresses support for the Phased Build Alternative and states that it would 
be supportive of the Iowa Street 66 kV Underground Alternative if the 66 kV subtransmis-
sion line is undergrounded from Citrus Avenue to Barton Road along Iowa Street.  See 
Response to Comment F3-441 and F3-559 regarding a revised simulation of the proposed 
new Iowa Street 66 kV line. 

The commenter’s support for the Phased Build Alternative is noted. 

The Iowa Street 66 kV Underground Alternative focuses on the segment of the proposed 
overhead route where significant visual impacts have been identified, which is by the 
existing residential subdivision, as explained in EIS Section D.18 (Visual Resources).  The 
commenter is suggesting extending the undergrounding north of where it is proposed to 
start near Orange Avenue. 

SCE noted in its Response to CPUC Data Request #15 (ALT-28, dated March 30, 2015) that 
extending the alternative to the north of its current overhead-to-underground transition 
location would require installation of an underground conduit system through a single-lane 
bridge that crosses a historic drainage feature located approximately 325 feet north of the 
centerline intersection of Orange Avenue and Iowa Street.  Although technically feasible, the 
engineering and construction requirements would be more involved depending on how the 
underground conduit would be installed or attached to the bridge..  The additional costs of 
underground construction, as well as the additional construction impacts from extended 
lane and/or road closures during the conduit and vault installation process, are not justified 
where impacts based on existing visual conditions. 

A5-2 The commenter notes a typographical error and to request information on materials that 
would be delivered to the Lugonia Avenue staging yard and what methods of delivery would 
be used. 

As requested, Table B-8 (Potential Water Providers to WOD Upgrade Project) in Section B 
(Description of the Proposed Project) has been corrected to show the City of Redlands in 
San Bernardino County. 

Section B.3.1.1 (Project Description, Staging Areas and other Work Areas) states that “[a] 
majority of materials associated with the construction efforts would be delivered by truck to 
designated staging yards, while some materials may be delivered directly to the temporary 
transmission and subtransmission construction areas.”  To clarify, all materials delivered to 
Lugonia Yard would be by truck or van. 

A5-3 The City of Redlands notes that they have three agricultural zones.  Agricultural District A-2 
has been added in Section D.2.1.2 under zoning Designations for the City of Redlands. 

A5-4 The commenter suggests minimizing GHG emissions by such measures as reducing 
equipment idling.  Idling and emission reduction are addressed in Section D.3 (Air Quality).  
Presently, all equipment owners are subject to a five-minute idling restriction under CARB 
rules (13 California Code of Regulations, Chapter 10, Section 2449).  See also Mitigation 
Measure AQ-1b (Control off-road equipment emissions) and AQ-1c (Control helicopter 
emissions) in Section D.3.3.3 (Air Quality, Impacts and Mitigation). 
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A5-5 The commenter believes that the Hazards and Hazardous Materials mitigation measures are 
appropriate, but asks if specific reference should be made to a SWPPP.  The commenter also 
asks if local agencies will review/approve the Soil Management Plan. 

A Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) is required under the Clean Water Act’s 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit and the General Construc-
tion Permit.  Section D.19 (Water Resources and Hydrology), Mitigation Measure WR-2a 
(Implement an Erosion Control Plan and demonstrate compliance with water quality 
permits) addresses this issue.  The SWPPP discussion in Section D.19 is now cross-referenced 
in Section D.10.3.3 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Impacts and Mitigation Measures). 

Section D.10.3.3 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Impacts and Mitigation Measures), 
under Mitigation Measure HH-2a (Prepare a Soil Management Plan) states that the Plan 
shall be submitted to the lead agencies (CPUC and BLM) for review and approval prior to the 
start of construction.  However, any contaminants discovered during construction will be 
reported to local CUPA agencies and/or RWQCB.  Once the plan is made final, a copy will be 
provided as a courtesy to each jurisdiction through which the project passes.  Mitigation 
Measure HH-2a has been modified in Section D.10 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) of the 
Final EIS to include this requirement.  Review and approval of the plan and ensuring 
implementation through mitigation monitoring is the responsibility of CPUC and BLM. 

A5-6 The commenter notes that the presentation of the Redlands Noise Ordinance is incomplete 
and that operations at night or outside of work hours would be inconsistent with the City of 
Redlands’ Noise Ordinance.  The discussion of the Noise Ordinance in Section D.13.2.2 (Noise) 
has been edited to be consistent with the comment.  The comment on night noise is noted.  
No change in the text is required. 

A5-7 The commenter requests a definition of helicopter routes within Redlands and the proximity 
of sensitive receptors.  The City of Redlands is concerned with noise generated by 
helicopters over residences and sensitive receptors.  Please see Response to Comment A4-9, 
which notes that FAA has complete jurisdiction over helicopters and pilots.  The Helicopter 
Use Plan would specify transit routes for helicopters. 

A5-8 The commenter asks whether qualified paleontologists will be used on Proposed Project 
lands that are not administered by the BLM.  Mitigation Measure V-1a (Develop 
Paleontological Resource Mitigation and Monitoring Plan) explains that all paleontological 
work undertaken by the Applicant on public lands administered by BLM shall be conducted 
by qualified paleontologists with a current Paleontological Resources Use Permit for BLM 
lands in California.  To clarify, there are no permitting requirements for non-BLM-
administered lands. 

A5-9 The city questions how road deterioration is to be evaluated and requests that the 
mitigation measures specify that the project should “make the local agency whole” in 
regards to accelerated deterioration of the road as a result of project construction traffic.  
The comment goes on to state that while surface damage can be agreed upon, deterioration 
of subgrade is based on vehicle load, quantity of vehicles, and design of the road section.  
Requiring repair to pre-construction conditions is problematic if a section requires 
reconstruction, it cannot be reconstructed to an old status or standard.  Repairing surface 
damage does not address subgrade deterioration.  The city suggests a specific charge, such as 
$0.67/Equivalent Axle Load (EAL)/mile driven on a secondary truck route. 
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The project would be located in two counties and multiple cities, and would require use of 
roads under these jurisdictions as well as roads under Caltrans jurisdiction.  Accounting for 
which vehicles were on which roads in which jurisdictions and for how many miles would be 
impossible to administer.  Mitigation Measure T-4a (Repair roadways damaged by construc-
tion activities) has been amended to clarify that unless an alternative method for 
determining roadway condition is required by a given jurisdiction, the approach would be as 
specified in the mitigation measure. 

A5-10 The commenter requests clarification of the language used in Section D.18.1.2.3 (Segment 3: 
San Timoteo Canyon) that suggests not all of the proposed Project parallels existing trans-
mission lines in San Timoteo Canyon. 

The language in Section D.18.1.2.3 has been changed to more clearly communicate that the 
entire proposed Project does, in fact, parallel existing transmission lines in San Timoteo 
Canyon. 

A5-11 The commenter requests clarification in the first impact significance criterion discussion pre-
sented in Section D.18.3.2 (CEQA Significance Criteria) as to whether there are officially des-
ignated or community recognized scenic vista viewpoints in the proposed study area. 

Significance criteria apply analysis under to CEQA, but not NEPA.  The discussion of impact 
significance criterion one has been modified to clarify that there are no officially designated 
or community recognized scenic vista viewpoints in the proposed study area. 

A5-12 The commenter asks whether local agencies would have the opportunity to review the land-
scape mitigation plan prior to approval and implementation. 

A Project Design Plan, which addresses earthwork, vegetation, and reclamation and restora-
tion, is described in Mitigation Measure VR-8a (Minimize visual contrast in project design).  
Once the plan is made final, a copy will be provided as a courtesy to each jurisdiction 
through which the project passes.  Mitigation Measure VR-8a has been modified in Section 
D.18 (Visual Resources) of the Final EIS to include this requirement.  Review and approval of 
the plan and ensuring implementation through mitigation monitoring is the responsibility of 
CPUC and BLM. 

A5-13 The commenter requests clarification of what is meant by excessive glare and the 
mechanism by which compliance with local policies and ordinances will be achieved. 

Excessive glare, in this case, refers to the visibility of reflected sunlight off of structural sur-
faces that is either visually distracting to a viewer or causes noticeable eye stress 
(discomfort glare).  Local policies and ordinances are considered (See for example Appendix 
9 [Policy Screening Report]); however, the CPUC has State jurisdiction over the siting and 
design of the construction of investor-owned public utility facilities.  Such projects are 
exempt from local land use and zoning regulations and permitting in accordance with 
General Order No. 131-D, which is applicable to all components of a project.  However, 
Section XIV.B requires “the utility to communicate with, and obtain the input of, local 
authorities regarding land-use matters and obtain any non-discretionary local permits.”  The 
City of Redlands General Plan’s Guiding Policies and Implementing Policies were considered 
with regard to Visual Resources and it was determined that the project was consistent with 
these.  Please see Appendix 9, Section 4.3 (City of Redlands). 
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A5-14 The commenter asks if local agencies will have oversight of the SWPPP for work done within 
their jurisdiction. 

See the response to Comment A1-1.  Local agency oversight is now included in Section 
D.19.3.3 (Water Resources and Hydrology, Impacts and Mitigation) under Mitigation 
Measure WR-3a, requiring implementation of flood, erosion, and scour protection for 
aboveground and belowground improvements.  The California Construction General Permit 
requires the discharger to certify that all State and local requirements have been met in 
accordance with the General Permit. 

A5-15 The commenter asks about public notification and requests a mitigation measure requiring 
public information and notification prior to and during construction and that all City 
residents affected by the project be notified of CEQA/NEPA and public hearings. 

CPUC General Order 131-D requires public notification within 300 feet of the right-of-way; 
however, the CPUC and BLM notified property owners within 600 feet of the project route 
alignment.  Prior to the CEQA/NEPA public informational meetings on the Draft EIR/EIS, 
notice of the meetings was published in four newspapers, including Redlands Daily Facts on 
Tuesday August 11, 2015, which serves the area of the City of Redlands. 

EIS Section I (Public Participation and Consultation) describes the public involvement 
process.  Announcements of public meetings and other information on the environmental 
review process are available on the BLM and CPUC project websites.  During project 
construction, weekly reports and all project variances and Notices to Proceed will be posted 
on the CPUC website. 

The BLM hosts a project website that contains project-related documents and 
announcements.  The BLM project website is located here: 

http://www.blm.gov/ca/st/en/fo/palmsprings/transmission/WestOfDeversProject.html 

On the CPUC project website, there is also a link to the project’s General Proceeding 
(A.13-10-020) webpage where the public is able to subscribe to receive announcements 
when documents are docketed and meetings are scheduled outside of the CEQA process. 

http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/aspen/westofdevers/westofdevers.htm 

In the EIS, APM REC-2 requires SCE to prepare a construction notification plan identifying 
procedures for notifying the public of the location and duration of construction.  The specific 
requirements of the construction notification plan are detailed in Section D.11 (Land Use 
and BLM Realty) under Mitigation Measure LU-1a (Prepare construction notification plan), 
including public notice mailers, newspaper advertisements, public venue notices, and a toll-
free information hotline.  The construction notification plan will detail a complete 
notification and public inquiry process and ensure that residents, landowners and others 
potentially impacted are informed of construction activities, and procedures are established 
and documented for taking and responding to construction comments and concerns. 

A5-16 A typographical error was noted by the commenter in Appendix 9 (Policy Screening Report) 
under Policy 7.41b in Section 4.3 (City of Redlands, California).  The commenter reiterates 
support for the Phased Build Alternative and requests receipt of all CEQA/NEPA and public 
meeting notices. 

http://www.blm.gov/ca/st/en/fo/palmsprings/transmission/WestOfDeversProject.html
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/aspen/westofdevers/westofdevers.htm
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The topographical error has been deleted and the policy determination column now states 
“The Proposed Project and alternatives would not preclude the continued operation of 
existing livestock/dairy farms.” 

The commenter’s support for the Phased Build Alternative is noted.  The City of Redlands is 
on the EIR/EIS mailing list, and thus will receive any future notices and will be notified in the 
event any future CEQA/NEPA public meetings are held.  See Response to Comment A5-15 
for information on how to subscribe to receive notification for public hearings related to the 
CPUC’s General Proceeding. 
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Comment Set A6 – CPUC Office of Ratepayer Advocates 

 

A6-1 
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Comment Set A6 – CPUC Office of Ratepayer Advocates (cont.) 
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Comment Set A6 – CPUC Office of Ratepayer Advocates (cont.) 
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Comment Set A6 – CPUC Office of Ratepayer Advocates (cont.) 
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Comment Set A6 – CPUC Office of Ratepayer Advocates (cont.) 
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Comment Set A6 – CPUC Office of Ratepayer Advocates (cont.) 
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Comment Set A6 – CPUC Office of Ratepayer Advocates (cont.) 
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Comment Set A6 – CPUC Office of Ratepayer Advocates (cont.) 
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Comment Set A6 – CPUC Office of Ratepayer Advocates (cont.) 
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Responses to Comment Set A6 – CPUC Office of Ratepayer Advocate 

A6-1 This comment from ORA first summarizes the alternatives presented in the Draft EIR/EIS.  
The commenter supports the Draft EIR/EIS with the position that the CAISO queue includes 
a large number of generation projects that will likely never be constructed and that the 
Proposed Project would result in transmission capacity exceeding identified need.  The 
comment disagrees with certain aspects of the Draft EIR/EIS, and these are addressed in 
detail in the subsequent individual comments. 

A6-2 The comment states that congestion should be used as a metric in determining whether the 
Proposed Project would be needed and reasonable.  See General Response GR-1 for 
information on the question of project need in the context of the environmental review 
process.  The ORA is a party to the CPUC proceeding, and as such, ORA may address the 
topic of the need for the Proposed Project in the CPUC evidentiary hearing.  Although 
congestion may be a reasonable metric, rather than a consideration of deliverability, the EIS 
recognizes that a basic objective of the Proposed Project is to increase the power transfer 
capability of the West of Devers transmission facilities to interconnect and fully deliver the 
electrical power from planned generation resources (Section A.2.1.4, Interconnecting 
Planned Generation Resources).  As noted in GR-1, the EIS does not define any specific level 
of need for the Proposed Project because such a discussion is not appropriate in the NEPA 
context. 

A6-3 This comment states that California does not need system capacity and that the value of 
solar generation may diminish in future years.  The comment presents information on the 
level of generation that has received power purchase agreements (PPAs) and information on 
options available to generators as “energy-only” projects, rather than seeking or receiving 
Full Capacity Deliverability Status (FCDS). 

The EIS recognizes that planned generation resources could be designated as “energy-only” 
although most do not pursue this option.  Because of the tendency of generators to pursue 
deliverability and FCDS, the EIS includes an in-depth discussion of the transmission system 
improvements that could be implemented as alternatives to the project and in the No 
Project/No Action Alternative Scenario (Section C.6.3).  As noted above, the EIS does not 
define any specific level of need for the Proposed Project because such a discussion is not 
appropriate in the NEPA context.  The question of whether the Proposed Project is needed 
is clearly within the scope of the CPUC evidentiary hearing.  No additional EIS analysis would 
be necessary.  Please also see General Response GR-1. 

A6-4 The comment reiterates the position that congestion should be used as a metric in deter-
mining the need for transmission capacity.  Please see Response to Comment A6-2. 

A6-5 The comment recommends using a production cost simulation model as the tool in deter-
mining the need for transmission capacity.  As noted above, the EIS does not define any spe-
cific level of need for the Proposed Project.  The power flow analysis in the EIS need not 
include a formal study of deliverability or a security-constrained production cost simulation, 
as suggested by the comment.  Conducting these types of studies would be beyond the 
scope of the EIS, which focuses on determining whether the project and alternatives are 
feasible.  Please also see General Response GR-1. 



West of Devers Upgrade Project 
VOLUME 4. RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

July 2016 61 Final EIS 

A6-6 The comment claims that the power flow study in the Draft EIR/EIS overestimates the level 
of transmission capacity needed for the West of Devers corridor.  As noted above, the EIS 
does not define any specific level of need for the Proposed Project.  The purpose of the 
power flow modeling presented in the Draft EIR/EIS was limited to assessment of the ability 
of the Proposed Project and the Phased Build Alternative to meet Basic Project Objective 1.  
General Response GR-2 (Agency-defined Basic Project Objectives) notes that the power flow 
analysis in the EIS does not include a formal study of deliverability.  The power flow 
modeling analysis compared the Proposed Project with the Phased Build Alternative in 
different power flow scenarios, and the purpose of the analysis was to assess whether the 
Proposed Project and Phased Build Alternative could feasibly satisfy various levels of 
potential generation and scenarios of system operation. 

The comment also presents information on the level of generation that has requested 
review for interconnection purposes and the level of generation identified within power 
flow modeling cases and within the CAISO annual Transmission Planning Process.  The 
comment uses this information in support of the position that California does not need 
system capacity.  This topic is addressed in Response to Comment A6-3. 

A6-7 The commenter disagrees with Basic Project Objective 1 and setting a goal to increase 
deliverability by at least 2,200 MW because the commenter asserts that no congestion study 
documents a need for this level of additional capacity.  The rationale for selecting each of 
the CPUC and BLM Basic Project Objectives is presented in EIS Section A.2.3, and General 
Response GR-2 provides a discussion of the agency-specific Basic Project Objectives. 

The commenter believes that the existing system, including the 2013 West of Devers Interim 
Project, would be adequate as an alternative to the Proposed Project, and that the existing 
system capacity is sufficient, in light of the documented demand.  The comment 
recommends that this concept be considered as an EIS alternative. 

In consideration of the comment, the EIS now includes a new alternative, the “Retain WOD 
Interim Facility Alternative.”  It is evaluated in EIS Appendix 5 (Alternatives Screening 
Report), Section 5.13, and also in Section C.5.12, as an alternative that has been considered 
but eliminated from detailed evaluation because it would not meet the Basic Project 
Objectives. 

A6-8 The commenter indicates that the “Retain WOD Interim Facility Alternative” would reduce 
environmental impacts when compared with the Proposed Project or the Phased Build 
Alternative.  However, the alternative recommended in the comment would not meet the 
Basic Project Objectives.  Please see Response to Comment A6-7. 

A6-9 Please see Responses to Comments A6-2 and A6-7. 
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Comment Set A7 – U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 

 

A7-1 



West of Devers Upgrade Project 
VOLUME 4. RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

July 2016 63 Final EIS 

Comment Set A7 – U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (cont.) 

 

A7-1 
cont. 

A7-2 

A7-3 

A7-4 



West of Devers Upgrade Project 
VOLUME 4. RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Final EIS 64 July 2016 

Comment Set A7 – U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (cont.) 
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Comment Set A7 – U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (cont.) 
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Comment Set A7 – U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (cont.) 
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Comment Set A7 – U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (cont.) 
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Comment Set A7 – U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (cont.) 
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Comment Set A7 – U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (cont.) 
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Comment Set A7 – U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (cont.) 
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Responses to Comment Set A7 – U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 

A7-1 This introductory text summarizes the Proposed Project, and does not require a response. 

A7-2 The commenter states that the Tower Relocation Alternative creates impacts by increasing 
construction time and vegetation removal and ground disturbance in coastal sage scrub 
habitat.  The USFWS does not recommend this alternative over the Proposed Project.  
USFWS’s preference is acknowledged. 

Vegetation impacts from the Tower Relocation Alternative are discussed in Section D.4.4.1 
(Biological Resources – Vegetation, Tower Relocation Alternative) under Impact VEG-1 (Land 
clearing for construction and future operations and maintenance would cause loss or degra-
dation of vegetation and habitat, including sensitive habitats). 

As with the Proposed Project, construction, post-construction restoration, and O&M 
activities for the Tower Relocation Alternative would necessitate temporary and permanent 
removal of vegetation and habitat as shown in Table D.4-4 (Maximum Potential Permanent 
and Temporary Vegetation Removal) of the EIS.  The EIS concludes that the adverse effect 
on vegetation and habitat due to land clearing for this alternative would be similar to the 
Proposed Project.  There may be minor differences in total acreages of habitat types 
impacted, but they would not exceed the amounts analyzed for the Proposed Project.  
Impacts to vegetation and habitat would be reduced through implementation of Mitigation 
Measures VEG-1a (Conduct biological monitoring and reporting), VEG-1b (Prepare and 
implement worker environmental awareness program [WEAP]), VEG-1c (Minimize native 
vegetation and habitat loss), VEG-1d (Restore or revegetate temporary disturbance areas), 
and VEG-1e (Compensate for permanent habitat loss). 

A7-3 The commenter states that the difference in biological impacts between the Proposed 
Project and the Iowa Street Underground Alternative is negligible.  This observation by the 
USFWS is acknowledged. 

A7-4 The commenter notes that the Phased Build Alternative would reduce impacts to 
threatened and endangered species while allowing the Project to be completed.  This 
comment is acknowledged. 

A7-5 This text summarizes the component of the No Project/No Action Alternatives, and does not 
require a response. 

A7-6 USFWS is correct that if either of the No Project/No Action Options were to be pursued, 
they would be subject to appropriate environmental analysis. 

A7-7 USFWS is correct that each of the Connected Action projects would be subject to individual 
project-level analysis prior to approval or implementation.  The analysis of Connected 
Actions is included in this EIS in order to disclose the potential impacts of these connected 
projects to the decisionmakers that are considering approval of the WOD Upgrade Project. 

A7-8 The commenter requests that planting of non-native or invasive plants be prohibited and 
equipment be cleaned between job sites to prevent spread of invasive plants, and cites 
what the commenter identifies as Mitigation measure BIO-1. 

(Note of clarification: The commenter misidentifies BIO-1 and other measures beginning 
with the BIO prefix.  These are Applicant Proposed Measures (APMs) proposed by SCE and 
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not EIS mitigation measures.  Mitigation measures for vegetation are identified with the 
prefix VEG- and for wildlife with the prefix WIL-.  For example, Mitigation Measures VEG-1a, 
VEG-1b, VEG-2a, WIL-1a, etc.) 

As stated in Section D.5.3.1.1 (Biological Resources, Applicant Proposed Measures) the Bio-
logical Resources APMs have been superseded by mitigation measures that add 
requirements and provide details not found in the APMs.  Applicant Proposed Measure 
(APM) BIO-1 (Revegetation Plan) is superseded by Mitigation Measure VEG-1d (Restore or 
revegetate temporary disturbance areas) in the EIS. 

Mitigation Measure VEG-1d would require SCE to prepare and implement a Habitat Restora-
tion and Revegetation Plan (HRRP), to restore or revegetate all temporary disturbance 
areas.  Mitigation Measure VEG-1d would require the HRRP to incorporate planting and 
seeding palettes to include only native, locally sourced materials.  Mitigation Measure VEG-2a 
(Prepare and implement an Integrated Weed Management Plan) in the EIS would require 
vehicles, equipment, and tools to be inspected and cleaned of dirt and mud that could 
contain weed seeds, roots, or rhizomes before entering or moving between areas of the 
project right-of-way (ROW). 

A7-9 The commenter notes that there are a number of listed and special-status species 
throughout the project alignment and recommends a biological monitor be present any 
time there is construction where native vegetation is present. 

As stated in Section D.5.3.3.1 (Applicant Proposed Measures), all of the Biological Resources 
APMs have been superseded by mitigation measures that add requirements and provide 
details not found in the APMs.  APM BIO-2 (Biological Monitoring) is superseded by 
Mitigation Measure VEG-1a in the EIS.  Mitigation Measure VEG-1a requires biological 
monitoring of all work activities in any area where there is a potential to impact sensitive 
biological resources (including native vegetation) and including listed and special-status 
species. 

A7-10 The commenter notes that SCE has worked with USFWS and others to develop a Nesting 
Bird Management Plan (NBMP) and recommends that the NBMP be included in the Final EIS 
as an appendix. 

Mitigation Measure WIL-1c (Prepare and implement a Nesting Bird Management Plan) 
requires preparation of a project-specific NBMP and specifies the contents and 
requirements of that NBMP.  In order to ensure timely completion of the NBMP, CPUC and 
SCE convened a technical working group (TWG) of SCE, BLM, CPUC, CDFW, and USFWS 
biologists to prepare the NBMP.  The TWG held a series of meetings to outline the necessary 
NBMP contents, and then to review and revise several working draft versions of the NBMP.  
The final NBMP is included with the Final EIS as Appendix 14.  The final NBMP reflects the 
input and discussion of each TWG member to effectively manage nesting birds.  The final 
NBMP includes some minor departures from Mitigation Measure WIL-1c as presented in the 
Draft EIR/EIS.  Text of Mitigation Measure WIL-1c has been revised in the Final EIS to add 
default nest buffers and ensure conformance with the NBMP. 

A7-11 The commenter notes that golden eagle has been observed nesting and foraging with five 
miles of the ROW and recommends pre-construction surveys and avoidance measures. 
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In preparing the response to this comment and Response to Comment F3-185 from 
Southern California Edison, Aspen contacted the USFWS to confirm its recommendations 
regarding golden eagle avoidance.  Mitigation Measure WIL-2f (Conduct surveys and 
avoidance for golden eagle) requires pre-construction golden eagle surveys and avoidance 
measures, but it has been revised in the Final EIS with guidance from USFWS as follows. 

The text of Mitigation Measure WIL-2f has been revised in the Final EIS to remove the 
requirement for winter surveys, reduce the survey buffer to 2 miles on either side of the 
transmission line, delete the permit requirement, and remove the requirement for a 
monitoring and adaptive management plan.  Mitigation Measure WIL-2f retains the 
requirement for nesting season surveys using methods described in the Golden Eagle 
Technical Guidance (Pagel et al., 2010) or more current guidance from the USFWS.  A 
requirement for a one mile line-of-sight and one-half mile no line-of-sight buffer for active 
eagle nests has been added to Mitigation Measure WIL-2f, and the measure retains the 
requirement for adaptive management if there is any evidence of project-related 
disturbance to nesting golden eagles.  The revised measure is substantially comparable to 
Mitigation Measure WIL-2f in the Draft EIR/EIS in that it specifies a buffer distance and 
specifies monitoring and adaptive management requirements, both based on most current 
guidance from the USFWS, and would avoid or minimize impacts to golden eagle.  No take of 
golden eagle is anticipated and therefore no permit would be required. 

A7-12 The commenter recommends a burrowing owl management plan and burrowing owl buffers 
be set at no less than 500 feet. 

As stated in Section D.5.3.1.1, all Biological Resources APMs have been superseded by miti-
gation measures that add specific requirements and provide details not found in the APMs.  
APM BIO-4 (Burrowing Owl) is superseded in the EIS by Mitigation Measure WIL-2g (Conduct 
surveys and avoidance for burrowing owl).  Buffers for burrowing owl are established by the 
NBMP, as specified in Mitigation Measure WIL-1c (Prepare and implement a Nesting Bird 
Management Plan).  The NBMP specifies default buffers for burrowing owl as 300 feet for 
ground construction, and 300 feet horizontal and 200 feet vertical for helicopter 
construction.  In addition, SCE will prepare and implement a plan to avoid impacts to 
burrowing owl, to be appended to the NBMP.  The text of Mitigation Measure WIL-2g has 
been revised to include the default buffers listed above.  A buffer of 500 feet is not 
necessary to avoid and minimize impacts to the resource. 

A7-13 The commenter makes a number of recommendations regarding desert tortoise.  Each is 
presented below, followed by responses to each item. 

a. Extend western boundary of tortoise habitat area from Deep Creek Road to Mathews 
Road, 2.62 miles to the west. 

Protocol surveys were done for desert tortoise on project Segments 5 and 6 in 2011, 
2012, and 2013.  Desert tortoise and tortoise sign were found on the east end of 
Segment 5, east of Deep Creek Road.  No sign was observed west of Deep Creek Road.  
Although no desert tortoise sign was observed west of Deep Creek Road, Mitigation 
Measure WIL-2a (Conduct desert tortoise surveys, monitoring, and avoidance) would 
require biological monitoring of construction activities in all areas with the potential to 
support desert tortoise. 
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b. Include a sensitive resource education program in the Final EIS to include information 
on desert tortoise and fire prevention. 

Mitigation Measure VEG-1b (Prepare and implement a Worker Environmental Awareness 
Program (WEAP)) would require preparation and implementation of a project-specific 
WEAP to educate on-site workers about the Proposed Project’s sensitive environmental 
issues, including desert tortoise and fire prevention and protection measures. 

c. Flag tortoise burrows and other important features within 300 feet of the project area 
and alert construction crews to avoid these areas. 

As stated in Section D.5.3.1.1 of the EIS, all of the Biological Resources APMs have been 
superseded by mitigation measures that add requirements and provide details not 
found in the APMs.  Mitigation Measure WIL-2a (Conduct desert tortoise surveys, 
monitoring, and avoidance) supersedes APM BIO-5 (Desert Tortoise) in the EIS.  
Mitigation Measure WIL-2a would require surveys for desert tortoise burrows and 
pallets in disturbance areas and a surrounding buffer of 100 feet within suitable habitat.  
Tortoise burrows and pallets encountered within the disturbance area (if any) would be 
conspicuously flagged by the surveying biologist(s) and avoided during construction 
activities. 

d. Conduct surveys of areas to be used for parking and stockpiling and delineate work area 
boundaries with flagging to avoid vehicle straying. 

Please see Response to Comment A7-13, part c.  Mitigation Measure VEG-1c (Minimize 
native vegetation and habitat loss).  This measure requires that, prior to any 
construction, equipment or crew mobilization at each work site, work areas will be 
marked with staking or flagging to identify the limits of work.  Staking and flagging will 
clearly indicate the work area boundaries. 

e. Watch for desert tortoise when driving, keep vehicle speeds below 20 mph, and have 
biological monitors clear for tortoise when heavy equipment is driven to new areas of 
the project. 

Mitigation Measure WIL-1b (Ensure wildlife impact avoidance and minimization) would 
require a maximum 15 mile per hour vehicle speed limit on access roads within the 
ROW and project vicinity.  Mitigation Measure VEG-1a (Conduct biological monitoring 
and reporting) would require biological monitoring of all activities in any area where 
there is a potential to impact sensitive biological resources, including desert tortoise.  
Mitigation Measure WIL-2a (Conduct desert tortoise surveys, monitoring, and avoidance) 
would require project personnel to inspect for desert tortoises under parked vehicles or 
equipment prior to moving. 

f. Restrict work to daylight hours. 

It is expected that work will occur primarily during daylight hours.  As noted in Section 
B.3.1 (Description of the Proposed Project, General Construction), it is not anticipated 
that lighting would be used at construction sites unless a permit condition, an outage 
requirement, critical work activity, and/or an emergency situation would require work 
to be conducted during off hours.  Mitigation measures to avoid and minimize impacts 
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to wildlife, including Mitigation Measure WIL-2a (Conduct desert tortoise surveys, mon-
itoring, and avoidance), would apply at night as well as during the day. 

g. Use only existing roads and trails.  Conduct tortoise surveys prior to road maintenance. 

Mitigation Measure VEG-1c (Minimize native vegetation and habitat loss) would require 
final engineering of the project to minimize the extent of disturbance, including distur-
bance for new access roads.  All work activities, vehicles, and equipment will be 
confined to approved roads and staked and flagged work areas.  Mitigation Measure 
VEG-1a (Conduct biological monitoring and reporting) would require biological 
monitoring of all activities in any area where there is a potential to impact sensitive 
biological resources, including desert tortoise.  Mitigation Measure WIL-2a (Conduct 
desert tortoise surveys, monitoring, and avoidance) would require desert tortoise surveys 
prior to construction within suitable habitat.  Surveys would include 100 percent of the 
area to be disturbed and a surrounding buffer of 100 feet. 

h. Fence or cover trenches and other excavations.  Inspect excavations for tortoise before 
backfilling. 

Mitigation Measure WIL-1b (Ensure wildlife impact avoidance and minimization) would 
require that excavations be secured to prevent wildlife entry and entrapment.  Holes 
and trenches shall be securely covered, or fenced.  Excavations that cannot be fully 
secured shall incorporate appropriate wildlife ramp(s) to allow trapped animals to 
escape.  At the end of each work day, a biological monitor shall ensure that excavations 
have been secured or provided with appropriate means for wildlife escape. 

Mitigation Measure VEG-1a (Conduct biological monitoring and reporting) would 
require that biological monitors daily inspect construction areas where animals may 
have become trapped and release any trapped animals. 

Mitigation Measure WIL-2a (Conduct desert tortoise surveys, monitoring, and avoidance) 
would require that desert tortoise shall be handled only by a USFWS/CDFW permitted 
and authorized biologist (Authorized Biologist) following appropriate USFWS protocols 
and in compliance with appropriate regulatory permits.  A biological monitor shall mon-
itor construction activities in all areas with the potential to support desert tortoise. 

i. Avoid pooling of water during dust control watering.  Check areas of pooling for tortoise 
and relocate tortoise as needed. 

Mitigation Measure WIL-2a (Conduct desert tortoise surveys, monitoring, and avoidance) 
would require that if a desert tortoise is found in a work area, the tortoise shall be 
allowed to passively traverse the site while construction in the immediate area is halted.  
If the tortoise does not move out of harm’s way after 20 minutes, the tortoise may be 
moved by an Authorized Biologist, subject to conditions and authorization by CDFW and 
USFWS. 

Mitigation Measure WIL-2b (Prepare and implement Raven Monitoring, Management, 
and Control Plan) would require preparation and implementation of a Raven Manage-
ment Plan to include identification of project activities that could provide predator 
subsidies or attractants, including potential pooling from leaks, dust control, or waste-
water, and management practices to avoid or minimize those conditions. 
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j. Do not allow pets in worksites. 

Mitigation Measure WIL-1b (Ensure wildlife impact avoidance and minimization) would 
prohibit workers from bringing pets to the project site. 

k. Remove or secure trash.  Remove road kill. 

Mitigation Measure WIL-1b (Ensure wildlife impact avoidance and minimization) would 
require that all trash and food-related waste be contained in vehicles or covered trash 
containers and removed from the site regularly.  Dead animals of non-special-status 
species found on unpaved project roads, work areas, or the ROW shall be reported to 
the appropriate local animal control agency within 24 hours.  A biological monitor shall 
safely move the carcass out of the road or work area and secure it as needed. 

Mitigation Measure WIL-2b (Prepare and implement Raven Monitoring, Management, 
and Control Plan) would require preparation and implementation of a Raven Manage-
ment Plan to include identification of project activities that could provide predator 
subsidies or attractants, including road killed animals, and management practices to 
avoid or minimize those conditions. 

l. Immediately communicate observations of tortoise or tortoise sign to authorized biologist. 

The text of Mitigation Measure WIL-2a (Conduct desert tortoise surveys, monitoring, and 
avoidance) has been revised in the Final EIS to include the requirement for a biological 
monitor to immediately notify the Authorized Biologist if a desert tortoise or sign is 
observed. 

m. Develop a raven management plan. 

Mitigation Measure WIL-2b (Prepare and implement Raven Monitoring, Management, 
and Control Plan) would require the preparation and implementation of a Raven Mon-
itoring, Management, and Control Plan (Raven Plan), consistent with USFWS raven man-
agement guidelines, to minimize project-related predator subsidies and prevent any 
increases in raven numbers or activity within desert tortoise habitat during construction, 
restoration, and Operations and Maintenance (O&M) phases. 

n. Utilize tubular steel poles instead of steel lattice towers to minimize raven perching, 
roosting, and nesting sites. 

The USFWS preference for tubular steel poles over lattice structures is acknowledged.  
The decision on what structure types to use at various locations must balance geotech-
nical and design needs, as well as various environmental considerations, such as 
biological and visual impacts. 

A7-14 The commenter requests that a mitigation strategy for least Bell’s vireo, southwestern 
willow flycatcher, and western yellow-billed cuckoo be included in the Final EIS and 
recommends a buffer around active nests of no less than 300 feet. 

As stated in Section D.5.3.1.1, all Biological Resources APMs have been superseded by miti-
gation measures that add requirements and provide details not found in the APMs.  APM 
BIO-6 (Least Bell’s Vireo, Southwestern Willow Flycatcher, & Western Yellow-billed 
Cuckoo) is superseded in the EIS by Mitigation Measure WIL-2c (Conduct surveys and 
avoidance for threatened or endangered riparian birds).  Mitigation Measure WIL-2c 
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provides a mitigation strategy for threatened or endangered riparian birds and would 
require a 500-foot disturbance-free ground buffer and 1,000-foot vertical helicopter buffer 
to be established around active nests of threatened or endangered riparian birds. 

A7-15 USFWS notes that the discussion of Special Status Plants (Impact BIO-7) is appropriately 
detailed.  No response is required.  It should be noted that Mitigation Measure VEG-4a 
would incorporate and supersede APM BIO-7 and APM BIO-8 by providing additional detail 
on pre-construction surveys and either avoidance (through design modifications) or detailed 
procedures to replace or offset special-status plant occurrence that cannot be avoided. 

A7-16 The commenter states that pre-construction surveys should be conducted for Nevin’s 
barberry and the Final EIS should include an avoidance strategy. 

Mitigation Measure VEG-4a (Minimize and mitigate impacts to special-status plants) would 
require pre-construction focused surveys for federal- and state-listed and other special-
status plants, including Nevin’s barberry and triple-ribbed milk-vetch.  Mitigation Measure 
VEG-4a also specifies mitigation for impacts to listed and special-status plants, including 
avoidance. 

A7-17 The commenter states that pre-construction surveys should be conducted for triple-ribbed 
milk-vetch and the Final EIS should include an avoidance strategy. 

Please see Response to Comment A7-16. 

A7-18 The commenter recommends that impacts to coastal California gnatcatcher be avoided.  If 
avoidance is not feasible, a mitigation strategy should be included in the Final EIS.  The com-
ment also requests that the Final EIS include a complete description of the area and location 
of impacted coastal sage scrub (CSS) habitat and identification of amount and location of 
CSS habitat to be restored. 

As stated in Section D.5.3.1.1, all Biological Resources APMs have been superseded by miti-
gation measures that add requirements and provide details not found in the APMs.  APM 
BIO-10 (Coastal California Gnatcatcher and Designated Critical Habitat) is superseded in the 
Final EIS by Mitigation Measure WIL-2e (Conduct surveys and avoidance for coastal 
California gnatcatcher).  Mitigation Measure WIL-2e provides a mitigation strategy for coastal 
California gnatcatcher (CAGN), including avoidance. 

Regarding CSS habitat that would be impacted by the Proposed Project, Table D.5-5 
provides potential impacts to CSS habitat within CAGN critical habitat.  Table D.4-4 lists the 
maximum potential permanent and temporary vegetation removal for the project by habitat 
types and segment.  Figure Ap.7-1 in Appendix 7 shows CAGN critical habitat on the project 
ROW and Figure Ap.7-2 shows CSS habitat on the project ROW. 

The amount and location of CSS habitat to be restored has not yet been determined.  Take 
of CAGN breeding and foraging habitat and incidental take of gnatcatcher nests, eggs, and 
nestlings would be covered within the WR-MSHCP area if SCE becomes a Participating 
Special Entity and implements the requirements of the WR-MSHCP.  Potential impacts to 
CAGN and its habitat, including designated critical habitat, in San Bernardino County 
requires Section 7 Consultation and may require incidental take authorization.  Potential 
impacts within the reservation require Section 7 Consultation and may require incidental 
take authorization. 
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In addition, Mitigation Measure VEG-1d (Restore or revegetate temporary disturbance areas) 
would require preparation and implementation of a Habitat Restoration and Revegetation 
Plan to replace the habitat values present prior to disturbance.  Mitigation Measure VEG-1e 
(Compensate for permanent habitat loss) would require compensation for permanent or 
long-term habitat loss through off-site habitat acquisition and management or through par-
ticipation in an approved in-lieu fee compensatory mitigation bank. 

A7-19 The commenter recommends a number of measures to avoid impacts to Stephens’ 
kangaroo rat (SKR).  Each is presented below, followed by responses to each item. 

a. Grading, stabilization, and road leveling could result in impacts to Stephens’ kangaroo 
rat (SKR), but the Draft EIR/EIS does not provide avoidance measures. 

As stated in Section D.5.3.1.1, all Biological Resources APMs have been superseded by 
mitigation measures that add requirements and provide details not found in the APMs.  
APM BIO-11 (Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat) is superseded in the EIS by Mitigation Measure 
WIL-2d (Conduct surveys and avoidance for Stephens’ kangaroo rat).  Mitigation 
Measure WIL-2d would require pre-construction surveys for SKR sign, and focused 
trapping surveys if sign is present.  If SKR are present, then additional measures shall be 
implemented to prevent or minimize take, such as installation of exclusion fences or 
other measures, subject to authorization by USFWS and CDFW. 

b. Seven road maintenance and clearing measures are recommended: 

1. Limit repairs to daylight hours. 

Repairs would typically be limited to daylight hours.  Please see Response to Comment 
A7-13, part f. 

2. Minimize vehicle traffic outside of established dirt roads. 

Mitigation Measure VEG-1c (Minimize native vegetation and habitat loss) would 
require final engineering of the project to minimize the extent of disturbance, 
including disturbance for new access roads.  All work activities, vehicles, and equip-
ment will be confined to approved roads and staked and flagged or marked work 
areas. 

3. Outside of established roads, drive on sheets of plywood to avoid collapsing burrows. 

All work activities, vehicles, and equipment will be confined to approved roads and 
staked and flagged or otherwise marked work areas which have undergone a 
biological clearance. 

4. Use road grading techniques that create little or no berm. 

The Proposed Project would require maintenance of existing access roads and con-
struction of new access roads, which may result in the creation of berms or distur-
bance of existing berms.  See Section B (Description of Proposed Project) of the EIR 
for additional details.  Mitigation Measure WIL-2d (Conduct surveys and avoidance for 
Stephens’ kangaroo rat) would require pre-construction surveys for SKR sign, including 
surveys of new and existing access roads, and focused trapping surveys if sign is 
present.  If SKR are present, then additional measures would be implemented to 
prevent or minimize take, such as installation of exclusion fences or other measures, 
subject to authorization by USFWS and CDFW. 
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5. Do not borrow material for road repair within occupied SKR habitat. 

Section B (Description of the Proposed Project) does not indicate that road repair 
will require any borrow material. 

6. Do not import material that may contain weeds. 

Mitigation Measure VEG-2a (Prepare and implement an Integrated Weed Manage-
ment Plan) would require preparation and implementation of an Integrated Weed 
Management Plan (IWMP) describing the proposed methods of preventing or con-
trolling project-related spread of weeds or new weed infestations.  The IWMP will 
specify guidelines for any soil, gravel, mulch, or fill material to be imported into the 
Proposed Project area, transported from site to site within the Proposed Project 
area, or transported from the Proposed Project area to an off-site location, to 
prevent the introduction or spread of weeds to or from the Proposed Project area. 

7. Prior to road repairs, survey and trap for SKR. 

Mitigation Measure WIL-2d (Conduct surveys and avoidance for Stephens’ kangaroo 
rat) would require pre-construction surveys for SKR sign, and focused trapping sur-
veys if sign is present.  If SKR are present, then additional measures shall be imple-
mented to prevent or minimize take, such as installation of exclusion fences or 
other measures, subject to authorization by USFWS and CDFW. 

A7-20 The commenter states that vernal pool habitat should be assessed for vernal pool fairy 
shrimp and spreading navarretia. 

None of the seasonally ponded depressions found during the vernal pool assessment survey 
conducted between November 2011 and March 2013 met the Western Riverside County 
Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (WR-MSHCP) criteria for vernal pools.  Focused 
fairy shrimp surveys were conducted in the seasonally ponded depressions during the 
2011-2012 and 2012-2013 wet seasons and 2012 dry season.  No special-status fairy shrimp 
were detected.  Because the Project Study Area is outside of the known range of vernal pool 
fairy shrimp and none was observed during focused surveys, it is considered absent from 
the Project Study Area. 

Spreading navarretia was not observed during special-status plant surveys of the Project 
Study Area in 2012 and 2013 and was not identified as having any potential for occurrence.  
There are no California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) records for spreading navarretia 
in San Bernardino County.  In Riverside County, all CNDDB occurrences for spreading 
navarretia are over five miles from the project site.  It is therefore considered absent from 
the Project Study Area. 

A7-21 The commenter states that project access roads can facilitate unauthorized uses such as 
trash dumping, target shooting, and off-highway vehicle (OHV) use and resulting impacts to 
special-status species and requests inclusion of a project Vehicle Access Management Plan 
(VAMP). 

The Proposed Project would be constructed in an existing transmission line corridor.  In 
areas where access control is appropriate and feasible, those controls already exist. If 
existing access controls (i.e., gate closure) are utilized during project implementation, any 
unauthorized public use associated with the Proposed Project would be similar to existing 
conditions and not a new impact requiring mitigation.  To ensure that existing access 
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controls are utilized during project implementation, the text of Mitigation Measure VEG-1c 
(Minimize native vegetation and habitat loss) has been revised in the Final EIR to require 
that, as feasible and consistent with project safety and other applicable requirements, 
existing gates on project access roads will be closed and secured when project personnel 
enter or leave an area. 

A7-22 The commenter states that incidental take must be authorized under Section 7 or Section 10 
of the federal Endangered Species Act and SCE may participate in the WR-MSHCP or 
Coachella Valley MSHCP. 

The project route traverses land in two different Multiple Species Habitat Conservation 
Plans (MSHCPs).  It also crosses Morongo Tribal land and portions of San Bernardino County 
that are not within an MSHCP area.  In addition, it crosses BLM land within the Coachella 
Valley MSHCP (CV-MSHCP) area, but not covered by USFWS and CDFW take authorization 
for the CV-MSHCP.  SCE intends to participate in both MSHCPs as a Participating Special 
Entity (PSE), but the PSE application process is not complete as of October 2015.  Where 
mitigation is identified in the EIR, the analysis indicates whether each mitigation measure 
would be applicable within each jurisdictional area, based in part on whether MSHCP 
participation would mitigate the impact independently from mitigation measures identified 
herein. 
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