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Sent: Thursday, August 10, 2006 4:39 PM
Subject: comments on Noise issues

Dear Ms. Blanchard and Ms.Lee:

Please include the comments and information on noise-related issues (including
appendices and attachments) discussed in SCE"s Supplemental testimony filed several E3-1
weeks ago, as part of SCE's formal comment on the DPV2 DEIS/DEIR.

Tom

Thomas A. Burhenn

Manager, Regulatory Operations
Southern California Edison
General Office, Room 388q
2244 Walnut Grove Avenue
Rosemead, CA 91770

Phone 626.302.9652

Fax 626.302.4332
Thomas.Burhenn@SCE.com
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4 | the Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project (“DPV2™), Southern California Edison
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Company (“SCE”) submits this late-filed exhibit on the following items:

Benefit-To-Cost Ratios for DPV2 and Alternates
Alligator Rock Alternate Cost Estimate

CAISO Approval of Devers-Valley Alternate
Corona Noise

Electric and Magnetic Field (“EMF") Issues

The Desert Southwest Transmission Project (“DSW'TP™)

E-144
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II.
BENEFIT-TO-COST RATIOS FOR DPV2 PROJECT

AND ALTERNATES -- UPDATE

In its April 11, 2005 application for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity
(“CPCN™), SCE estimated costs for DPV2 construction at $391 million in 2005 dollars. This estimate
included pension, benefits, and administrative and general overhead, but did not include Allowance for
Funds Used During Construction (“AFUDC™).

In SCE’s Phase II Direct Testimony (Table II-1, Ex. 31, p. 3, shown below), SCE presented
updated and more refined estimates to give the Commission an understanding of the basis for our
“preliminary” estimates. These updated estimates itemized the major costs of 500 kV and 220 kV
transmission lines, substation modifications, series compensation, land and easement acquisitions,
facilities acquisitions and telecommunications. The estimates, shown below, will be further refined afier
final engineering and design of the complete project.

Table II-1 from Ex. 31

Summary Of Proposed And Alternate Routes
(Includes P&B, ALG, and AFUDC)

Proposed Devers Harquahala and West of Devers $624.412 million
| Alternate 1 Harquahala West Alternative $609.823 million
| Alternate 2 Palo Verde Alternative $600.777 million

Alternate 3 Harquahala Junction Alternative and $565.013 million
| Devers-Valley No. 2
| Alternate 4 Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative $589.299 million

At the July 10, 2006 Evidentiary Hearings, ALJ TerKeurst requested that SCE also provide updated
benefit-to-cost ratios for cach alternate shown in Table II- 1.
The benefit-to-cost ratios associated with the proposed route and the alternates are shown in

Table II-2, below:

VO03RS
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Table I1-2

Summary Of Cost Effectiveness
Of Proposed And Alternate Routes

Benefits Closts Benefit/Cost
(million) (million) Ratio
| Proposed $1,104.673 $645.607 1.71
Alternate 1 $1.104.673 $657.552 1.68
| Alternate 2 $1,104.673 $634.558 1.74
Alternate 3 $1.104.673 $594.213 1.86
| Alternate 4 $1,104.673 $625.139 1.77

1 | The costs shown in Table II-1 are the sum of real (2005 dollars) capital costs (with AFUDC, P&B and

2 | A&G). The costs shown in Table II-2 are the 20035 present value of revenue requirements (to be

3 | consistent with the benefit-to-cost ratios presented in Phase [ and in SCE’s April 11, 2005 CPCN

4 | application).

JO0ARS
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1 II1.
2 ALLIGATOR ROCK ALTERNATE COST ESTIMATE
3 At the July 10, 2006 Evidentiary Hearings, ALJ TerKeurst requested an estimate of the costs of

4 | the I-10 route alternative for Alligator Rock (“Alligator Rock Alternate™).! SCE estimates that the

5 | Alligator Rock Alternative would add an additional $8.952 million to the cost of DPV2.

: ALLT TerKeurst, Tr. 6/494,
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1 IV.
2 CAISO APPROVAL OF DEVERS-VALLEY ALTERNATE
3 At the July 10, 2006 Evidentiary Hearings, ALJ TerKeurst requested that SCE “check into™

4 | whether CAISO will be modifying its economic analysis of DPV2 using the Devers-Valley route
5 | alternative.

SCE’s current understanding is that CAISO will not be modifying its economic analysis. The
DPV2 alternate does not change the economic benefits. The path rating will still be 1200 MW. The

Proposed Project (with the West of Devers 230 kV Upgrades) was a 1200 MW project. SCE performed

oo =1 Oy

technical studies that demonstrate the technical viability of the same 1200 MW rating using the

10 | Devers-Valley alternative. SCE submitted these studies the Western Electricity Coordinating Council

11 (“WECC™) and WECC approved them. Although the CAISO will review the power flow studies, there
12 | is no need to “re-evaluate™ the economic analysis because the rating will still be 1200 MW. The cost for

13 | this alternative is approximately $35 million lower than the originally Proposed Project.
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V.

CORONA NOISE

At the July 10, 2006 Evidentiary Hearings, ALJ TerKeurst requested SCE to provide supporting
studies regarding Corona Noise.

Some background may be helpful. In the July 10, 2006 evidentiary hearings, SCE referred to
studies that show corona noise could be between 47 decibel (“db™) and 61 db.2 Although SCE could not
obtain the study that derived the 47 db number, SCE attaches the study by Sargent & Lundey (“S&L™)
which shows various methods of analysis produces noise levels that vary from 46 to 64 db. S&L used
the Electric Power Research Institute Red Book, Transmission Line Reference Book audible noise
approach to determine that a 61 db level would be exceeded no more than 5 percent of the time. This is
called the “L5" level. S8CE provided this L5 value of 61 db to staff Commission via data requests.

S&IL reviewed other recent utility projects in Riverside County and determined that these
Riverside County applications applied the Community Noise Equivalent Level (“CNEL”) process to the
.50 noise levels, and not the 1.5 noise level. At .50 noise levels, the volume of sound would be
exceeded 50 percent of the time. The L350 noise level for DPV2 is 54.7 db.

Applying the CNEL process to the DPV2 project’s 1.50 noise level of 54.7 db results in a CNEL
noise level of 61.4 db. This is below the 65 db threshold referenced by the Draft Environmental Impact
Report (“DEIR™) as being used in the Riverside County Noise Ordinances.? Attachment C contains an
updated report from S&L., describing their analysis of the applicability of the CNEL “formula™ to the
DPV2 project.

Again, the 61 db figure that SCE provided to the Energy Division in data requests was the
L5 level. Using the .50 level for the DPV2 project results in a CNEL value of 61.4 db, well below

Riverside County’s referenced CNEL value of 65 dba.

(%}

SCE. Amalfitano, Ex. 34.
3 DEIR. p. D.8-13. For example, Riverside County so discourages uses such as schools, hospitals, and libraries in areas in
excess of 65 CNEL.
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1 Finally, the ALJ requested information as to whether corona noise varies from one side of the

. o et . B . E3-1 cont.
2 | right-of-way or another.! SCE believes that Corona Noise will vary depending on the actual

3 | contamination of the conductors. If the dirt contamination and rain is uniform across DPV1 and DPV2,

4 | the noise variation across the right-of-way should be symmetrical. More likely, however, there will not

5 | be symmetry in any noise distribution due to the variation in actual contamination distribution or

6 | cleanliness of the conductors.

4 Tr. 6/486.
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VI

ELECTRIC AND MAGNETIC FIELD ("EMF™) ISSUES

At the July 10, 2006 Evidentiary Hearings, ALJ TerKeurst requested that SCE work with the
Energy Division to develop information regarding the feasibility and cost of mitigating the magnetic
fields associated with the 500 kV configuration, including the Devers-Valley route alternative, in
particular, and any residences that may be on the Palo Verde-Devers segment of the line as well, with
that mitigation consisting of increasing the tower heights such that the magnetic field would be reduced
on the right-of-way next to the DPV2 line by 15 percent,® and specifically:

1. How much taller do the proposed 500 kV towers need to be in order to reduce magnetic
field levels by 15 percent for residences within 200 feet of the edge (closer to the
proposed transmission line) of the 500 kV right-of-way (“ROW™)76

2. What is the estimated cost for using taller structures, which will give at least 15 percent
magnetic field reductions at the one edge of the row for those residences?”

SCE provides the requested information as Attachment L.

In summary, SCE recommends the CPUC keep the tower (and conductor) heights as proposed by
SCE and recommended by the Draft EIR/EIS; that is the proposed tower type and height match the
adjacent “existing” Devers-Palo Verde or Devers-Valley 500 kV transmission lines, where feasible. To
reduce magnetic field levels by 15 percent or more at the edge of the ROW, SCE would need to raise
about thirty-three towers by 20 feet or more. The estimated incremental cost to perform this work is
approximately $1.4 million, (including P& B, A&G. and AFUDC). However, raising the towers an
additional 20 feet over the height of the existing towers would create visual and biological impacts, and
would conflict with many of the BLM Applicant Proposed and CPUC recommended mitigation

measures, as discussed in Attachment I

5 Tr. 6/478.
5 Tr. 6/476.
I Tr. 6/477.
200385 8
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1 VIL
2 THE DESERT SOUTHWEST TRANSMISSION PROJECT
3 At the July 10, 2006 Evidentiary Hearings, ALJ TerKeurst requested additional information on

4 | the status of the Proposed Desert Southwest Transmission Project (“DSWTP”) at the U.S. Department of
5 | the Interior, Bureau of Land Management [CA-660-1430-ER-CACA-44491]. The DSW'TP includes an
118-mile 500 kV transmission line from an area near Blythe, California to SCE’s Devers Substation,
located several miles north of Palm Springs, California. SCE understands that a Record of Decision in

that proceeding is expected in August 2006. DSWTP’s preferred route in that proceeding is adjacent to

o 1 Oy

the proposed DPV2 line; however, there is also a variation to the preferred route (that variation being
10 | SCE’s preferred DPV2 line route between the Blythe area and Devers), in the event SCE and DSWTP
11 | canreach agreement on a joint project arrangement. If SCE and DSWTP are not able to reach

12 | agreement on a joint project arrangement, DSWTP would likely pursue construction of its stand-alone
13 | transmission line adjacent to the DPV2 project between the Blythe area and Devers Substation, or other
14 | interconnection alternatives that may be available to DSWTP. It is important to note, however, that

15 | regardless of whether a joint DSWTP arrangement is agreed to between the parties, total cost for SCE
16 | will not increase.®

17 The purpose of a joint project arrangement would be to integrate what would otherwise be two
18 | separate, stand-alone, 500 kV transmission line projects. A Joint DSWTP Project arrangement would
19 | not increase the costs of the DPV2 project. The transmission capacity allocated to DPV2 under the Joint
20 | DSWTP Project arrangement would remain at 1200 MW. A Joint DSWTP Project would not basically
21 | change the DPV2 line route, with the exception of a new substation but would need to be constructed to

22 | accommodate the interconnection.

g Cabbell, Tr. 6/937 (“There wouldn’t be any effect on the DPV2 project costs related to Desert Southwest project. The
Desert Southwest project would pay any incremental charges or additional costs that would be associated with the
project.”).
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ATTACHMENT A
EMF INFORMATION PROVIDED IN RESPONSE TO
JULY 10, 2006 ALJ REQUEST

On July 10, 2006, the Assigned Administrative Judge (“ALJ"™) directed Southern California Edison
Company (“SCE") to provide the following additional magnetic field reduction information regarding
SCE’s Application 05-04-0135, Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project (“DPV2™).

1. How much taller do the proposed 500 kV towers need to be in order to reduce magnetic field
levels by 15 percent or more for residences within 200 feet of the edge (closer to the proposed
transmission line) of 500 kV right-of-way (“ROW™)?

2. What is the estimated cost for using taller structures which will give at least 15% magnetic
ficld reductions at one edge of the ROW for those residences?

As required by CPUC’s EMF Policy. the review of increasing tower and conductor heights triggers

consideration of environmental, safety, and aesthetic impacts. SCE evaluated potential adverse impacts
from bird collisions, increased safety risks from helicopter operations. and the visual impacts of taller

towers/conductors not matched with the existing structures.

A, Increased Tower/Conductor Heights As a Low-Cost EMF Option

The California Public Utilities Commission’s (“CPUC™) Energy Division identified sixty residences
within 200 feet of the existing 300 kV rights-of-way where the proposed 500 kV transmission lines would
be located (see Attachment B). Five residences are located along the Devers-Harquahala 500 kV segment,

while remaining fifty-five residences are located along the Devers—Valley 500 kV segment.

Using taller towers reduces the magnetic field at the edge of the ROW?2. Figure 1 and Table 1 below

illustrates the magnetic field level changes expected by increasing tower heights for the proposed 500 kV

transmission lines. Figure 1 and Figure 2 show that the magnetic field level changes bevond 50 feet from

9 It is the edge which is closer to the proposed 500 kV transmission line.
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the edge of the ROW for using taller towers are insignificant. In summary, there will be no decrease in
magnetic field levels for those residences which are located more than 50 feet from the edge of the ROW.
In order to reduce magnetic field levels by 15% or more at the edge of ROW, SCE would need to
raise about thirty-three towers (including six dead-end towers) by 20 feet or more. The estimated
incremental cost to perform this work is approximately $1,400,000. SCE basis this estimate upon a set of
assumptions that includes the cost of additional labor, materials, P&B, A&G, AFUDC, and a 15 percent
contingency needed for raising a typical 150 feet tower to a 170 feet tower. However, since tower designs
have height limitations, if any proposed tower height is already taller than about 170 feet, the additional
20 foot height increase may require a different tower design, and the estimated cost will be significantly

greater, mainly due to the additional structural strength needed for heavier and taller towers.
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Figure 1
Magnetic Field Level Changes By Increasing Proposed
Tower Height By 10 Feet Increment
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Table 1
Magnetic Field Level Changes By Increasing Proposed
Tower Height By 10 Feet Increment
Distance from the edge of ROW
Tower Height 0 ft 50 ft 100 ft 150 ft 200 ft
Proposed 33.7 mG 15.5 mG 8.2 mG 4.8 mG 3.1 mG
15% Reduction Target
28.7mG
(at the edge of ROW) n
Proposed + 10 feet 30.7 mG 14.8 mG 8.0 mG 4.3 mG 3.0mG
Proposed + 20 feet 28.1 mG 14.1 mG 7.8 mG 4.7 mG 3.0mG
Proposed + 30 feet 25.9mG 13.6 mG 7.6 mG 4.7 mG 3.0mG
A
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B. Do Taller Tower/Conductors Have Other Impacts?

E3-2

As required by CPUC’s EMF Policy, the review of increasing tower and conductor heights triggers
consideration of environmental, safety, and aesthetic impacts. We evaluated potential adverse impacts bird
collisions, increased safety risks from helicopter operations, and the visual impacts of taller
towers/conductors not matched with the existing structures.

Figure 2 below provides an illustration of SCE’s proposed design for the Devers-Harquahala and
Devers—Valley 500 kV transmission line corridors. The “proposed” tower type and height will match the
adjacent “existing” Devers-Palo Verde or Devers-Valley (DV) 500 kV transmission lines, to the extent
feasible. Table 1 above illustrates the visual characteristics of using a taller tower for the “proposed”

300 kV transmission lines.
Figure 3 is the model for evaluating magnetic field reductions by using taller towers, as the ALJ

directed. The “existing” tower height will remain unchanged.
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— Edge of ROW

Figure 2
SCE’s Proposed Design
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Figure 3

Environmental and Visual Characteristic of Using Taller Towers for the

— Edge of ROW

Proposed 500 kV Transmission Line

Existing 20 ft taller

— Edge of ROW

1. Impacts to Visual Resources

E3-2 cont.

Constructing new towers that would exceed the heights of the existing 500kV towers, located

within parallel and adjacent rights-of-way by 20 feet or more, will increase visual impacts. The
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differential height of the towers and conductors would result in higher levels of visual contrast to
viewers from residential areas and travel ways within the affected areas. The construction of these
taller structures also conflicts with the recommended mitigation measures in the Draft EIR/EIS
(CPUC and Bureau of Land Management, v.1, Part 1. May 2006), on page D. 3-64 of the EIR/EIS,
which states:

“¥V_-3a Reduce visual contrast of towers and conductors. The following
design measures shall be applied to all new structures and conductors in order
to reduce the degree of visual contrast caused by the new facilities:

¢ All new and replacement structures are to as closely as possible
match the design of the existing structures with which they will be
seen. (Emphasis added.)

e All new and replacement structures are to be paired as closely as
possible with the existing structure(s) in the corridor in order to avoid
or reduce the number of off-setting (from existing structures) tower
placements.

¢ All new and replacement structures are to match the heights of the
existing DPV1 (emphasis added) structures to the extent possible as

dictated by variation in terrain.

e All new and reconductored spans are to match existing conductor
spans as closely as possible in order to avoid or reduce the
occurrence of unnecessary visual complexity associated with
asynchronous conductor spans (emphasis added), particularly at
sensitive crossings such as Salome Highway, I-10, U.8. 95, Colorado
River, SR 78, Dillon Road, SR 62, Whitewater Canyon Road, and San
Timoteo Canyon Road.

e All new conductors are to be non-specular in design in order to reduce
conductor visibility and visual contrast,

e To the extent feasible, no new access roads are to be constructed
downhill from existing or proposed towers to reduce the potential for
structure skylining.”'? (Emphasis added.)

10 Draft EIR/EIS at p. D.3-64.
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As stated in the above text (third bullet), all new structures are to match the heights of the existing

DPV1 structures. In addition, references to visual impacts that would result to residential areas in southern

Banning and Beaumont are described on page D.3-223 of the Draft EIR/EIS:

“The overall visual change would be moderate-to-high and in the context of
the existing landscape’s overall moderate-to-high visual sensitivity, the
resulting visual impact would be significant (Class I). This conclusion is
substantially influenced by the high sensitivity of the adjacent residences and
the relatively close proximity of the structures to those residences. Mitigation
Measure V-40 is recommended to lessen the visual impact along this portion
of the route though the impact would not be reduced to a level that would be
less than significant. This viewpoint analysis is considered representative of
project views from residential areas along the north side of the San Jacinto
Mountains.”

The applicable mitigation measure is stated on page 1D.3-208 at (¢), as follows:

“V-40a Reduce visual contrast of towers and conductors. The following
design measures are to be applied to all new structures and conductors in
order to reduce the degree of visual contrast caused by the new facilities:

(a) all new structures are to as closely as possible match the design of the
existing structures with which they will be seen; (b) all new structures are to
be paired as closely as possible with the existing structure(s) in the corridor in
order to avoid or reduce the number of off-setting (from existing structures)
tower placements; (c¢) all new structures are to match the heights of the
existing D-V1 structures to the extent possible as dictated by variation in
terrain; (d) all new spans are to match existing conductor spans as closely as
possible in order to avoid or reduce the occurrence of unnecessary visual
complexity associated with asynchronous conductor spans, particularly at
sensitive crossings such as SR 62, I-10, SR 111, SR 243, SR 79, Gilman
Springs Road, Ramona Expressway, Menifee Road, and SR 74; (e) all new
conductors are to be non-specular in design in order to reduce conductor
visibility and visual contrast, and (f) no new access roads are to be constructed
downhill from existing or proposed towers to reduce the potential for
skylining. SCE shall provide to the CPUC, BLLM, and Forest Service a Project
Design Plan demonstrating implementation of this measure at least 90 days
prior to the start of construction, and shall not commence construction until
the Project Design Plan has been approved by the CPUC, BLM, and Forest
Service.” (Emphasis added.)

Impacts to Biological Resources

Construction of towers that would be 20 feet or taller than the existing towers in adjacent

rights-of-way would require that the conductors be installed at different heights. creating additional
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obstacles for birds in flight within the extensions of the vertical planes perpendicular to the ground.

The potential for collisions of birds with the power lines is increased. Moreover, constructing E3-3 cont.
towers that are more than 20 feet taller than the existing towers would conflict with CPUC

recommended mitigation measures. Specifically, mitigation measure B-15a on page D.2-173 of the

Draft EIR/EIS states that SCE shall use collision-reducing techniques for installing transmission

lines and not place towers and lines significantly above existing lines:

“B-15a Utilize collision-reducing techniques in installation of
transmission lines. SCE shall install the transmission line utilizing APLIC
standards for collision-reducing techniques as outlined in *Mitigating Bird
Collisions with Power Lines: The State of the Art in 1994 (APLIC, 1996).”

e Placement of towers and lines will not be located significantly above
existing transmission line towers and lines, topographic features, or
tree lines to the maximum extent practicable. (Emphasis added.)

o Overhead lines that occur significantly above the above-mentioned
features and that are located in highly utilized avian flight paths will
be marked utilizing aerial marker spheres, swinging plates, spiral
vibration dampers, bird flicht diverters, avifauna spirals, or other
diversion device as to be visible to birds and redice avian collisions
with lines. ”

As stated in the first bullet in the above text, SCE recommends that the proposed towers and lines

not be located significantly above existing towers or lines.

C. Safetv Impacts From Helicopter Operations

We evaluated the potential impacts of having two transmissions lines in the same corridor with
different profiles. All risks associated with this on helicopter operations can be effectively mitigated.
D. Summary

Appropriately, EMF exposures are not addressed in CEQA (or NEPA) which address any
environmental impacts associated with the proposed project. Therefore, addressing applicable
environmental impacts under CEQA (or NEPA) is SCE’s top priority over the precautionary based no-cost
and low-cost CPUC’s EMF Policy. The precautionary based no-cost and low-cost CPUC’s EMF policy,

however, can take a priority over some other traditional engineering practices.
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The CPUC’s EMF Policy is based upon a precautionary approach (or “prudent avoidance™) for
addressing public concerns over EMF.LL In Decision No. 06-01-042 the Commission stated that state and
federal public health regulatory agencies have not established a link between EMF and health effects!2 and
determined that setting numeric exposure limits is not appropriate in setting utility guidelines for improving
EMF .13 The CPUC also re-affirmed that the existing no-cost and low-cost precautionary-based EMF policy
should be continued.

Knowing the importance of priority and process among many different requirements and
considerations, SCE’s priorities for designing DPV2 and DV2 Transmission are in the following order:

s First, designing electric power systems that comply with all applicable federal, state, and
local regulations, safety codes, and SCE standards (including CEQA or NEPA requirements)

e Second, implementing appropriate no-cost and low-cost magnetic field reduction measures

e Third, implementing applicable traditional engineering practices (or any other good
engineering practices)

In summary, SCE recommends the CPUC keep the tower (and conductor) heights as proposed by
SCE and recommended by the Draft EIR/EIS; that is the proposed tower type and height match the adjacent

“existing” Devers-Palo Verde or Devers-Valley 500 kV transmission lines, where feasible.

Decision No. 06-01-042, p. 1, fn. 1.

Decision No. 06-01-042, Conclusion of Law No. 5, mimeo., p. 19 (“As discussed in the rulemaking, a direct link between
exposure to EMF and human health effects has vet to be proven despite numerous studies mcluding a study ordered by this
Commission and conducted by DHS.™)

Decision No. 06-01-042, mimeo., p. 15 (“Furthermore, we do not request that utilities include non-routine mitigation
measures, or other mitigation measures that are based on numeric values of EMF exposure, in revised design guidelines or
apply mitigation measures to reconfigurations or relocations of less than 2,000 feet, the distance under which exemptions
apply under GO 131-DD. Non-routine mitigation measures should only be considered under unique circumstances.”™)

|._7

W

1290385 A-10
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ATTACHMENT B

RESIDENCES WITHIN 200 FEET OF EDGE OF 500 KV ROW
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ATTACHMENT B
RESIDENCES WITHIN 200 FEET OF EDGE OF 500 KV ROW

Please note that the identification of numbers of residences is somewhat approximate because of the

difficulty in identifying were “200 feet from edge of ROW?™ is in the field.

Residences Located within 200 ft. of edge of ROW
Devers-Harquahala Transmission Line Segment
Residences Nearest
DPV MP Location within 200 ft. of edge of ROW for on New Tower #
DPV2 (mew line) Side of
Line
E226 South of Dillon Road 1 2009
E215 Southwest of Desert Moon Drive 1 2128
E215 Southeast of Desert Moon Drive 1 2129
E108 South of Blythe- West of Arrowhead Blvd 1 2738
E108 South of Blythe- West of SI-78 1 2735
TOTAL 5
Residences Located within 200 ft. of Edge of ROW
Devers-Valley Corridor
Residences Nearest
DV MP Location within 200 ft. edge of ROW for on New Tower #
New D-V#2 Side of
Line
0.7to 0.8 Smoketree Rd.. west of Diablo Rd. 3 DV-4
1.1 Smoketree Rd., west of Diablo Rd. 2 DV-6
12.2 Cabazon- Riza Ave. 1 DV-50
12.4 10 12.6 | Cabazon- Riza Ave. 6 DV-51
12.6 to 12.8 | Cabazon- Riza Ave. 4 DV-52
12.8 to 12.9 | Cabazon- Plum 8t./ Eucalyptus St. 8 DV-52
14.6 to 14.7 | Cabazon- Esperanza Ave, west of Peach St. 2 DV-39
18.5 Porter St. 3 DV-72
22.1to22.2 | Sunset Ave. 3 DV-83
22.4 Death Valley Rd. 3 DV-84
35.1t0 35.3 | Juniper Flats- Truffaut Dr./ Juniper Flats Rd. 4 DV-126
39.2 to 39.3 | Romoland- Mountain Ave. 2 DV-141
40.0 to 40.1 | Romoland- Mapes Rd. 3 DV-145
40.2 to 40.3 | Romoland- Patelli Way 4 DV-145/ DV-
146
40.5 to 40.7 | Romoland- Winner Circle Dr. 5 DV-147
1200385 3-2
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Residences Located within 200 ft. of Edge of ROW

Devers-Valley Corridor

Residences Nearest
DV MP Location within 200 ft. edge of ROW for on New Tower #
New D-V#2 Side of
Line
40.7 to 40.8 | Romoland- Watson Rd. 2 DV-148
TOTAL 55

Appendix 1.

Note: (1) There are nearly 100 residences on the side of the line where existing Devers-Valley No. 1 line is.
(2) the “nearest tower #” numbering is as shown on Figure Ap.1-8a through AP.1-8G in Draft EIR/EIS

wn
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ATTACHMENT C
E3-1 cont.

SARGENT & LUNDY REPORT ON CORONA NOISE

Final EIR/EIS E-166 October 2006



Devers—Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment Set E3, cont.
Southern California Edison Company

ATTACHMENT C

E3-1 cont.
SARGENT & LUNDY REPORT ON CORONA NOISE

Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 — Audible Noise Evaluation Summary

As part of Southern California Edison Company’s (“SCE’) filing with the California Public
Utilities Commission (“CPUC”), values for corona noise were calculated for the Devers-Palo Verde
No. 2 (“DPV2”) transmission line.

Calculations were performed to determine audible noise levels to be expected at the transmission
line right-of-way edge. The calculations represent the existing DPV1 and proposed DPV2 transmission
lines in the developed right-of-way. The calculations were performed using the ACDCLine software
package developed by the Electric Power Research Institute (“EPRI™).

Two cases were developed to represent the existing DPV1 transmission line, and the addition of
the DPV2 line. Input was provided by SCE including right-of-way width, conductor size and rating,
structure height and spacing. This data was input to the ACDCLine program to create a line model. The
software calculates audible noise using many different methods including EPRI-HVTRC, BPA, CRIEPI,
EdF, ENEL, and IREQ. The EPRI-HVTRC method is used since it is a common reference in the U.S.
and the results have been verified through testing at EPRI’s High Voltage Transmission Research
Center. This method calculates noise levels for five different conditions: L350 Fair, L5 Foul, L350 Foul,
Leq, and Ldn.

To describe the time-varying character of environmental noise, the statistical noise descriptors,
L5 and 150, are commonly used. They are the noise levels equated or exceeded during 5 percent and
30 percent of a stated time period. L350 is the median sound level. This is the sound level exceeded
50 percent of the time during a measurement, and is the descriptor used by the City of Riverside to
determine compliance with its regulations.

A single number descriptor called the Leq 1s also widely used. The Leq 1s the average noise
level during a stated period of time. In determining the daily level of environmental noise, the

difference in response of people to daytime and nighttime noises is taken into account. During the
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nighttime, exterior background noises are generally lower than the daytime levels. However, most
household noise also decreases at night and exterior noise becomes very noticeable. Further, most
people sleep at night and are very sensitive to noise intrusion. To account for human sensitivity to
nighttime noise levels, a descriptor, the Ldn(day/night average sound level), was developed. The Ldn
divides the 24-hour day into the daytime of 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. and the nighttime of 10:00 p.m. to
7:00 a.m. The Ldn value averages the A-weighted sound level during a 24-hour day, obtained after
addition of 10 decibels to sound levels in the night from 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.

Another weighted average noise measure is the Community Noise Equivalent Level (“CNEL”).
CNEL is the average equivalent A-weighted sound level during a 24-hour day, obtained after addition of
5 decibels to sound levels in the evening from 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. and after the addition of
10 decibels to sound levels in the night from 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. The State Department of
Aeronautics and the California Commission on Housing and Community Development have adopted the
CNEL. Both the City and County of Riverside use the CNEL descriptor. The Riverside County
maximum allowable CNEL value is 65 dBa. A value of 61.3 dBa (L.5) has been used by SCE in its
CPUC filing. The corresponding CNEL value is 67.7 dBa, which exceeds the County requirement.

A review of other projects filed throughout California with the California Energy Commission
has identified that the 1.50 descriptor is used in Riverside County. For this project, the L50 noise value

is 54.7 dBa. The corresponding CNEL value is 61.4 dBa, which is under the 65 dBa requirement.

E3-1 cont.

Final EIR/EIS E-168 October 2006



Devers—Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project

COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment Set E3, cont.
Southern California Edison Company

REFERENCES:
County of Riverside, Transportation and Land Management Agency
www.tlma.co.riverside.ca.us/generalplan/gp.html

California Energy Commission Siting Case,
City of Riverside Public Utilities,

Riverside Energy Resource Center

Docket Number: 04-SPPE-1

Compliance Proceeding: 04-SPPE-1C

California Energy Commission Siting Case, AES,
Highgrove Power Plant Project

Docket Number: 06-AFC-2

Compliance Proceeding: 04-SPPE-1C
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JIM VILLA ABRILLE
296 MEADOW VALLEY RANCH
UNIT 2

ELKO, NV 858801
£.05-04-015

ALl AMIRALI

DIRECTOR OF TRANSMISSION
MANAGEMENT

CALPINE CORPORATION

104 WOODMERE ROAD

FOLSOM, CA 95630
A.05-04-015

Billie C Blanchard

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

AREA 4-A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
A.05-04-015

PETER BRAY

PETER BRAY AND ASSOCIATES
3566 17TH STREET, SUITE 2
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 84110-1093
A.05-04-01%

Scott Cauchois

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ROOM 4208

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
£.05-04-015

MARGARET H. CLAYBOUR
WINSTON & STRAWN LLP
1700 K ATREET, N.w.

WASHINGTON, DC 20006
A.05-04-015
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE., RM. 370

ROSEMEAD, CA 91770
A.05-04-015

GREG BARNES
ATTORNEY AT LAW
SEMPRA ENERGY
101 ASH STREET
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101
A.05-04-015

SHANISE M. BLACK

DEPUTY CITY ATTORNEY

LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF
WATER&POWER

111 NORTH HOPE STREET, ROOM 340

LOS ANGELES, CA 80012
£.05-04-015

ANDREW B. BROWN
ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS, LLP
2015 H STREET

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
A.05-04-015

ED CHANG
FLYNN RESOURCE CONSULTANTS, INC.
2165 MOONSTONE CIRCLE

EL DORADO HILLS, CA 95762
A.06-04-015

BRIAN T. CRAGG

ATTORNEY AT LAW

GOODIN MACBRIDE SQUERI RITCHIE & DAY
LLP

505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111
A.05-04-015
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JANICE ALWARD
ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION
1200 WEST WASHINGTON

PHOENIX, AZ 85007-2996
£.05-04-015

C. SUSIE BERLIN

ATTORNEY AT LAW

MC CARTHY & BERLIN, LLP

100 PARK CENTER PLAZA, SUITE 501
SAN JOSE, CA 95113

A.05-04-015

TRACI L BONE

STAFF COUNSEL

CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES
COMMISSION

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
£.05-04-015

JOHN D & MARY P BUTTLER
2953 BRIDGEVIEWY DR.
GAINESVILLE, GA 30507-8355
£.05-04-015

LAURENCE CHASET

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ROOM 5131

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 84102-3214-3214
£.05-04-015

DEAN F. DENNIS

HILL, FARRER & BURRILL LLP
300 SOUTH GRAND AVENUE
LOS ANGELES, CA 90071-3147
~.05-04-015
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LOS ANGELES DOCKET OFFICE
LOS ANGELES DOCKET OFFICE
CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES
COMMISSION

320 W. 4TH STREET, SUITE 500
LOS ANGELES, CA 80013
~.05-04-015

DIANE |. FELLMAN
ATTORNEY AT LAW

FPL ENERGY, LLC

234 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102
A.05-04-015

THOMAS FLYNN

CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES
COMMISSION

770 L STREET, SUITE 1050

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
A05-04-015

DARRELL FREEMAN
1304 ANTRIM DR.

ROSEVILLE, CA 95747
A05-04-015

JEFFREY P. GRAY

ATTORNEY AT LAW

DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE

ONE EMBARCADERO CENTER, SUITE 600

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111
£.05-04-015

MARK HESTERS

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
1519 9TH STREET, MS 46
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

~.05-04-015
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CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
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AREA 4-A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
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MICHEL PETER FLORIO
SENIOR ATTORNEY

THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK (TURN)
711 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 350

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

A.05-04-015

GEORGE FORMAN

ATTORENYS AT LAW

FORMAN & ASSOCIATES

4340 REDWOOD HIGHWAY, SUITE F228

SAN RAFAEL, CA 94903
A.05-04-015

KEN GLICK
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
1516 NINTH STREET, MS-14

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
A.05-04-015

KAREN GRIFFIN

EXECUTIVE OFFICE

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
1516 9TH STREET, MS 39

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
A.05-04-015

LON W. HOUSE

ENERGY ADVISOR

ASSOCIATION OF CALIFORNIAWATER
AGENCIES

4901 FLYING C ROAD

WATER & ENERGY CONSULTING BLACK
MESA TRUST AND TO'NIZH ONI'ANI'
CAMERON PARK, CA 95682-9615
A.05-04-015
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GLENN ELSSMANN

MISSION DEVELOPMENT COMPANY SUITE
C

25814 BUSINESS CENTER DR.

REDLANDS, CA 92374
A.05-04-015

BARRY R. FLYNN
FLYNN RESOURCE CONSULTANTS, INC.
5440 EDGEVIEW DRIVE

DISCOVERY BAY, CA 94514
A05-04-015

BRUCE FOSTER

REGULATORY AFFAIRS

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
601 VAN NESS AVENUE, STE. 2040

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102
A.05-04-015

JUDY GRAU
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
1516 NINTH STREET MS-48

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814-5512
£.05-04-015

JEFFERY D. HARRIS
ATTORNEY AT LAW
ELLISON & SCHNEIDER
2015 H STREET

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814-3109
£.05-04-015

Aaron J Johnson

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ROOM 5205

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
£.05-04-015
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MARC D. JOSEPH
ATTORNEY AT LAW

ADAMS BROADWELL JOSEPH & CARDOZO

601 GATEWAY BLVD., STE. 1000
SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94080
A.05-04-015

STEVEN KELLY

INDEPENDENT ENERGY PRODUCERS ASSN

1215 K STREET, SUITE 800

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814-3947
A.05-04-015

GRANT KOLLING

SENIOR ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY
CITY OF PALO ALTO

250 HAMILTON AVENUE, 8TH FLOOR

PALO ALTO, CA 94301
A.05-04-015

BERNARD LAM
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET, ROOM 1323

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 84105
A.05-04-015

Diana L. Lee

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ROOM 4300

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
A.05-04-015

KENNETH LEWIS

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ENERGY DIVISION ROOM 4002

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214-3214
A.05-04-015
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CHRISTOPHER C. KEMPLEY

CHIEF COUNSEL

ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION
1200 W. WASHINGTON STREET
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A05-04-015

DAVID T. KRASKA

ATTORNEY AT LAW

PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
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J. RICHARD LAUCKHART
GLOBAL ENERGY
2379 GATEWAY OAKS DRIVE, STE 200

SACRAMENTO, CA 85833
£.05-04-015

SUSAN V. LEE

ASPEN ENVIRONMENTAL GROUP

235 MONTGOMERY STREET, ROOM 935
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 84104

A05-04-015

DONALD C. LIDDELL
DOUGLASS & LIDDELL
2928 2ND AVENUE

SAN DIEGO, CA 92103
AD5-04-015
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PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC CO.
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Robert Kinosian

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ROOM 4205

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214-3214
A.05-04-015

JIM KRITIKSON
KRITIKSON & ASSOCIATES, INC.
1997 VIA ARROYO

LA VERNE, CA 91750
A.05-04-015

CLARE LAUFENBERG GALLARDO
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
1516 NINTH STREET MS 46

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
A.05-04-015

JOHN W. LESLIE
ATTORNEY AT LAW

LUCE, FORWARD, HAMILTON & SCRIPPS,

LLP
11988 EL CAMINO REAL, SUITE 200

SAN DIEGO, CA 92130
A.05-04-015

Scott Logan

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

OFFICE OF RATEPAYER ADVOCATES
ROOM 4209

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
A.05-04-015
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Comment Set E3, cont.

Southern California Edison Company

A.05-04-015
Tuesday, August 1, 2006

DAVID MARCUS
ADAMS BROADWELL & JOSEPH
PO BOX 1287

BERKELEY, CA 94701-1287-1287
A.05-04-015

MARTIN A. MATTES

ATTORNEY AT LAW

NOSSAMAN GUTHNER KNOX & ELLIOTT,
LLP

50 CALIFORNIA STREET, 34TH FLOOR
Jack in the Box, Inc

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-4799
A.05-04-015

MARY MCKENZIE

CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES
COMMISSION

505 VAN NESS AVE
CALIFORNIA STATE BUILDING

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
~.05-04-015

KEVIN R. MCSPADDEN

MILBANK, TWEED,HADLEY&MCCLOY LLP
601 SOUTH FIGUEROA STREET, 30TH
FLOOR

LOS ANGELES, CA 90017
A.05-04-015

STEVE MUNSON

VULCAN POWER COMPANY
1183 NW WALL STREET, SUITE G
BEND, OR 97701

A.05-04-015

Marion Peleo

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

LEGAL DIVISION ROOM 4107

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
A.05-04-015
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WILLIAM B. MARCUS
JBS ENERGY, INC.
311 D STREET, SUITE A

WEST SACRAMENTO, CA 95605
A05-04-015

CHRISTOPHER MAYER
MODESTO IRRIGATION DISTRICT
PO BOX 4060

MODESTO, CA 95352-4060-4060
A.05-04-015

BRUCE MCLAUGHLIN
BRAUN & BLAISING P.C.
915 L STREET, SUITE 1460

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
A05-04-015

JULIE AMILLER

ATTORNEY AT LAW

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE

ROSEMEAD, CA 91770
A05-04-015

KEVIN O'BEIRNE

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
8330 CENTURY PARK COURT (CP32B)
SAN DIEGO, CA 92123-1530

A05-04-015

ROL PFEIFER

ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY
CITY OF SANTA CLARA

1500 WARBURTON AVE.

SANTA CLARA, CA 95050
AD5-04-015

E-181

TERESA MARTIN-POTTS
1275 WEST WASHINGTON STREET

PHOENIX, AZ 85007
A.05-04-015

BARRY F MCCARTHY

ATTORNEY AT LAW

MCCARTHY & BERLIN, LLP

100 PARK CENTER PLAZA, SUITE 501
SAN JOSE, CA 85113

£05-04-015

JACK MCNAMARA
MACK ENERGY COMPANY
PO BOX 1380

AGOURA HILLS, CA 91376-1380-1380
A.05-04-015

KAREN NORENE MILLS

ATTORNEY AT LAW

CALIFORNIA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION
2300 RIVER PLAZA DRIVE

SACRAMENTO, CA 95833
A.05-04-015

STEVE OLEA

ASST. DIRECTOR OF UTILITIES DIVISION
ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION
1200 W. WASHINGTON STREET

PHOENIX, AZ 85007
A.05-04-015

MICHAEL PORTER

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE ST., MAIL CODE B9A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

A.05-04-015
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Southern California Edison Company

A.05-04-015
Tuesday, August 1, 2006

Grant Rosenblum

STAFF COUNSEL

ELECTRICITY OVERSIGHT BOARD
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD

FOLSOM, CA 95630

£.05-04-015

STEVEN S. SCHLEIMER

DIR. OF MARKET & REGULATORY AFFAIRS
CALPINE CORPORATION

3875 HOPYARD ROAD, SUITE 345

PO BOX 11749

PLEASANTON, CA 94588-1749

A.05-04-015

LINDA Y. SHERIF

ATTORNEY AT LAW

CALPINE CORPORATION

3875 HOPYARD RD. SUITE 345

PLEASANTON, CA 94588
A.05-04-015

JAN STRACK

8316 CENTURY PARK COURT, CP52A
SAN DIEGO, CA 92123-1582

A.05-04-015

Charlotte TerKeurst

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ROOM 5021

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
A.05-04-015

JIM VILLA ABRILLE

UNIT 2

296 MEADOW VALLEY RANCH
ELKO, NV 89801

#.05-04-015
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EDWARD SANDFORD
5169 HAWLEY ROAD

SAN DIEGO, CA 92116
A.05-04-015

EARL NICHOLAS SELBY

ATTORNEY AT LAW

LAW OFFICES OF EARL NICHOLAS SELBY
418 FLORENCE STREET

PALO ALTO, CA 94301-1705

A05-04-015

KEN SIMS
SILICON VALLEY POWER
1601 CIVIC CENTER DR. NO. 201

SANTA CLARA, CA 95050
A05-04-015

DANIEL SUURKASK

WILD ROSE ENERGY SOLUTIONS, INC.
4308170 50TH STREET

EDMONTON, AB T6B 1E6

CANADA
A.05-04-015

ROBERT VANDERWALL

GRANITE CONSTRUCTION COMPANY
38000 MONROE ST.

INDIO, CA 92203

A.05-04-015

DEVRA WANG

STAFF SCIENTIST

NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL
111 SUTTER STREET, 20TH FLOOR

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104
AD5-04-015

E-182

Brian D. Schumacher

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

AREA 4-A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
A.05-04-015

ORVETT W. SHELBY
C/O RACHELLE SHELBY LOMAS
8601 BIRCH LEAF COURT

SACRAMENTO, CA 95828-5001
A.05-04-015

GLORIA D. SMITH
ADAMS, BROADWELL, JOSEPH & CARDOZO
601 GATEWAY BLVD., SUITE 1000

SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94080
A.05-04-015

RENEE SWITZKY
1534 VIAVERDE AVENUE

PALMDALE, CA 93550
A05-04-015

JULIAN VESELKOV

PG BOX 580453

PO BOX 580453

NORTH PALM SPRINGS, CA 92258
£05-04-015

EDDIE WANG

GLORIUS LAND COMPANY, LLC

13181 CROSSROADS PARKWAY, LLC SUITE
530

CITY OF INDUSTRY, CA 91746
£05-04-015
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Comment Set E3, cont.

Southern California Edison Company

A.05-04-015
Tuesday, August 1, 2006

WILLIAM W. WESTERFIELD, IlI
ATTORNEY AT LAW

ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS L.L.P.
2015 H STREET

SACRAMENTO, CA 85814

£.05-04-015

JOSEPH F. WIEDMAN
GOODIN MACBRIDE SQUERI RITCHIE &
DAY,LLP

505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

A.05-04-015

KEVIN WOODRUFF
WOODRUFF EXPERT SERVICES
1100 K STREET, SUITE 204

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
A05-04-015

HENRY ZAINIGER
ZECQ, INC.
9959 GRANITE CREST COURT

GRANITE BAY, CA 85746
£.05-04-015

CALIFORNIA ENERGY MARKETS
517 B POTRERO AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94110-1431
£.05-04-015
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Keith D White

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

AREA 4-A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
A.05-04-015

OSA L. WOLFF
ATTORNEY AT LAW

SHUTE, MIHALY & WEINBERGER LLP
396 HAYES STREET

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102
A.05-04-015

JASON YAN
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET, MAIL CODE B13L

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105
A.05-04-015

LEGAL & REGULATORY DEPARTMENT
CALIFORNIA ISO
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD

FOLSOM, CA 95630
A.05-04-015

E-183

KEITH WHITE
931 CONTRA COSTA DRIVE

EL CERRITO, CA 94530
A.05-04-015

LAURIE A. WOODALL
ASSISTANT ATTORNEY GENERAL
1275 W. WASHINGTON

PHOENIZ, AZ 85007
A.05-04-015

PERRY ZABALA
257 VIENNA DRIVE

MILPITAS, CA 85035
£.05-04-015

CASE ADMINISTRATION
SOQUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE

ROSEMEAD, CA 891770
£.05-04-015
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Responses to Comment Set E3
Southern California Edison Company

E3-1

E3-2

The Draft EIR/EIS for DPV2 shows that Riverside County considers noise sources in
excess of 65 CNEL to be incompatible with residential uses [Policy N.1.3, DEIR/EIS p.
D.8-13]. CNEL is a term defined by the California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
and others as an industry-standard metric. Sources of noise that occur both day and night
are “penalized” during evening and nighttime hours to account for the nighttime sensitivity
of people [DEIR/EIS p. D.8-1].

Information provided by SCE in the August 1, 2006 late-filed exhibit gives more detail on
the time-varying nature of corona noise levels after construction of the second 500 kV line.
The information in the comment clarifies that 61.3 dBA is the “L5” level, the level that
would be exceeded five percent of the time. This is new information because no metric was
given earlier, and the 61 dBA value had been assumed to be the Leq in the Draft EIR/EIS.
The Draft EIR/EIS incorrectly converted the L5 value to a CNEL metric to determine
compliance with the local Riverside County policies. The August 1, 2006 late-filed exhibit
includes an attachment (Attachment C, Sargent & Lundy Report on Corona Noise) showing
the modeled L5 along with the Leq, the Ldn, and the L50, a level that would be exceeded
50 percent of the time. The comment then incorrectly converts the L50 level to CNEL.
The comment asserts that the L50 should be used to determine compliance with the CNEL
requirements, but the Ldn should be used here since it is a more-relevant metric being
computed on a 24-hour term.

Using the methods of the Electric Power Research Institute-High Voltage Transmission
Research Center (EPRI-HVTRC), the Ldn noise levels were calculated in the attachment to
the comment. Without the Proposed Project, the EPRI-HVTRC report shows the baseline
levels to be 64.0 dBA Ldn. For the Proposed Project, which would cause a corona noise
maximum of 61.3 dBA LS5, the EPRI-HVTRC report shows 54.7 dBA as the L50 and 65.7
dBA as the Ldn. The EIR/EIS has been revised to show these Ldn levels as project impacts.
Because Ldn and CNEL are practically interchangeable terms here, this comment does not
change the conclusion of the Draft EIR/EIS (Impact N-2) that levels along either the
proposed Devers-Harquahala segment or the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative could exceed
65 CNEL. This means that the Class I impact identified in the Draft EIR/EIS remains in
the Final EIR/EIS, but the extent of this impact is substantially reduced because it is less
dramatically in excess of 65 CNEL. As such, the area of impact is reduced by an order of
magnitude from 200 feet of the edge of ROW to occur only at those locations within about
25 feet of the ROW. The backyards and outdoor spaces of adjacent residential properties
would experience this impact and few, if any, residential structures (not more than four
along Devers-Harquahala and 25 along Devers-Valley No. 2).

The other subjects included in SCE’s late-filed exhibit (regarding EMF and cost benefit
analysis) are addressed in the CPUC’s general proceeding and are not environmental issues.

For the Devers-Harquahala transmission line there are four areas where the 500 kV
transmission line would be within 50 feet of residences and the EMF Policy of increasing
tower and conductor heights would apply (south of Dillon Road, southwest of Desert Moon
Drive, southeast of Moonshadow Drive, and south of Blythe- West of SH-78). Although none
of these areas were included as Key Viewpoints in the EIR/EIS; Mitigation Measure V-3a
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(Reduce visual contrast of towers and conductors), which states that all new structures are
to match the heights of the existing DPV1 structures to the extent possible as dictated by
variations in terrain, would apply to all towers.

The Administrative Law Judge, however, can impose conditions (e.g., increasing tower and
conductor heights) for other reasons, such as EMF, that would override all or parts of
mitigation measures, such as Mitigation Measure V-3a. Implementation of the EMF Policy
where residences are within 50 feet of the ROW would result in an approximately 20-foot
difference in tower height between the proposed and existing structures. The height increase
would also cause slightly asynchronous conductor spans in the immediate vicinity of the
heightened structure(s). This effect would be less noticeable in areas of variable terrain and
more noticeable where the terrain is flat. However, given the relatively small increase in
the structure height (13 percent greater than the average 150-foot structure height), minimal
variation in the spans, and limited occurrence (four locations) of the taller structures, the
resulting incremental visual change would be adverse, but less than significant. Therefore,
the 20-foot height increase for four towers would remain a less than significant (Class III)
impact for visual resources in the areas where they would be located.

The table below depicts the areas where the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative would be
within 50 feet of residences and would be affected by the EMF Policy, which could
override Mitigation Measure V-40a (Reduce visual contrast of towers and conductors).

Residences Located within 50 ft. of Edge of ROW
Devers-Valley Corridor
Residences
Location within 50 ft. edge of ROW on New Nearest Existing
DV MP for New D-V#2 Side of Line D-V1 Tower #
0.7t0 0.8 | Smoketree Rd., west of Diablo Rd. 2 MO-T4
1.1 Smoketree Rd., west of Diablo Rd. 1 M1-T2
12.2 Cabazon- Riza Ave. 1 M12-T2
12.4t0 12.7 | Cabazon- Riza Ave. circa Elm Street 7 M12-T3/ M13-T1
18.5 Porter St. 2 M19-T1
22.4 Death Valley Rd. 1 M22-T3
35.1 Juniper Flats- Klein Way 1 M35-T2
39.2t0 39.3 | Romoland- Mountain Ave. 2 M39-T3
40.0t0 40.1 | Romoland- Mapes Rd. 2 M40-T3
(one structure would actually be wi/in the 330-foot
ROW)
40.2 t0 40.3 | Romoland- Patelli Way 3 M40-T3
40.5t0 40.7 | Romoland- Winner Circle Dr. 2 M41-T1
40.7 to 40.8 | Romoland- Watson Rd. 2 M41-T2
TOTAL 25

As discussed above for the Proposed Project, a similar increase in structure height at selected
locations to mitigate EMF impacts along the Devers-Valley Corridor would also result in
increased visual impacts. The greater number of occurrences of increased tower height
along the Devers-Valley Corridor would result in a more substantial visual impact for this
alternative. However, these locations would experience significant (Class I) visual impacts
without the height increases (see discussions of impacts V-40 through V-47 in Section D.3.9.1).
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E3-3

Therefore, implementation of the EMF Policy would not change the Visual Resources impact
classifications along the Devers-Valley Alternative nor would it affect Mitigation Measures
V-3a and V-40a, both of which include the phrase “to the extent possible.” Additionally, tower
design and span distances should not be substantially affected by increased tower heights at
the selected locations.

As discussed in Response E3-2, the Administrative Law Judge can impose conditions (e.g.,
increasing tower and conductor heights) for non-CEQA/NEPA reasons, such as EMF, that
would override the whole or parts of mitigation measures. In addition the 20-foot differ-
ence in tower heights, when the towers are already an average of 150 feet tall, would not
constitute a significant height difference in the areas proposed for this condition. This is
especially true due to the differences in topography at the location where higher towers
would be required. In addition, as discussed under Impact B-15 in Section D.2.6.2, avian
collisions are more likely to occur near wetlands, valleys that are bisected by power lines,
and within narrow passes where power lines run perpendicular to flight paths (e.g., the
Colorado River and other waterways and the Harquahala Valley’s agricultural lands). The
17 towers that would be affected by the EMF Policy are not located in such areas.
Similarly, Mitigation Measure B-15 a provides language that that towers and lines will not
be located significantly above the existing transmission lines towers to the maximum extent
practicable. This measure does not limit or require that the lines remain consistent with the
existing lines in all locations. With the implementation of Mitigation Measure B-15a and
the use of visible diversion devices if necessary, impacts in the 17 affected areas would remain
potentially significant (Class II), but would still be mitigated to less than significant levels.
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