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Responses to Comment Set B1 – Southern California Gas Company 

B1-1 The commenter states that it understands that the Proposed Project would parallel, cross, 
or be adjacent to several SoCalGas pipelines, and that SoCalGas concurs with the impact 
analysis and mitigation measures discussed in the Draft EIR/EIS to ensure the protection of 
existing utilities. 

As noted on page D.17-28 of the Draft EIR/EIS, SCE is required to contact a regional notifi-
cation center at least two days prior to excavation of any subsurface installation by 
Section 1, Chapter 3.1, “Protection of Underground Infrastructure,” Article 2 of California 
Government Code §§4216-4216.9. In addition, in Section D.17 (Utilities and Public Services) 
of the EIS, Mitigation Measure UPS-2a (Protect pipelines and overhead and underground 
utilities) would require SCE to perform engineering studies to determine whether and what 
cathodic protection would be necessary to protect existing pipelines potentially affected. 
Evidence of coordination with all pipeline and utility owners with facilities in the vicinity of 
planned construction, including their review of SCE’s construction plans and a description of 
any protective measures or compensation to be implemented to protect affected facilities, 
is also required as a part of Mitigation Measure UPS-2a. The commenter’s concurrence with 
these measures is noted. 
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Comment Set B2 – Seven Oaks Medical Center 

 

B2-1 
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Responses to Comment Set B2 – Seven Oaks Medical Center (John Steinmann) 

B2-1 The commenter is concerned that the Proposed Project could interfere with digital and 
wireess monitoring at the medical office building and surgery center (“Medical Facility”) 
located on the southwest corner of intersection of Nevada Street and W. Lugonia Avenue in 
Redlands. The 66 kV subtransmission line proposed in this area would be located on poles a 
minimum of approximately 130 feet from the Medical Facility itself, separated by a parking 
lot that surrounds the Medical Facility building. Although SCE has not provided modeling of 
an estimated field level at a 130 foot distance, it is likely that the fields from the 66 kV line 
would be substantially diminished and would not create any issues for equipment within the 
facility. 

However, in the event that the energized subtransmission line does create interference with 
radio, television, communications, or electronic equipment, Mitigation Measures EIS-1a 
(Limit the conductor surface gradient) and EIS-1b (Document and Resolve Electronic 
Interference Complaints) have been included in Section D.21 (Electrical Interference and 
Safety) of the EIS and would apply for the life of the project and reduce any such potential 
impact. Mitigation Measure EIS-1a requires use of the Institute of Electrical and Electronic 
Engineers Radio Noise Design Guide for limiting the conductor surface gradient. Mitigation 
Measure EIS-1b requires SCE to respond to, document, and resolve radio/television/elec-
tronic equipment interference complaints received. In sum, given the distance between the 
Medical Facility and  the subtransmission line  interference by the project with digital and 
wireless monitoring or the calibration of equipment at the Medical Facility is not expected, 
and should any interference issues arise Mitigation Measure EIS-1b requires SCE to respond, 
document and resolve interference complaints. 

B2-2 The commenter is concerned that the project will diminish the value of his investment 
because overhead lines are allegedly unsightly and an underground alternative must be 
available. 

The commenter’s Medical Facility is at the southwest corner of West Lugonia Avenue and 
Nevada Street in Redlands. Two poles would be installed along Nevada Street adjacent to 
the property to support a 66 kV subtransmission line. The poles would be over 130 feet from 
the building itself, separated by a parking lot that surrounds the building. Street trees and 
light standards are present along the street. The EIS addresses property values in Section 
D.8.3.3 (Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice, Impacts and Mitigation Measures). See 
in particular the discussion for Impact SE-5 (Construction of the project could adversely 
affect property values), where a review of pertinent literature on the subject is provided. 
The comment does not provide any information or evidence that would change the EIS 
conclusion that there are no definitive answers about whether and to what degree the 
presence of a transmission line may affect property value. Also, please see Response to 
Comment B3-3 and General Response GR-5 (Property Values) for additional information. 

Section D.18 (Visual Resources) in the EIS discusses impacts to visual resources from the 66 
kV subtransmission line. The majority of construction activities and equipment brought into 
the Proposed Project study area and onto the Proposed Project sites would be temporary in 
nature and would, therefore, not result in a substantial long-term visual impact. As 
mentioned above, street trees and light standards are present along the street which would 
serve to partially screen views of the new tubular steel poles and lightweight steel/wood 
poles. Given this and the commercial nature of the property, the Final EIS concludes that the 
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resulting visual change or contrast in the context of the existing landscape’s visual would not 
be substantial. 

Development of an underground alternative in this area is not necessary to avoid or substantially 
lessen effects of the Proposed Project. Therefore an underground alternative at this location 
has not been evaluated in the EIS, because it clearly would not meet the alternatives 
screening criteria described in EIS Appendix 5, Section 2 (Description of Alternatives 
Evaluation Process). 
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Comment Set B3 – Arrowhead Orthopaedics 
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Responses to Comment Set B3 – Arrowhead Orthopaedics 

B3-1 The commenter is concerned about alleged impacts on the calibration of equipment from 
the proposed 66 kV subtransmission line and a diminished capacity to provide quality care 
to patients at the Medical Facility. Please see Response to Comment B2-1. 

B3-2 The commenter is concerned about alleged incidents of cancer among those living or work-
ing in proximity to high-voltage wires. Please see General Response GR-6 for a discussion of 
Electric and Magnetic Fields (EMF), including health effects. 

B3-3 The commenter is concerned that the project will devalue his office building property at the 
Medical Facility and introduce an unsightly fixture into his environment. 

The Medical Facility property is at the southwest corner of West Lugonia Avenue and Nevada 
Street in Redlands. Two poles would be installed along Nevada Street adjacent to the prop-
erty to support a 66 kV subtransmission line. The poles would be over 130 feet from the 
building itself, separated by a parking lot that surrounds the building. Street trees and light 
standards currently exist along the road. The EIS addresses Proposed Project’s effect on 
property values in Chapter D.8 Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice, in Section D.8.3.3 
(Impacts and Mitigation Measures). In particular see the discussion for Impact SE-5, Con-
struction of the project could adversely affect property values, where a review of pertinent 
literature on the subject is provided. The comment does not provide any information or 
evidence that would change the EIS conclusion that there are no definitive answers about 
whether and to what degree the presence of a transmission line may affect property values. 
No change in the document has occurred as a result of this comment. 
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Comment Set B4 – Palen Solar Holdings LLC 
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Comment Set B4 – Palen Solar Holdings LLC (cont.) 

 

B4-1 
cont. 
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Comment Set B4 – Palen Solar Holdings LLC (cont.) 
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cont. 
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Comment Set B4 – Palen Solar Holdings LLC (cont.) 

 

B4-1 
cont. 
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Comment Set B4 – Palen Solar Holdings LLC (cont.) 

 

B4-2 
cont. 
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Comment Set B4 – Palen Solar Holdings LLC (cont.) 

 

B4-3 
cont. 
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Comment Set B4 – Palen Solar Holdings LLC (cont.) 

 

B4-4 
cont. 
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Comment Set B4 – Palen Solar Holdings LLC (cont.) 
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cont. 
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Responses to Comment Set B4 – Palen Solar Holdings LLC 

B4-1 This comment asserts that the agency-defined project objectives must be revised to reflect 
SCE’s proposed transfer capability of 4,800 MW. The comment introduces other individual 
concerns that are addressed in the following individual responses, primarily by suggesting 
that the Phased Build Alternative should be evaluated in light of a presumed need for 
4,800 MW of total transfer capability. Achieving deliverability specifically for the 500 MW 
Palen project is addressed in Response to Comment B4-4, and the potential for delays is 
addressed in Response to Comment B4-8.  

The comment claims the EIS requires analysis of the impacts of “future phases” of construc-
tion that could occur under the Phased Build Alternative. [In its EIR, the CPUC also responds 
to this comment with regard to CEQA.] This topic is addressed in Response to Comment 
F1-13 (SCE’s cover letter), and additional and updated information on the topic of upgrading 
the corridor after the implementation of the Phased Build Alternative appears in General 
Response GR-4. 

The comment reflects the opinion that any alternative satisfying Basic Project Objective 1 
would not satisfy the level of presumed need. See General Response GR-1 on the level of 
project need. The EIS does not define a specific level of need for the Proposed Project (in 
megawatts of transfer capacity). General Response GR-2 notes that the objectives listed by 
SCE in its PEA for the Proposed Project included no minimum generation level goals.  

Please refer to GR-2 for more information on the rationale for the CPUC and BLM Basic 
Project Objectives used in the process of developing a reasonable range of alternatives for 
the environmental review process. 

B4-2 The comment asserts that the Draft EIR/EIS is unclear in its discussion of the total transfer 
capability of the Tower Relocation and Iowa Street 66 kV Underground Alternatives. These 
alternatives are described in Section 4.2 and Section 4.3, respectively, of EIS Appendix 5 
(Alternatives Screening Report) where the discussion clearly states they would provide the 
same transfer capability and deliverability as the Proposed Project. 

The comment requests revision of Basic Project Objective 1 “to explicitly declare a need for 
4,800 MW of total transfer capability.” This request reflects the opinion that alternatives to 
the Proposed Project cannot be considered as viable project alternatives unless that level of 
need is achieved. As noted in General Response GR-1, and in Response to Comment B4-1, it 
is not appropriate for the EIS to attempt to define the overall level of need or to speculate 
on the level of development that must be accommodated. Additionally, see General 
Response GR-2 on the topic of ensuring that the scope of alternatives is not unduly limited. 

B4-3 The commenter believes the Phased Build Alternative includes an improper piecemeal review 
that is prohibited by CEQA. Please see Response to Comment F1-13. 

B4-4 The comment asserts that the EIS should provide assurances for developers of generation 
projects seeking Full Capacity Deliverability Status (FCDS). A wide range of generation and 
transmission projects that contribute to the need for the Proposed Project appear in the EIS 
(Table A-4, Projects Contributing to Need for WOD Upgrade Project). Additionally, the EIS, in 
Section B.7.1, Definition of Connected Action Projects, recognizes that the 500 MW Palen 
project is closely related to the Proposed Project, and it is considered to be a “connected 
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action” under NEPA. The Palen project is shown in EIS Table A-6 (Project Analysis Determina-
tions) and Table B-22 (Connected Actions – Solar Generation Projects).  

As noted in General Response GR-1, it is not appropriate for the EIS to attempt to define the 
overall level of need or to speculate on the level of development that must be accommo-
dated. Similarly, it is not appropriate for the EIS to assure that the Proposed Project or an 
alternative would guarantee the full deliverability status for any single individual project.  

Consideration of Basic Project Objective 1 in EIS Appendix 5 (Alternatives Screening Report) 
includes Table Ap.5-3 (Projects Accommodated by the Phased Build Alternative), which 
shows projects likely to be made deliverable by the Phased Build Alternative, and the Palen 
project is shown as likely to be accommodated. Conducting a formal study of deliverability is 
beyond the scope of the EIS. While the EIS does not include a determination of deliver-
ability, the EIS clearly assumes that the Palen project would be more likely to be developed 
successfully if the Proposed Project or an alternative is built. See General Response GR-3 for 
a discussion of the CAISO Transmission Planning Process and how renewable energy would 
be accommodated by the Phased Build Alternative. 

B4-5 The comment asserts that the Phased Build Alternative does not consider many presently 
known generation projects. Response to Comment B4-4 describes the various components 
of the EIS discussing the full range of generation and transmission projects contributing to 
the need for the Proposed Project. These projects range from “connected actions” to 
cumulative projects (Section E) and projects that could fill a remaining growth-inducing 
capacity (Section A.3, Definition of Connected Actions and Related Projects). The EIS 
considers that the 2013 West of Devers Interim Project presently provides deliverability to 
985 MW of installed renewable generation in the baseline conditions (EIS Section B.1.1), and 
this facility is not part of the power flow modeling of the alternative. This topic is also 
addressed in Response to Comment B9-5 (CAISO comment). See General Response GR-3 on 
the use of renewable energy resource portfolios from the transmission planning process as 
it relates to project-level environmental review. 

B4-6 The comment requests consideration of California’s evolving policies to increase the renew-
able energy supply. The comment states that California’s renewable energy goals cannot be 
achieved without transmission facilities that allow “full deliverability,” and repeats the 
opinion that the Phased Build Alternative is “unviable” because it would have a lower 
capacity than the Proposed Project.  

Response to Comment B4-1 addresses the concern that the capacity of the Phased Build 
Alternative would not be the same as SCE’s proposed transfer capability. See also General 
Response GR-1 regarding the topic of the feasibility of the alternative and the scope of the 
CPUC evidentiary hearing, and General Response GR-3 for a discussion of achieving 
California’s future renewable energy goals in light of Senate Bill 350 (2015). 

B4-7 The comment requests the status of the Palen Project be updated based on approvals of the 
project by the Energy Commission. The comment also notes that the updated project would 
be for 500 MW. 

In Section A.2.2 (Introduction, BLM’s Purpose and Need), Table A-4 (Projects Contributing to 
Need for WOD Upgrade Project) has been updated to reflect the Energy Commission’s exten-
sion of time to construct the Palen Project. The project is identified as a 500 MW project in 
Table A-4 so no change in project size is necessary. Section B.7 (Description of the Proposed 
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Project, Connected Action), including Table B-22 (Connected Actions – Solar Generation 
Projects) and Section B.7.2.1 (Connected Actions, Known Projects) and the analysis of the 
Connected Actions throughout Section D have been updated to reflect the revised status of 
the Palen Solar Project. 

B4-8 The commenter requests clarification that is more specific and includes estimated dates 
regarding how much each alternative could delay completion of the project.  

As stated in EIS Section B.3.10 (Description of the Project, Construction Schedule and 
Sequence), SCE anticipates that construction of the Proposed Project would take approxi-
mately 36-48 months following receipt of CPUC and BLM approvals, completion of final 
engineering and procurement activities, acquisition of any necessary property rights, and 
receipt of other applicable permits. 

Compared to the Proposed Project, “Construction Timeframe” is discussed under “Feasi-
bility” for each alternative in Appendix 5 (Alternatives Screening Report) of the EIS. See 
Response to Comment F1-20 for a discussion of the construction schedule for the Phased 
Build Alternative in particular. This comment implies that selection of the Phased Build 
Alternative would delay the in-service date. With the configuration described in the EIS, 
SCE’s November 2015 response to Data Request 17 (ALT-29) indicates that the Phased Build 
Alternative would have a similar construction timeline as the Proposed Project. 
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Comment Set B5 – Natural Resources Defense Council 

 

B5-1 



West of Devers Upgrade Project 
VOLUME 4. RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Final EIS 102 July 2016 

Comment Set B5 – Natural Resources Defense Council (cont.) 

 

B5-1 
cont. 
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Responses to Comment Set B5 – Natural Resources Defense Council 

B5-1 The comment recommends modifying the conclusion for the environmentally superior 
alternative and states that the alternative would limit the ability to expand the corridor in 
the future, potentially leading to a need to find additional rights of way. The EIS assesses the 
goal of maintaining adequate space within the corridor in the consideration of Basic Project 
Objective 3, and Section 4.4 of Appendix 5 (Alternatives Screening Report) notes that the 
Phased Build Alternative would meet this objective by removing the existing single-circuit 
towers to create space for future transmission lines. 

The comment also suggests that the Phased Build Alternative would mandate a “second 
round” of construction and outages following the potential construction of the Phased Build 
Alternative. The comment is based on the presumption that future expanded transmission 
capacity would be needed within the corridor. The EIS notes the potential for future expan-
sion within the corridor, to the extent that it may be found needed, in Section 4.4 of 
Appendix 5 (Alternatives Screening Report).  

See General Response GR-4 (Analysis of Potential Future Construction under the Phased 
Build Alternative) for information on the level of potential “future” construction considered 
to be necessary or foreseeable at this time. General Response GR-1 notes that the overall 
level of project need will be addressed within the general proceeding. 

More information regarding the need for additional environmental review of the Phased 
Build Alternative is discussed in Responses to Comments F1-12 and F1-13. See Response to 
Comment F1-11 in response to concerns regarding outages during construction of the 
Phased Build Alternative. 
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Comment Set B6 – Seven Oaks Medical Center (Tim Delinger) 
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Responses to Comment Set B6 – Seven Oaks Medical Center (Tim Delinger) 

B6-1 The commenter writes regarding the same facility described in Comments B2 and B3 and 
expresses similar concerns. The commenter supports the Phase Build Alternative and requests 
to receive future notifications by email. 

The commenter’s support for the Phased Build Alternative is noted. Please refer to Responses 
to Comments B2-1, B3-1 and B3-2 regarding similar concerns about the Medical Facility 
building/property. The commenter is confirmed as being on the contact list for email notices. 
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Comment Set B7 – Independent Energy Producers Association 
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Comment Set B7 – Independent Energy Producers Association (cont.) 
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Responses to Comment Set B7 – Independent Energy Producers Association 

B7-1 This comment states that the analysis of the Phased Build Alternative may be short-sighted, 
and that additional environmental benefits may be attributed to the Proposed Project due 
to its ability to deliver greater amounts of renewable energy. The comment reflects the 
position that the Proposed Project is needed for the successful development of renewable 
energy projects. The EIS shows that the Phased Build Alternative would have less capability 
to transfer energy than the Proposed Project, and the comment asserts that the Proposed 
Project would therefore add environmental benefits that have not been quantified. As 
noted in General Response GR-1 the EIS does not define a specific level of need for the 
Proposed Project (in megawatts of transfer capacity). Further, NEPA requires analysis of a 
project’s impacts as opposed to benefits. See General Response GR-3 for a discussion of 
achieving California’s future renewable energy goals in light of Senate Bill 350 (2015). 

The environmental impacts of development of renewable energy projects is discussed in the 
EIS, based on Section B.7.1, Definition of Connected Action Projects. As such, the EIS 
recognizes that some generation projects are so closely related to the Proposed Project as 
to be considered “connected actions,” and the EIS also provides information on the environ-
mental impacts of these. The EIS also includes the cumulative projects (Section E) and 
projects that could fill a remaining growth-inducing capacity. These are categorized in 
Section A.3, Definition of Connected Actions and Related Projects, and shown in Section 
F.1.3, Growth Related to Development of Additional Power Generation Facilities.  

The comment notes that increasing the renewable energy supply would reduce GHG emis-
sions, and this is consistent with the analysis of Climate Change and GHG emissions in the 
EIS. Without modeling of changes in generation dispatch inside and outside of California, in 
scenarios comparing the project and alternatives, it would be speculative to identify any 
foreseeable changes in emissions from existing or future power plants.   
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Comment Set B8 – NextEra Energy Resources LLC 
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Comment Set B8 – NextEra Energy Resources LLC (cont.) 

 

B8-1 
cont. 
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Comment Set B8 – NextEra Energy Resources LLC (cont.) 

 

B8-2 
cont. 

B8-3 
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Responses to Comment Set B8 – NextEra Energy Resources LLC 

B8-1 The comment is concerned that only three agency-defined Basic Project Objectives appear 
in the Draft EIR/EIS, and suggests that the objectives should be modified to include an 
objective that the project is intended to avoid or minimize possible service interruptions 
during West of Devers construction for operational or soon to be operational generators.  

The EIS provides background information on the Proposed Project, as it would be SCE’s 
proposed solution to achieving its Project Objectives (Section A.2.1.3, Review of SCE’s 
Purpose and Need), and the EIS also reviews some of the solutions that presently ensure 
safe and reliable electric transmission service within the West of Devers corridor (Section 
C.6.2.1, Current Transmission Plans).  

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 as they relate to SCE’s objectives. 

Any service interruptions required during construction would be coordinated with and 
authorized by CAISO, which operates the grid. All activities related to transmission construc-
tion and operation, and the operation of existing generation facilities in the region, are 
required to comply with existing regulatory standards and oversight framework, including 
those applicable to planned service interruptions.  This ensures safe and reliable service that 
is cost-effective, while minimizing environmental impacts. Existing generators are expected 
to operate in compliance with this framework. These generators would be physically 
unchanged by the project and no environmental impacts related to service interruptions 
from generators interconnected to the transmission system are identified.  The concerns 
expressed in the comment appear to be economic rather than an environmental in nature. 

B8-2 The comment requests a discussion regarding the effects of the Proposed Project on existing 
generation facilities in the region, and the comment suggests that owners and operators of 
power plants should be included in Mitigation Measure UPS-2a (Protect pipeline and over-
head and underground utilities). 

The EIS focuses on identifying the foreseeable and potentially significant environmental 
effects that are physical impacts, including unplanned disruptions of service systems for gas, 
electricity and water and collection systems such as for stormwater and wastewater. 
Because the project would physically cross a large number of electrical or utility systems and 
could result in collocation accidents that themselves would have environmental impacts, 
Mitigation Measure UPS-2a (Protect pipeline and overhead and underground utilities) 
addressing this possibility was included in the EIS. 

The Proposed Project is not anticipated to have direct or indirect environmental effects that 
are physical impacts on existing generation facilities in the region. The existing generators 
would be unchanged by the project. While planned and unplanned outages along the 
existing or nearby transmission lines could potentially result in temporary curtailment of the 
existing generators, for the reasons discussed below it is not practical to identify or analyze 
potential environmental effects of such outages now because doing so would require pure 
speculation as to when/where such outages would take place and where replacement 
electricity would originate. While other generators would be available to ensure that safe 
and reliable delivery of electricity continues uninterrupted, it is impractical now to identify 
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where that generation would come from and what source of power would be utilized. For 
example, the EIS shows that the No Project Alternative could “increase the reliance on non-
renewable energy and increase the dispatch and use of more-costly or less-efficient power 
plants within the Los Angeles Basin” until an alternative project could be developed (Section 
C.6.3.1, No Project Alternative Option 1). However, as noted in Section B.3.10 (Description 
of the Proposed Project, Construction Schedule and Sequence) any short- or long-term 
transmission line outages to facilitate construction would typically be scheduled through 
and subject to the approval of the CAISO. Electricity dispatch would be coordinated as usual 
given the available capacity of the remainder of the transmission system. It is not possible at 
this time to know any detail regarding specific outages or temporary curtailment for a given 
generator, and it would not be necessary to implement mitigation for the owners and 
operators of these facilities.  

B8-3 The comment is concerned that greater detail should be provided regarding the potential 
interruptions experienced by generators as a result of the construction schedule for the 
project and alternatives. The comment requests revising the objectives to expressly focus on 
minimizing interruptions to or curtailment of generators. The EIS shows that SCE’s final 
engineering and procurement activities, acquisition of any necessary property rights, and 
receipt of other applicable permits will influence the construction schedule for the project, 
as well as the alternatives (Section B.3.10, Construction Schedule and Sequence). The EIS 
also generally compares the construction schedules for the project and alternatives in the 
context of the anticipated environmental effects in Section G.4, Comparison of Alternatives. 
See Response to Comment B8-1 on the topic of revising the objectives to reduce possible 
service interruptions from generators.  
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Comment Set B9 – California Independent System Operator Corporation 

 

B9-1 
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Comment Set B9 – California Independent System Operator Corporation (cont.) 

 

B9-2 
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Comment Set B9 – California Independent System Operator Corporation (cont.) 

 

B9-2 
cont. 
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Comment Set B9 – California Independent System Operator Corporation (cont.) 

 

B9-2 
cont. 
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Comment Set B9 – California Independent System Operator Corporation (cont.) 

 

B9-3 

B9-4 
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Comment Set B9 – California Independent System Operator Corporation (cont.) 

 

B9-4 
cont. 

B9-5 
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Comment Set B9 – California Independent System Operator Corporation (cont.) 

 

B9-5 
cont. 

B9-6 
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Comment Set B9 – California Independent System Operator Corporation (cont.) 

 

B9-7 

B9-8 

B9-9 
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Comment Set B9 – California Independent System Operator Corporation (cont.) 

 

B9-9 
cont. 

B9-10 

B9-11 
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Comment Set B9 – California Independent System Operator Corporation (cont.) 

 

B9-11 
cont. 

B9-12 
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Comment Set B9 – California Independent System Operator Corporation (cont.) 
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Responses to Comment Set B9 – California Independent System Operator Corporation 

B9-1 The comment reflects concerns that the Phased Build Alternative may require more analy-
sis, may not meet the previously identified need for the project, and may restrict future 
development of renewable generation. The comment also introduces concerns on the topic 
of the renewable resource portfolios that are used in the CAISO Transmission Planning 
Process, as transmitted to CAISO from the CPUC, and how those portfolios should be used in 
the development of project-level alternatives. The comment also provides an introduction 
of concerns that CAISO has regarding environmental impacts and potential future phases 
associated with the Phased Build Alternative, which are addressed in more detail in Com-
ment B9-10. 

As noted by the comment, and as discussed EIS Section A, the Proposed Project was origi-
nally identified by CAISO to accommodate certain renewable energy generation projects 
and for fulfilling specific Large Generator Interconnection Agreements (LGIAs). According to 
the comment, CAISO subsequently “confirmed” the need for the Proposed Project through 
the study of public policy-driven renewable energy projects that were based on the CPUC-
developed portfolios. To capture this history, the EIS Basic Project Objective 1 recognizes 
that initial identification for the Proposed Project came in 2010 as a result of 2,200 MW of 
interconnection requests from five renewable energy generation projects (EIS Section 
A.2.1.4, Interconnecting Planned Generation Resources). 

General Response GR-1 (Project Need) addresses how each individual transmission element 
that is the subject of an application for a CPCN must be independently evaluated within the 
CPUC general proceeding. As such, the EIS does not determine or define any level of need 
for the Proposed Project or any alternative. Note also that General Response GR-2 (Agency-
defined Basic Project Objectives) provides a discussion of the agency-specific Basic Project 
Objectives. 

General Response GR-3 (Renewable Energy Accommodated by the Phased Build Alternative) 
provides further information on the topic of how RPS portfolios from the transmission 
planning process may be considered in the assessment of project-level need. 

B9-2 The comment asserts that Basic Project Objective 2 does not reflect RPS goals or the 
portfolios that are used in the CAISO Transmission Planning Process. The comment includes 
a copy of the May 2010 MOU between CAISO and CPUC on the Revised ISO Transmission 
Planning Process (Comment B9-13). General Response GR-2 provides a discussion of the 
agency-specific Basic Project Objectives and background on how the Basic Project Objectives 
are used in the proper NEPA consideration of alternatives. 

This comment describes the need for the Proposed Project as being “affirmed” during 
studies of public policy-driven renewable energy projects in the CAISO Transmission Planning 
Process that occurred after the initial identification of the Proposed Project for fulfilling 
certain LGIA’s. The comment points to the CAISO’s 2014-2015 Transmission Plan in stating 
that “the CAISO determined that the Proposed Project was needed based on RPS port-
folios.” In light of CAISO’s opinion on project need, note that the EIS does not define a 
specific level of need for the Proposed Project (in megawatts of transfer capacity) as none 
was provided as a specific project objective.  
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Contrary to the assertion of the comment, the EIS does not attempt to “effectuate a 
change” in the RPS portfolios. The EIS provides information on project alternatives under 
the premise that transmission planning process does not limit the consideration of project-
level alternatives. General Response GR-3 provides more information on this topic. As 
described in General Response GR-1 (Project Need), each individual transmission element 
that is the subject of an application for a CPCN must be independently evaluated, and 
General Response GR-2 (Agency-defined Basic Project Objectives) shows that the scope of 
alternatives in the environmental review must not be unduly limited.  

See General Response GR-3 for more information on how the EIS determines consistency 
with Basic Project Objective 2, and the overview in GR-3 of the project-level environmental 
review process as it relates to the Revised CAISO Transmission Planning Process of the May 
2010 MOU. The Proposed Project predates the Revised CAISO Transmission Planning 
Process that was established with the May 2010 MOU. This means that CAISO’s initial 
studies of “public policy driven” renewable resource portfolios occurred after the initial 
identification of the Proposed Project for interconnecting 2,200 MW of generation. Because 
of this timing, the 2010-2011 and subsequent transmission plans incorporate the Proposed 
Project as a “base case” transmission addition for specific generation projects rather than 
being formally categorized as “policy-driven” for the renewable portfolios. Technical details 
on how updated portfolios are reflected within the power flow analysis appear in Response 
to Comment B9-6. 

The comment indicates that CAISO intends to present testimony in the CPUC general pro-
ceeding (A.13-10-020) regarding the transmission needed for the renewable portfolios, and 
how the portfolios relate to the interconnection queue. General Response GR-1 notes that 
the overall level of project need will be addressed within the general proceeding. 

B9-3 The comment asserts that Basic Project Objective 2 should consider potentially higher 
renewable energy goals, and that Basic Project Objective 1 is too narrow. The EIS recognizes 
that a key objective of the Proposed Project is to increase the power transfer capability of 
the corridor’s transmission facilities (EIS Section A.2.1.4, Interconnecting Planned 
Generation Resources). However, as discussed in General Response GR-2, the objectives 
listed by SCE in its PEA for the Proposed Project included no minimum generation level 
goals. Accordingly, Basic Project Objective 1 specifies a minimum level of deliverability for 
the EIS scope of alternatives. 

General Response GR-3 provides further information on how consistency with Basic Project 
Objective 2 was assessed in the development of alternatives. The EIR does not evaluate 
whether any alternative is needed or whether it should accommodate some prescribed level 
of development beyond those set forth in the Basic Project Objectives. 

The comment asserts that the Phased Build Alternative is not tailored to meet renewable 
energy goals in excess of the 33 % RPS. The comment recognizes that the Draft EIR/EIS 
analysis was prepared and released before passage of a higher 50 % RPS in Senate Bill 350 
(2015). The comment continues by identifying potential future activities that would create 
environmental impacts, based on the presumption that future expanded transmission 
capacity would be needed within the corridor, and the comment requests additional 
environmental review for those activities.  
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See General Response GR-4 (Analysis of Potential Future Construction under the Phased 
Build Alternative) for information on the level of potential “future” construction considered 
to be necessary or foreseeable at this time. The EIS presents substantial evidence 
demonstrating that the Phased Build Alternative accurately describes the whole of the 
action proposed under that alternative, including its ability to accommodate and provide 
transmission capacity for all reasonably foreseeable electricity generation projects. More 
information regarding the need for additional environmental review of the Phased Build 
Alternative is discussed in responses to comments made by SCE (Responses to Comments 
F1-12 and F1-13). See Response to Comment F1-11 in response to concerns on outages 
during construction of the Phased Build Alternative.  

B9-4 The comment indicates that a greater level of electrical resistive losses would occur with the 
Phased Build Alternative than would occur with the Proposed Project. The comment also 
indicates that higher losses may lead to additional environmental effects with the energy 
necessary to overcome the losses resulting in GHG emissions. The description of the 
alternative notes that the losses would be higher and that this issue is primarily a cost 
concern that can be balanced within the overall consideration of lower construction costs 
achieved with the alternative.  

The actual level of resistive losses depends on actual line loading, which would continuously 
vary, and the potential sources of energy that would need to change dispatch to overcome 
the losses have not been identified. Because the dispatch would vary, discerning the 
changes in GHG emissions would require a production simulation modeling effort, which is 
beyond the scope of the EIR. As with the Proposed Project, the alternative aims to facilitate 
transmission from renewable energy resources. Although changes in GHG emissions are not 
quantified, primarily renewable resources contribute to the need for upgrading the corridor 
(as in Table A-4, Projects Contributing to Need for WOD Upgrade Project), and any potential 
incremental GHG emissions would be minimized by the low levels of GHG emissions from 
the upstream electric generation facilities.  

The description of the Phased Build Alternative (Section 4.4 in Appendix 5) and the discus-
sion of GHG impacts (in Climate Change, Section D.6.4.3, Phased Build Alternative) have 
been revised to qualitatively reflect this consideration. 

B9-5 The comment describes technical considerations related to analyzing the need for deliv-
erability. General Response GR-2 notes that the power flow analysis in the EIS does not 
include a formal study of deliverability. Conducting a comprehensive deliverability study in a 
manner consistent with the CAISO’s deliverability study methodology is beyond the scope of 
the EIS, which focuses on a comparative analysis of the Proposed Project and its alternatives 
and determining whether the alternatives to the Proposed Project are feasible and help 
avoid or minimize effects of the Proposed Project. 

The comment states that levels of generation listed from the interconnection queue in the 
EIS are incremental to baseline conditions, and a higher level of deliverability should be 
targeted instead of the minimum level of 2,200 MW. The EIS recognizes that the 2013 West 
of Devers Interim Project presently provides deliverability to 985 MW of installed renewable 
generation from projects that have Full Capacity Deliverability Status (FCDS) in the baseline 
conditions. These baseline projects are included in the various power flow modeling 
scenarios, including at the level of dispatch modeled with the 2024 Reliability Base Case in 
Case #3. EIS Section B, Description of the Proposed Project, and the EIS power flow analysis 
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recognize that the 2013 West of Devers Interim Project (EIS Section B.1.1) would be 
removed as part of the Proposed Project, and accordingly, it is not part of the modeling of 
the alternative. See General Response GR-2 for a discussion of the agency-specific Basic 
Project Objectives. 

The 2,200 MW level that appears in Basic Project Objective 1 is from the CAISO’s Transition 
Cluster Generation Interconnection Study from 2010. The power flow analysis provided 
information on generation levels potentially going beyond the 2,200 MW value for the 
region. The EIS uses this information to explore the actual development activities of new 
generation as viewed from contract activity and CAISO generation queue activity (EIS 
Appendix 5, Attachment 2, pp. 4-7), to demonstrate a basis in finding the Phased Build 
Alternative to be a potentially feasible alternative.  

In defining the 2,200 MW level, the EIS recognizes that previously-queued serial projects as 
well as existing connected generation would have already been deemed “deliverable”, 
either through the application of generator-specific upgrades, or through the existing avail-
able transmission system capacity. The power flow modeling then directly compares the 
topology of the Phased Build Alternative to the Proposed Project to explore the differences 
in performance with all other assumptions being equal, within the seven cases or scenarios. 
As noted by the commenter, the analysis was conducted prior to the availability of Cluster 8 
case data; however, while conditions have changed and will continue to change, the EIS 
accurately recognizes that the interconnection queue changes often. The changing nature of 
generation planned in the region may ultimately reveal through the CPUC general proceed-
ing that the Phased Build Alternative is infeasible. 

The “holistic” and “forward looking” review of information requested by the comment 
occurs in the CPUC general proceeding. The topic of whether the alternative is feasible is 
clearly within the scope of the CPUC general proceeding and evidentiary hearing, as 
described in General Response GR-1. 

B9-6 The comment claims that the Draft EIR/EIS inappropriately uses the CAISO 2024 Reliability 
Base Case in establishing deliverability. The comment points to the generation level 
tabulated within the power flow analysis from this modeling case and notes that the CAISO 
adjusts dispatch as necessary in the Reliability Base Case to test the reliability of the system.  

The EIS shows that the Reliability Base Case represents 6,901 MW of installed generation 
capacity across the entire power flow study region, upstream and downstream of the West 
of Devers corridor, dispatched at 3,754 MW online (Section A.2.3, CPUC and BLM Project 
Objectives; as detailed in Table A4 of EIS Appendix 5, Attachment 2, p. 21). To model the 
alternative in a manner consistent with the CAISO cases, the power flow analysis did not 
adjust any dispatch levels. 

The Power Flow Analysis Approach (EIS Appendix 5, Attachment 2, p.7) describes how the 
Reliability Base Case was used as a means of screening out speculative generation, and the 
Cluster 7, Phase 1 case was used as a means of testing deliverability. The power flow 
analysis in the EIS does not include a formal study of deliverability. Conducting a compre-
hensive deliverability study in a manner consistent with the CAISO’s deliverability study 
methodology is beyond the scope of the EIS, which focuses on determining whether the 
alternatives are feasible. 
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The power flow analysis shows the level of dispatch modeled for the Phased Build Alter-
native in Case #3, which uses the 2024 Reliability Base Case. At Red Bluff and Colorado River 
Substations, the 2024 Reliability Base Case includes 1,387 MW online, and this is a 
representation of 3,853 MW of installed renewable resource capacity at these 
interconnection points, after accounting for dispatch at the 36 percent capacity factor that 
is set in the Reliability Base Case. Notably, the 3,853 MW of installed capacity in Case #3 is 
also a level sufficient to accommodate the 3,800 MW Riverside East renewable resource 
portfolio in the transmission planning process, as transmitted in the March 11, 2015 letter 
from the CPUC to CAISO (identified by Comment B9-2). The EIS power flow analysis of Case 
#3 also includes the import of 1,400 MW from Imperial Irrigation District.  

Although the EIS need not consider speculative generation, the highest level of dispatch 
appears within power flow modeling Case #6, which is a worst-case scenario of all 
foreseeable generation projects (the Cluster 7, Phase I case plus an additional 1,400 MW 
from the Imperial Valley). This scenario represents generation at a level that would be 
greater than anticipated, and the conclusion for Case #6 shows that the Phased Build 
Alternative is not technically feasible in this scenario (EIS Appendix 5, Attachment 2, p. 12).  

This topic is also addressed in Response to Comment F1-6 (SCE’s cover letter). 

B9-7 The comment states that the EIR includes an incorrect assumption by modeling scenarios 
with 1,400 MW of imports from the Imperial Irrigation District (IID). This assumption was 
conservatively included in the power flow analysis and evaluated as a sensitivity to 
determine an upper end of the loading spectrum. The power flow analysis compares the 
performance of the Proposed Project with the alternative in terms of the electrical loads 
that occur on the lines, and including the imports from IID shows a conservatively high level 
of loading. Although utilities presently do not need to plan according to this assumption, 
retaining this scenario conservatively tests the performance of the Proposed Project and the 
Phased Build Alternative. Removing this level of import, as suggested by the comment, 
should indicate a lower level of loading and better levels of performance.  

B9-8 The comment states that the Draft EIR/EIS appears to assess “the impacts of the Phased 
Build Alternative on generation development” in comparison with the Proposed Project. As 
noted by the comment, the power flow analysis provides a comparative benchmarking of 
performance of the alternative against the project. However, the comparison in the power 
flow analysis is not an assessment of “impacts” on generation project development activity. 
General Response GR-1 addresses the scope of projects contributing to the need for the 
Proposed Project and connected actions. See also General Response GR-2 on the obligation 
to consider a range of potentially feasible alternatives that is not unduly limited. 

Separate from the power flow analysis, the EIS, in Section B.7.1, Definition of Connected 
Action Projects, recognizes that some generation projects are so closely related to the Pro-
posed Project as to be considered “connected actions,” and the EIS also provides informa-
tion on the environmental impacts of these, as well as cumulative projects and projects that 
could fill a remaining growth-inducing capacity (as categorized in Section A.3, Definition of 
Connected Actions and Related Projects), shown in Section F.1.3, Growth Related to 
Development of Additional Power Generation Facilities.  

The comment also indicates that CAISO intends to conduct a comparative analysis of project 
alternatives using the CAISO’s deliverability study methodology, and CAISO intends to 
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present its results in testimony in the CPUC general proceeding (A.13-10-020). As described 
in previous responses, the EIS does not include a formal study of deliverability. This topic is 
addressed in more detail in Responses to Comments B9-5 and B9-6. 

B9-9 The comment asserts that the Draft EIR/EIS includes an incorrect implication that the 
Phased Build Alternative would satisfy power flows associated with the Cluster 7, Phase 1 
case in Case #4 (EIS Appendix 5, Attachment 2, p.10-11). However, Case #4 of the power 
flow analysis relates to the Proposed Project and not the Phased Build Alternative, which is 
tested in Case #6 with the same level of generation as Case #4 plus the import of 1,400 MW 
from IID. The conclusion for Case #6 shows that the Phased Build Alternative is not 
technically feasible in this scenario (EIS Appendix 5, Attachment 2, p.12). 

B9-10 The comment requests that the EIS include information on the potential need to re-string 
the conductors in the Phased Build Alternative as such future work could result in additional 
environmental impacts. 

The Phased Build Alternative includes ability to allow for future capacity expansion through 
future reconductoring, if needed (EIS Appendix 5, p.Ap.5-46), but the need for such future 
work is not yet foreseeable. See General Response GR-4 on the need for “future phases” of 
construction under the Phased Build Alternative and Response to Comment F1-13.  

The comment notes that de-energizing circuits for an outage could be necessary during con-
struction and that this could create a change in dispatch, should it occur as necessary to 
accommodate outages. This comment is similar to a comment from SCE (Comment F1-11) 
that construction of the Phased Build Alternative would result in the potential for outages 
that could influence generator dispatch, or generator curtailment and the associated 
economic loss. The comment indicates that a greater level of curtailment of renewable 
generation could occur with the Phased Build Alternative during outages than would occur 
with the Proposed Project. The potential market impacts of such outages would be eco-
nomic impacts beyond the scope of the EIS analysis. Determining the potential environmen-
tal effects of changing dispatch or curtailment patterns would also be beyond the scope of 
EIS analysis and speculative. Additional and updated information on the topic of upgrading 
the corridor after the implementation of the Phased Build Alternative appears in General 
Response GR-4. 

B9-11 The comment indicates that a greater level of electrical losses would occur with the Phased 
Build Alternative than would occur with the Proposed Project. See Response to Comment 
B9-4 for a discussion of the higher resistive losses related to the Phased Build Alternative.  

B9-12 The comment indicates closing remarks for EIR/EIS comments and the intent to present 
testimony in the CPUC general proceeding for this project (A.13-10-020). No further response 
is required as the comment does not raise any new or significant environmental issues. 

B9-13 The comment includes a copy of the May 2010 MOU between CAISO and CPUC on the 
Revised ISO Transmission Planning Process. The Proposed Project predates the first imple-
mentation of the Revised ISO Transmission Planning Process because it was identified earlier 
by CAISO in 2010 as a required Delivery Network Upgrade for specific LGIA’s. General 
Response GR-3 provides a review of the Transmission Planning Process and its relationship 
to the environmental review for this project-level request for a CPCN. 
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