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Response to Comment Set C.210: Patrisha Hodgman Heller and Steven Heller 

C.210-1 Please see General Response GR-5 regarding noticing procedures and the review period for the 
Draft EIR/EIS. On September 13, the CPUC and the Forest Service formally extended the public 
review period for the Draft EIR/EIS to October 3, 2006. 

C.210-2 No existing homes were deleted out of photographs of existing landscape conditions. In all 
photographs of existing conditions, no landscape features were removed or altered in any way. If 
photographs of existing landscape conditions show vacant lands, it is because the view across these 
existing vacant lands provided excellent observation of landscapes that would be affected by 
construction and operation of a new 500-kV transmission line. As described in Section C.15.1.1, 
photographs used in the EIR/EIS were taken from vantage points called key observation positions 
(KOPs). Each KOP was carefully selected to display the typical or worst-case view from major 
travel routes or use areas that provide visual access to affected landscapes. From dozens of potential 
observer positions and in consultation with CPUC and Forest Service personnel, 14 locations were 
selected as KOPs for detailed analysis of the proposed Project, and 14 additional KOPs were 
selected for detailed analysis of alternatives. Please see General Response GR-5 regarding the 
noticing procedures for the EIR/EIS. 

C.210-3 As discussed in Section C.9.10.2, the alternative alignment would be constructed across 103 
privately owned parcels. The majority of land uses that would be restricted as a result of Alternative 
5 would be the erection of new structures within the alternative ROW. However, given that SCE 
has not conducted construction or final alignment and design studies for Alternative 5, the EIR/EIS 
has assumed that the removal of one or more homes may occur. As such, Section C.9.10.2 (Impact 
L-3) concluded that potential impacts to residential land uses as a result of Alternative 5 would be 
significant and unavoidable. Please see General Response GR-1 regarding potential effects on 
property values and General Response GR-2 regarding property acquisition. 

C.210-4 Your comment is consistent with the findings of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

C.210-5 We recognize that Alternative 5 would constrain the ability to aggressively fight a wildland fire in 
the vicinity of the route, and would create additional fire risks to inhabited areas such as Leona 
Valley and Agua Dulce (see discussion in Section D.5). Your concerns will be shared with the 
decision-makers who are reviewing the Project and alternatives at the USDA Forest Service and the 
CPUC. 

C.210-6 Soil erosion is discussed in both Draft EIR/EIS Section C.5, Geology, Soils, and Paleontology, and 
in Section C.9, Hydrology and Water Quality.  Specifically, soil erosion and sedimentation caused 
by construction activities and the potential to degrade water quality are addressed under Impact H-1. 
Applicant-Proposed Measures (APMs) HYD-2 and HYD-3 would be implemented to address the 
potential impacts to water quality from construction-related soil erosion and sedimentation, as well 
as GEO-2 and GEO-3, to facilitate understanding of site-specific geologic conditions and minimize 
erosion from construction. Furthermore, Mitigation Measures G-1 (Protect Against Slope 
Instability), G-2 (Minimization of Soil Erosion), R-4 (Permanent Closure and Re-vegetation of 
Construction Roads), H-1a (Implementation of Erosion and Sediment Best Management Practices), 
H-1b (Timing of Construction Activities), H-1c (Maximum Road Gradient), H-1d (Road Surface 
Treatment), H-1e (Dispersion of Subsurface Drainage from Slope Construction Areas), and H-1f 
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(Control of Sidecast Material, Right-of-Way Debris and Roadway Debris) would be required to 
reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level (Class II).   

 Furthermore, in Draft EIR/EIS Section C.13, Traffic and Transportation, Impact T-7 addresses 
damage to road ROWs resulting from construction vehicles and equipment. In addition to APM 
TRA-5, which would require repairing damage to local streets, Mitigation Measure T-7 (Repair 
Damaged Road ROWs) would provide for repair of roads, sidewalks, and/or medians (including 
irrigation systems for landscaped medians) reducing this impact to a less-than-significant level 
(Class II). 

C.210-7 Please see General Response GR-3 regarding EMF concerns. 

C.210-8 Thank you for your opinion regarding the proposed Project and alternatives. Although project cost 
is not discussed in the Draft EIR/EIS, we agree that due to the increased length of Alternative 5, it 
would cost substantially more than the proposed Project. Your comments will be shared with the 
decision-makers who are reviewing the Project and alternatives at the USDA Forest Service and the 
CPUC. A number of alternative routes were identified during the Scoping process to avoid the 
impacts of SCE’s proposed Project. Also, SCE’s proposed Project and several of the alternatives 
analyzed in the EIR/EIS include the use of existing transmission rights-of-way. Please see General 
Response GR-4 regarding the alternatives identification process for the Project.  

C.210-9 See the response to Comment C.12-2. Alternative 5 would not result in the displacement of a 
significant portion of the families in the Leona Valley, nor would it necessitate the closure of local 
schools. 

 


