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Response to Comment Set B.18:  Jackson, DeMarco, Tidus & Peckenpaugh 

B.18-1 The statement that “30 homes or more” will need to be acquired for Alternative 5 is unsupported. 
The objections of the LVR and Leona Valley Town Council are noted and will be shared with the 
decision-makers who are reviewing the Project and alternatives at the USDA Forest Service and the 
CPUC. The specific summary points presented in this comment are addressed in more detailed 
responses below. 

B.18-2 The Draft EIR/EIS complies with the requirements of both CEQA and NEPA. The specific 
summary points presented in this comment are addressed in more detailed responses below. 

B.18-3 Segments 2 and 3 constitute a separate project and are the subject of a separate application pending 
before the CPUC. The impacts of Alternative 5 and the other alternatives are described in the Draft 
EIR/EIS. Detriments or benefits to ratepayers are not appropriate subjects to be addressed in the 
EIR/EIS, but are subjects that will be considered by CPUC decision-makers. Your opinions will be 
shared with the decision-makers who are reviewing the Project and alternatives at the CPUC. 

B.18-4 This information is consistent with the information presented in the Draft EIR/EIS. 

B.18-5 New or expanded rights-of-way (ROW) would be required for the proposed Project or any of the 
alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIR/EIS. Adequate ROW does not currently exist for a 500-kV 
transmission line. As indicated in the comment, new ROW would need to acquired for Alternative 5 
and much of this new ROW would be across privately owned land. Clearing and grading would 
only be required to prepare new tower sites and access roads – the entire ROW would not be 
graded, cleared, and improved. As indicated in the comment, Alternative 5 would not eliminate the 
designated Utility Corridor across Angeles National Forest; however, the existing 66-kV line in that 
corridor would be removed. 

B.18-6 There are differences in required infrastructure for the Alternative 5 versus the proposed Project and 
other alternatives. These differences are described in the Draft EIR/EIS and are presumably the 
source for the information presented in the comment (i.e., 117 new towers for the proposed Project 
versus 173 new towers for Alternative 5). 

B.18-7 Your opinions regarding public convenience and necessity will be shared with the decision-makers 
who are reviewing the Project and alternatives at the CPUC. 

B.18-8 The impacts of Alternative 5 are described in detail in the Draft EIR/EIS. Detailed plans for each 
alternative are not required or necessary to conduct an impact analysis for an EIR/EIS. The 
commenter’s estimate of the need to acquire 30 homes for Alternative 5 is not consistent with the 
description in the Draft EIR/EIS. An exact number of homes that may need to be acquired cannot 
be known until detailed routing and engineering studies are conducted prior to construction. 
Therefore, acquisition costs are not known at this time, and it is not the purpose of the EIR/EIS to 
develop cost estimates for ROW acquisition. Please see General Response GR-2 regarding property 
acquisition. 

B.18-9 Please see General Response GR-1 regarding potential effects on property values. Adverse impacts 
to views are described in Section C.15 of the EIR/EIS. Necessary access to the transmission 
corridor for construction and maintenance would need to be acquired as part of the ROW acquisition 
process. 
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B.18-10 Please see General Response GR-2 regarding property acquisition. As required, eminent domain 
would be used for ROW acquisition consistent with governing laws. A certain amount of time is 
required to review an application for a new transmission line, conduct environmental review and 
other appropriate analysis, and formulate a decision. The CPUC and Forest Service have progressed 
at a deliberate pace to conduct the necessary review of the project and carefully consider the issues 
associated with the proposed transmission line. Alternative 5, while understandably objectionable to 
the residents of Leona Valley is not infeasible as defined by CEQA and NEPA and cannot be 
removed from consideration for that reason. No unconstitutional activities have been undertaken by 
either the CPUC or the Forest Service. Please see General Response GR-1 regarding potential 
effects of the Project on property values and General Response GR-2 regarding property 
acquisition. 

B.18-11 The adverse impacts associated with Alternative 5 are fully described in Sections C.2 through C.15 
of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

B.18-12 Costs are only an appropriate consideration in an EIR/EIS if they would render an alternative or a 
mitigation measure infeasible. However, Alternative 5 would undoubtedly be more expensive to 
implement than the proposed Project. 

B.18-13 Thank you for your assessment and opinion. 

B.18-14 As discussed in General Response GR-4 and noted in your comments, the USDA Forest Service 
Manual (FSM), Section 2703 - Policy, states that a special use of NFS lands should not be 
authorized “just because it affords the applicant a lower cost and less restrictive location when 
compared to non-NFS lands”. Cost was not a consideration in the development of Alternative 5, as 
it did not appear as though it would render this alternative infeasible, nor did the EIR/EIS conclude 
that Alternative 5 is infeasible as defined by CEQA and NEPA. The costs associated with the 
various alternatives considered in the EIR/EIS will be taken into consideration by the decision-
makers at the USDA Forest Service and the CPUC.   

 As discussed in General Response GR-4, the USDA Forest Service was directed in a letter dated 
January 24, 2003 that National Energy Policy (NEP) goals “should be an important consideration 
when responding to proposals for the siting of energy and energy related facilities on NFS lands”. 
While the initial intent of Alternative 5 was to meet USDA Forest Service requirements by 
providing a completely non-Forest alternative, the final route as identified in the EIR/EIS was 
modified to avoid direct impacts to homes in Leona Valley by re-routing the alignment to traversing 
the ANF.  As such, the original intent of the alignment to meet USDA Forest Service requirements 
is met, as the majority of the alignment is off NFS lands, while also considering NEP goals. 
Alternative 5 would cross 1.5 miles of NFS lands, which is considerably less than the proposed 
Project (12.6 miles), Alternative 1 (12.6 miles), Alternative 2 (13.2 miles), Alternative 3 (12.6 
miles), and Alternative 4 (12.5 miles).  

B.18-15 The impacts of Alternative 5 have been adequately analyzed in the Draft EIR/EIS to fully comply 
with the requirements of CEQA and NEPA. The information presented in the comment is basically 
consistent with the information presented in the Draft EIR/EIS. However, please note that the 
proposed Project and Alternative 5 all utilize existing ROW to some degree. Alternative 5 includes 
the use of 18 miles of existing transmission ROW.  
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B.18-16 The adverse visual, noise, and land use impacts of Alternative 5 are described in Sections C.15.10, 
C.10.10, and C.9.10 of the Draft EIR/EIS.  

 While the Leona Valley and Agua Dulce Community Standards Districts (CSDs) both emphasize the 
rural character of those areas, neither prohibits, limits, or restricts transmission lines such as would 
be implemented under Alternative 5. As described under Criterion LU1 of Section C.9.10.2, 
Alternative 5 would be consistent with the Los Angeles County General Plan as well as these CSDs. 
Please note that local regulations and standards are not applicable to State and federally permitted 
projects, such as the Antelope-Pardee 500-kV Transmission Project; however, such regulations and 
standards can be considered by decision-makers at their discretion.  

B.18-17 The EIR/EIS preparers estimate that far fewer than 30 homes would need to be acquired to 
implement Alternative 5. It is possible that no homes would need to be acquired. Therefore, the 
purported effects on local businesses and schools described in the comment are not substantiated. 
Alternative 5 would not directly affect the referenced one-room schoolhouse, nor would it be 
expected to indirectly affect this structure. It is not clear what “15%” refers to in the comment.  

B.18-18 The comment only references the CEQA requirements for selection of a reasonable range of 
alternatives. NEPA does not limit the range of alternatives to only those capable of reducing or 
avoiding significant impacts. In addition, it should be noted that while Alternative 5 has greater 
impacts than the proposed Project in some cases, it reduces certain other impacts that would occur 
with the proposed Project. The Forest Service considers Alternative 5 to be part of the reasonable 
range of alternatives to be considered under NEPA and the Forest Service is required to consider an 
alternative that minimizes effects on National Forest System lands if such a feasible alternative 
exists (please see General Response GR-4: Alternatives Identification, Screening, and Analysis). 
However, this does not mean that the Forest Service is obligated to approve such an alternative. 

B.18-19 See the response to Comment B.18-18 above. Alternative 5 is considered feasible as defined by 
CEQA and NEPA. Please see response to Comment B.18-14, above, regarding development of 
Alternative 5 and consideration of the National Energy Policy.  Consistency with applicable land 
use plans and policies are discussed in Draft EIR/EIS Section C.9, Land Use and Public Recreation. 
 As noted in Section C.9.10.2, Alternative 5 would require a plan amendment to the West Mojave 
Plan and the Forest Plan. 

B.18-20 We concur with this comment, Alternative 5 would cause emissions that are higher than those for 
the proposed project and most other active project alternatives. The incremental emissions for 
Alternative 5 were calculated for the worst case emission year and presented in Table C.2-24. 
Additionally, Alternative 5 has been ranked as the second worst alternative in respect to air quality 
impacts. 

B.18-21 We concur with this comment. The existing transmission line demolition (called wreckout and 
bypass) emissions are included for all active project alternatives. 

B.18-22 The finding regarding sensitive receptor impacts (i.e., localized significance thresholds) for 
Alternative 5 is based on the minimum distances determined from the staging areas and tower 
construction sites. The proposed Project route includes densely populated areas of Santa Clarita; 
however, a review of the project route determined that the tower sites are offset from the residences 
by at least 50 meters. This analysis was conducted for each alternative and it was found that the 
proposed transmission routes within SCAQMD jurisdiction should cause tower placements to be 
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located more than 50 meters from residences (please note that Lancaster, Palmdale, and Leona 
Valley are not within SCAQMD jurisdiction and is not subject to the SCAQMD localized 
significance threshold criteria). Alternative 5 after it diverges from the proposed Project route 
through Santa Clarita mainly travels through remote areas within SCAQMD jurisdiction. The main 
exception to this is a short portion of the route located in Agua Dulce near Sierra Highway and 
Anthony road. However, even in this area the distance from the towers should be more than 50 
meters from any residences. It should be noted that outside of the SCAQMD jurisdiction there are 
few numeric significance thresholds for sensitive receptors, and outside of SCAQMD this analysis 
generally considers schools, hospitals, etc. as sensitive receptors but not residences. Additionally, 
due to the construction activities only occurring for a few days at any one tower site the long-term 
impacts such as exposure to diesel exhaust is negligible in comparison with fixed construction sites 
like housing or commercial building construction sites. 

B.18-23 The Draft EIR/EIS acknowledges that Alternative 5 would result in a greater impact to both 
disturbed and native vegetation communities when compared to the proposed Project. However, 
these impacts would still remain less than significant with the implementation of Applicant Proposed 
Mitigation and project specific mitigation measures identified in this EIR/EIS. In addition, the Draft 
EIR/EIS also identifies that habitat not present in the proposed Project right-of-way, specifically 
Alluvial fan sage scrub, southern cottonwood willow riparian, and southern riparian scrub, does 
occur in the Alternative 5 alignment. Habitat for three-spined stickleback occurs in or adjacent to 
the proposed Project and all the proposed Alternatives. In the determination of project impacts and 
the level of significance a particular impact would have on an individual species or community type, 
a number of criteria are considered. These criteria are identified in Section C.3.3.1 (Criteria for 
Determining Significance) and describe the process for the determination of a significant impact. 
The presence or absence of a particular habitat type or sensitive species in one alternative does not 
necessarily effect the significance determination for that alternative. Significance criteria and impact 
assessment are evaluated based on the expected level of disturbance or effect of the project on a 
particular resource. If for example, riparian habitat is impacted by the proposed Project, 
implementation of Mitigation Measure B-1a (Provide Restoration/Compensation for Impacts to 
Native vegetation Communities) would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. The 
conclusion offered by the commenter that Alternative 5 would result in greater impacts to biological 
resources based on the presence of habitat types is incorrect.  

B.18-24 Please see the response to Comment B.18-23.  

B.18-25 The information presented in the comment regarding the irreparable loss of foraging habitat for 
wildlife is not consistent with the information presented for Alternative 5 in Section C.3.10.2 
(Impacts and Mitigation Measures) of the Draft EIR/EIS. New or expanded rights-of-way (ROW) 
would be required for the proposed Project or any of the alternatives evaluated in the Draft 
EIR/EIS. Adequate ROW does not currently exist for a 500-kV transmission line. As indicated in 
the comment, new ROW would need to acquired for Alternative 5 and much of this new ROW 
would be across privately owned land. Clearing and grading would only be required to prepare new 
tower sites and access roads – the entire ROW would not be graded, cleared, and improved. 
However, wherever the ROW crosses natural undeveloped lands there is a potential to disturbance 
to wildlife.  
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B.18-26 Potential impacts to arroyo toad and red-legged frog have been fully addressed in Section C.3.5.1 
(Impacts and Mitigation, Impact B-8 and B-9) of the Draft EIR/EIS. In addition, focused surveys 
for arroyo toad were conducted as part of the Draft EIR/EIS (C.3-56). Red-legged frogs do have the 
potential to occur in portions of Armagosa Creek. Implementation of the required protocol surveys 
prior to construction and the implementation of the mitigation identified in the Draft EIR/EIS would 
reduce impacts to these species if present.   

B.18-27 Please see the response to Comment B.18-23.  

B.18-28 The Draft EIR/EIS acknowledges that transmission lines do pose a risk to birds from collision and 
electrocution. The potential impacts associated with electrocution and collisions are identified under 
Impacts B-22 and B-23, respectively, in Sections C.3.5.1 (Impacts and Mitigation Measures for the 
Proposed Project and in Section C.3.10.1.3) for Alternative 5. A bird is electrocuted when it 
contacts two energized phases at the same time, or when it simultaneously contacts grounded 
hardware and an energized conductor (APLIC, 1996). As identified in the EIR/EIS, electrocution 
generally occurs on lines energized between 1 kV and 69 kV, and is more common on local 
distribution lines that have a shorter distance between the phases or conductors. Bird electrocutions 
from transmission lines of 250 kV or greater voltage are considered exceedingly rare due to the 
large distance between phases or ground structures that a bird may contact (APLIC, 1996). When 
bird mortalities occur from collision with the transmission line, they are primarily due to blunt force 
trauma rather than electrocution.  

 It is generally expected that collision mortality would be greatest where the movements of 
susceptible species are the greatest (e.g., near wetlands, open water bodies, ridge lines etc.), such as 
Bouquet Reservoir, Leona Valley, and San Francisquito Canyon. Currently many of these areas 
support existing transmission lines. It is possible that birds would strike the new transmission lines 
however; it is not expected to result in a substantial increase from baseline conditions.  

B.18-29 Please see the response to Comment B.18-23. 

B.18-30 Because the specific locations of towers, stringing set-up areas, and access roads are not known for 
Alternative 5, and because the resources have not been evaluated, it is true that it is not known 
which of the cultural resources would be subject to significant impacts. However, even if it is 
assumed that all identified resources in the Alternative 5 APE will be impacted, as was done in the 
EIR/EIS, the number of resources that could be impacted in Alternative 5 is less (10 resources) 
compared to the proposed Project and Alternatives 1 and 3 (12 resources) (see Table D.4-3). 
Alternatives 2 and 4 would impact 9 resources. As noted in Section D.4, once the resources are 
evaluated using NRHP eligibility criteria, the number of significant impacts in each alternative will 
change because only impacts to resources determined eligible for the NRHP are potentially 
significant. Given the kinds of resources present in Alternative 5, it is possible that a higher 
percentage of the identified sites in Alternative 5 will be determined eligible compared to the other 
routes.  

B.18-31 It is not correct to assume that most of the areas along the routes in existing transmission line rights-
of-way have been previously disturbed. Only the areas immediately surrounding each existing tower 
were disturbed during their construction. Most of the areas between towers are undisturbed. 

B.18-32 Your comments are consistent with the findings of the Draft EIR/EIS. 
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B.18-33 Your comments are consistent with the findings of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

B.18-34 Your comments are consistent with the findings of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

B.18-35 Your comments are consistent with the findings of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

B.18-36 Your comments are consistent with the findings of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

B.18-37 Impacts to the groundwater for Alternative 5 are discussed in Draft EIR/EIS Section C.8.10.2 for 
Criterion HYD2. It was determined that impacts to groundwater from construction and operation of 
the Project would be unlikely to interfere with the overall groundwater supply and recharge of the 
underlying basins. Since the potential exists for some exposure of groundwater resources to occur, 
Mitigation Measure H-4 (Develop and Implement a Groundwater Remediation Plan), as well as 
APMs HYD-2 through HYD-6, are applied to reduce impacts to groundwater to a less-than-
significant level (Class II). No additional analysis within the EIR/EIS is required.  

B.18-38 Table C.9-5 in Section C.9.10.1 of the Land Use and Public Recreation section identifies West 90th 
Street and 107th Street West as roads that would be traversed by Alternative 5. As West 90th Street 
and 107th Street West would both be within 1,000 feet of the alternative, impacts to residences along 
these streets are addressed under Criterion LU2 in Section C.9.10.2 of the Land Use and Public 
Recreation section. 

B.18-39 The impacts of Alternative 5 on emergency access are addressed under Criterion TRA4 in Section 
C.13.10.2 of the Traffic and Transportation section. Mitigation Measure T-1a (Prepare Traffic 
Control Plans) includes measures to reduce potentially significant impacts from construction 
activities on emergency response to less-than-significant levels (Class II). Impact L-3 under 
Criterion LU2 of Section C.9.10.2 identifies that the preclusion of existing and planned land uses 
and the possible removal or acquisition of existing residences or properties along the alternative 
route would create significant and unavoidable impacts (Class I). 

B.18-40 Impact L-3 under Criterion LU2 of Section C.9.10.2 identifies that the preclusion of existing and 
planned land uses and the possible removal or acquisition of existing residences or properties would 
create significant and unavoidable impacts (Class I). 

B.18-41 Please refer to General Response GR-1 regarding the potential effect of the Project on property 
values. 

B.18-42 Your comments are consistent with the findings of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

B.18-43 As discussed in Draft EIR/EIS Section C.11.10.2, once operational, “Alternative 5 would have the 
same demands on fire and police protection as the proposed Project (Impact P-2). The regular 
maintenance proposed by SCE would ensure that the potential for risk of fire would not substantially 
increase and result in a corresponding demand for fire protection services on non-NFS lands. 
Consequently, impacts to non-NFS lands would not be significant (Class III).” From this 
assessment, no long-term impacts to service providers would result from Alternative 5. During 
construction, Mitigation Measure P-1 (Expansion of the Southern California Edison Fire Prevention 
and Response Plan) would ensure that the components of the FPRP apply to construction activities 
along the entire Alternative 5 route to reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level (Class II). 
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B.18-44  The visual impacts of Alternative 5 are accurately reported in the Draft EIR/EIS Section C.15, as 
are the visual impacts of the proposed Project and Alternatives 2, 3, and 4. In Comment B-18-44, 
visual impacts of Alternative 5 are repeated from the Draft EIR/EIS. The following statement is 
incorrect and lead to an incorrect conclusion: “Conversely, the new transmission lines and towers 
with the proposed Project alignment occur within existing transmission line rights-of-way and would 
not result in as severe visual impacts as Alternative 5.” The proposed Project would require new 
ROW in Haskell Canyon. The proposed Project would not meet the High Scenic Integrity 
Objectives established by the USDA Forest Service, and therefore would result in severe visual 
impacts to the Angeles National Forest.   

E.18-45 The visual impacts of Alternative 5 are accurately reported in the Draft EIR/EIS Section C.15. 

B.18-46 Your comments are consistent with the findings of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

B.18-47 State CEQA Guidelines Section 15124 states that “[t]he description of the project shall contain the 
following information but should not supply extensive detail beyond what is needed for evaluation 
and review of the environmental impact. (a) The precise location and boundaries of the proposed 
project shall be shown on a detailed map, preferably topographic. The location of the project shall 
also appear on a regional map.”   

 A topographic map of the Alternative 5 alignment is provided in Figure B.4-13. Detailed aerial 
maps of the Alternative 5 alignment are also provided in Appendix 6, at the same level of detail as 
the proposed Project identified by SCE.  The information contained within these maps provides 
detailed information to adequately analyze the potential environmental impacts associated with 
Alternative 5.  As noted above, extensive detail beyond what is needed for evaluation and review of 
the environmental impact is not required.  Neither CEQA nor NEPA require that full and detailed 
plans be prepared prior to initiating the environmental analysis. In fact, CEQA and NEPA 
recommend that the environmental analysis be conducted early in the planning process before such 
detailed plans are prepared so that the results of the environmental analysis can inform the design 
process.  Please also see the response to Comment B.18-108 for a discussion on the analysis of 
impacts to private properties. 

B.18-48 Please see the response to Comment B.18-108 for a discussion on the analysis of impacts to private 
properties. 

 New spur roads and new and/or improved access roads to the transmission towers for Alternative 5 
have been included in the Draft EIR/EIS, and are accounted for in the land disturbance estimates 
provided in Table B.4-21. The estimate for these roads was developed based on the preliminary 
design provided by SCE for the proposed Project and a thorough review of maps (topographic and 
aerial) identifying existing roads along the Alternative 5 alignment.  As noted in the footnote of 
Table B.4-21, “these are approximate numbers based on estimates derived from preliminary design 
concepts for Alternative 5. Numbers are subject to change as the design is finalized.”   

B.18-49 The construction schedule for Alternative 5 presented in Table B.4-18 of the Draft EIR/EIS shows 
that activities associated with construction and testing would take approximately three months longer 
than the proposed Project (16 months versus 13 months). This schedule was developed by experts 
within the transmission engineering filed. It is only during these activities that impacts to the 
environment would occur, as addressed in the EIR/EIS. Activities associated with engineering, site 
acquisition (no demolition), and procurement would take substantially longer than the proposed 
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Project; however, these activities would not result in extended environmental impacts, which is the 
focus of the EIR/EIS. 

 As discussed in the Draft EIR/EIS, SCE’s proposed work schedule of Monday through Saturday, 
6:30 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., would apply to all areas of the alignment, except where limited by 
mitigation measures, independent of which alternative is chosen by the decision-makers or whether 
or not construction is occurring in existing rights-of-way or within rural versus residential areas. As 
discussed in Section C.10, Noise, the proposed Project and all alternatives would result in 
significant and unavoidable impacts (Class I) due to violations of local standards (Criterion NOI1). 
Mitigation Measures N-1a (Nighttime Construction Noise Restriction in Santa Clarita), N-1b 
(Provide Advanced Notification of Construction), and N-1c (Provide Shields for Stationary 
Construction Equipment) would reduce short-term noise impacts associated with construction noise; 
however, violations of the local standards from mobile construction equipment would continue to 
cause a significant unavoidable impact (Class I).  Noise impacts from maintenance activities have 
also been identified as significant and unavoidable (Class I).   

B.18-50 Please see the response to Comment B.18-49 regarding the construction schedule for Alternative 5. 
 Air quality impacts, as well as impacts associated with the other environmental issue areas analyzed 
in the EIR/EIS, have been properly assessed per the schedule identified for construction and testing. 
Costs associated with Alternative 5 were not developed as part of the EIR/EIS as this is not a 
requirement under CEQA or NEPA; however the costs associated with each alternative may be a 
consideration of the decision-makers at the USDA Forest Service and the CPUC. 

B.18-51 The environmental setting or “affected environment” for Alternative 5 has been provided within 
each environmental issue area discussion of the Draft EIR/EIS. Please see Section C.x.10.1, where 
“x” represents the environmental issue area section, which ranges from 2 (Air Quality) to 15 
(Visual Resources). 

B.18-52 Alternative 5 has been presented at a level of detail equivalent to that of the proposed Project or any 
of the other alternatives. The information contained within the Draft EIR/EIS provides detailed 
information to adequately analyze the potential environmental impacts associated with Alternative 5 
to allow the decision-makers at the USDA Forest Service and the CPUC to make an informed 
decision.  As noted in State CEQA Guidelines Section 15124, extensive detail beyond what is 
needed for evaluation and review of the environmental impact is not required (Response to 
Comment B.18-47 provides the exact quote). Neither CEQA nor NEPA require that full and 
detailed plans be prepared prior to initiating the environmental analysis. In fact, CEQA and NEPA 
recommend that the environmental analysis be conducted early in the planning process before such 
detailed plans are prepared so that the results of the environmental analysis can inform the design 
process.  Please also see the response to Comment B.18-108 for a discussion on the analysis of 
impacts to private properties. 

B.18-53 The operational regional significance value of 100 lb/day for NOx within SCAQMD jurisdiction 
was a simple typographical error in Table C.2-9. This typographical error does not impact the 
impact analysis which was based on the correct SCAQMD significance threshold. The normal 
operational emissions are essentially limited to annual inspection operations conducted by small 
helicopter or crew truck. However, such operations are currently performed on the existing 
transmission line that will be removed. Additionally, the implementation of the project will allow 
additional generation from outside the air basin to be used in place of generation that would occur 
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inside of the air basin. Therefore, the finding was made that the project operations would create 
incremental emissions that are well below the SCAQMD significance thresholds. Please note that 
SCAQMD has made no comments on the Draft EIR/EIS regarding the operational emissions 
significance findings. 

B.18-54 Please see the response to Comment B.18-53 above. 

B.18-55 Please see the response to Comment E.1-5. 

B.18-56 This comment fails to recognize the assumptions and methods used in the emission calculations. The 
removal of existing towers is calculated and is called bypass and wreckout emissions (see Appendix 
3 p.Ap.3-10). These transmission line removal activities are required for every alternative and 
therefore are calculated for the proposed project. The incremental emissions for each alternative are 
then calculated and added to the base emissions estimate for the proposed Project, which includes 
the emissions for the removal of the existing towers. The emission calculations were performed 
using spreadsheets using approved SCAQMD emission factors for CEQA analysis obtained directly 
from the SCAQMD website. URBEMIS was not used for emission calculations as it is not 
sophisticated enough to deal with the multiple overlapping construction activity schedules, so any 
comments regarding URBEMIS and emission underestimate due to the use of URBEMIS are not 
relevant to the Draft EIR/EIS. 

B.18-57 Please see the response to Comment B.18-56 above. Additionally, no inconsistencies with federal 
laws were determined for the project. 

B.18-58 Please see the response to Comment B.18-56. No models were used, the emission calculations are 
shown with assumptions provided in Appendix 3. This comment is not relevant to the air quality 
analysis as performed. 

B.18-59 Please see the response to Comment B.18-22 above. 

B.18-60 The Air Quality Management Plans (AQMPs) are stand-alone planning documents, any required 
revisions to forest plans, local planning documents, or property acquisition do not impact 
compliance with the AQMP. The conformance with the AQMP is based on the emissions activities 
and their conformance with assumptions in the AQMP and potential for resulting growth impacts 
beyond those assumed by the AQMPs. The project was found to comply with the assumptions of the 
AQMP, and different project route alternatives do not change this finding. 

B.18-61 The proposed Project and all project alternatives were found to cause significant temporary noise 
impacts during construction. Mitigation Measure A1-e will not change this finding. Appropriate 
construction mitigation measures have been recommended to minimize construction noise impacts. 

B.18-62 The discussion of the import of wind generated power and its related impact is based on similar 
studies conducted by the California Independent System Operator (CAISO) for the proposed 
Devers-Palo Verde 2 (http://www.caiso.com/docs/2005/01/19/2005011914572217739.html). This 
study determined that there would be reduction in emissions from power plant downstream along 
the normal flow direction of power for this transmission line. While CAISO did not complete a 
similar study for the proposed Antelope-Pardee Transmission Project it is clearly evident that 
increasing the amount of wind power available in the SCAB will allow a reduction in use of other 
power producing facilities, which are primarily fossil fuel fired (i.e., natural gas). 
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B.18-63 The cumulative impact analyses use impact areas that are relevant for each type of impact. Noise 
impacts require a small impact radius, other impacts a larger impact radius. The impact radius of 1-
mile is consistent with other CEQA/NEPA documents completed for projects in southern 
California. As noted in the response to Comment B.18-53, normal operating emissions are minimal 
and would only occur for a day or a few hours each year. Additionally, these emissions will occur 
over the entire project route so that the emission strength at any one location to add with other 
cumulative sources is negligible. 

B.18-64 In addition to the new plant communities described in the Section C.3.10.1.3 (Alternative 5 Existing 
Conditions) the same types of plant communities that occur for the proposed Project also occur in 
the Alternative 5 ROW. The Draft EIR/EIS also provides an analysis of the types of impacts that 
may occur to biological resources that may be present in or adjacent to the Alternative 5 ROW. 
Regarding impacts to Significant Ecological Areas (SEA) the City of Palmdale General Plan 
indicates that any proposed development in a SEA, including Ritter Ridge, must consider significant 
environmental resources and preserve environmental resources to the extent feasible. The Draft 
EIR/EIS provides analysis that addresses potential impacts to sensitive biological resources that may 
occur within the SEA and provides mitigation to reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. The 
Draft EIR/EIS does not defer or rely on the West Mojave Plan for mitigation but indicates that the 
proposed project and alternatives would comply with the provisions of the plan.  

 The impacts of the proposed Project and Alternative 5 have been adequately analyzed in the Draft 
EIR/EIS to fully comply with the requirements of CEQA and NEPA. 

B.18-65 See the response to Comment B.18-23 regarding the presence of different species along Alternative 
5. Please see the response to Comment B.18-64 which addresses impacts within SEA. Section 
C.3.5.1 (Impacts and Mitigation Measures, Impact B-8) provides language regarding addressing 
impacts under the Endangered Species Act and the requirement for completing Section 7. 
Specifically, document identifies (C.3-57) that “Actions that result in the take of federally listed 
species would be authorized under the context of a Biological Opinion” The need for a “take” 
permit for impacts to state-listed species is briefly described in Section C.3.2.2 (State) of the Draft 
EIR/EIS that describes the California Endangered Species Act. The document states that, “For 
projects that affect both a State and federal listed species, compliance with the Federal Endangered 
Species Act (FESA) will satisfy CESA if the Department of Fish and Game CDFG determines that 
the federal incidental take authorization is “consistent” with CESA under Fish and Game Code 
Section 2080.1. For projects that will result in a take of a State-only listed species, the Applicant 
must apply for a take permit under Section 2081(b).” 

 The Draft EIR/EIS does not clearly state throughout Section C.3.5.1 (Impacts and Mitigation) that a 
Section 2081 or Section 2080.1 Incidental Take Permit will be required for direct or indirect 
impacts to state-listed species of plants and wildlife. However, the California Endangered Species 
Act requires that an Incidental Take Permit be acquired prior to any impacts to state-listed species.  
This is law and it is not necessary to include the acquisition of an Incidental Take Permit as a 
mitigation measure in a CEQA/NEPA document. APMs and Mitigation Measures include pre-
construction surveys that will identify whether state- and/or federal-listed species will be affected by 
the project.  If it is determined that any state-listed species will be directly or indirectly affected by 
the project, then the Applicant will be required by law to acquire a Section 2080.1 or Section 2081 
Incidental Take Permit (whichever is applicable). 
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B.18-66 Table ES-10 (Summary Comparison of Environmental Issues/Impacts) provides a comparison of the 
temporary and permanent impacts that may occur as a result of the proposed Project or alternatives. 
However, the exact acreages or numbers of trees, including oaks, for each Alternative is not known 
at this time. The determination of exact acreages or the number of trees that may be impacted will 
be determined after completion of detailed engineering drawings that are typically completed only if 
an alternative is selected. In addition, SCE has indicated that they would avoid trees and sensitive 
habitats where possible. The estimated acreages identified in the Draft EIR/EIS have been 
determined based on field surveys and are provided to provide the decision maker with description 
of the types of impacts that occur from the proposed Project. See the response to Comment B.18-23 
regarding the assessment of impacts to wildlife. Implementations of the mitigation measures 
identified in the Draft EIR/EIS are sufficient to ensure impacts to biological resources are reduced 
to less-than-significant levels.   

B.18-67 As stated in Section C.3.1 (Affected Environment), the analysis of the biological baseline for the 
Proposed Project was partially based on an extensive literature review that included the Proponent’s 
Environmental Assessment (Mackness, 2004) as well as field survey documents prepared for 
surveys conducted on NFS lands for the proposed Project. The extensive literature review included 
an examination of numerous other resource documents (USDA Foresters list of Sensitive Plants and 
Animals, BLM plan documents, Angeles National Forest Land Management Plan, etc.) that 
contained information on expected or reported locations of sensitive vegetation communities and 
sensitive and/or listed species. In addition, the CNDDB and CNPS databases were also reviewed 
prior to conducting the field reconnaissance. Following the compilation of data from the literature 
review, the field reconnaissance survey was conducted. The survey focused on determining whether 
the plant communities that were previously described along the route were consistent with what was 
found during the summer 2005 surveys. In addition, the locations of where sensitive/listed species 
were previously reported were investigated. The results of the field reconnaissance indicated that the 
conditions described in the previous documents were similar for the entire route with some minor 
modifications. The modifications were documented and incorporated into the maps and the text of 
the Draft EIR/EIS. Based on the information obtained from the literature search and field surveys 
the Draft EIR/EIS is compliant with the requirements of CEQA. 

B.18-68 CA-LAN-588, CA-LAN-592, CA-LAN-610, CA-LAN-614, and CA-LAN-1856 are prehistoric 
archaeological sites recorded by other archaeologists who filed site records for these sites at the 
South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC). The site records provide a small scale map 
showing the site location and provide coordinates for the site. The locational data from the site 
record was used to plot the sites on the maps of the Alternative 5 Area of Potential Effect (APE). 
The sites listed above were shown as being within the APE on these maps, based on the site record 
information. During the field survey of the Alternative 5 APE, archaeologists carefully examined 
the ground surface at the locations indicated by the site records. No archaeological material was 
found by the archaeologists at the indicated locations. The locational data from the site records 
showed that all of these sites were near the APE boundary. Since the sites could not be found within 
the APE, it is probable that the site record locational data was inaccurate and the sites are actually 
located outside the APE. This was found to be the case for CA-ORA-1856, which was relocated 
and is just outside the APE boundary. A portion of the site may extend into the APE but, if so, has 
been destroyed by erosion, as indicated by the presence of exposed bedrock at this location. CA-
LAN-610 and CA-LAN-614 may be located outside the APE or, if they are inside the APE, may 
have been erroneously recorded as sites. The site records describe them as rhyolite flake scatters 
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(waste products from making flaked stone tools composed of rhyolite). Natural rhyolite spalls (not 
modified by people and, therefore, not artifacts) were found at the recorded locations of these two 
sites.  

 As discussed at the end of section C.4.1.2 (“Other Inventories” section), it is stated that the Native 
American Heritage Commission (NAHC) has no record of sacred lands (cultural resources of 
concern to Native Americans) in the project area. Letters were sent to Native Americans on the 
contact list provided by the NAHC. Four responses were received, but none of the responses 
identified cultural resources of concern to Native Americans (see Appendix 5 of the EIR/EIS). 

 In CEQA, a locally significant historical landmark is one which is listed in a local register of 
historical resources (see Section 4.2.2 of the EIR/EIS). The register must have been officially 
adopted by CEQA lead agency such as a city or county government. As discussed in the “Other 
Inventories” section of section C.4.1.2, none of the historical resources listed in the City of Santa 
Clarita’s General Plan are within one quarter mile of the project area, and the City of Lancaster and 
the County of Los Angeles do not have registers of historical resources. The Exhibit 2 supplied by 
the commenter is not an official local register of historical resources. It provides information about 
the history of the Leona Valley. The route of the transmission line through the Leona Valley was 
surveyed for cultural resources. If there were any physical remains of historical resources present in 
the survey area, they would have been found during the field survey. 

B.18-69 Thank you for your comments. Please see the responses to Comments B.18-70 through B.18-71. 

B.18-70 Alternative 5 crosses 20.2 miles of landslide prone units while the proposed Project crosses 14.5 
miles of landslide prone units. Text has been added to the section indicating this difference. 

 Impacts due to slope instability (Impact G-1) could range from minor soil creep to catastrophic 
landslides which could cause triggered slope failure could cause damage to nearby properties and 
roads, proposed Project facilities and construction equipment, and could potentially result in injury 
to workers or the public. Text has been added to Impact G-1 highlighting this type of potential 
damage from this impact. 

 Mitigation Measure G-1 would identify potential areas of instability and provide design measures to 
stabilize these areas, thus preventing triggering of slope failures during Project construction that 
could cause damage to nearby properties and at project construction sites. This mitigation measure 
would reduce the impact to less-than-significant levels by preventative measures. 

 Mitigation Measure G-2 provides guidance for preparation of the Project SWPPP in regards to 
inclusion of appropriate measures to control and prevent excessive soil erosion on graded access 
roads and work areas. This measure would require the use of BMPs to reduce soil erosion in 
temporary construction zones, reducing the impact to less-than-significant. 

 Specific numbers related to changes in topography (i.e., acreage of cut and fill areas and changes in 
percent slope) will not be available until grading plans are prepared for the selected alignment.  
Estimated numbers for ground disturbance and types of ground disturbance were used to determine 
if significant topographic changes would be expected due to construction of an alignment.   

 Revised/corrected ground disturbance numbers indicates that only slightly more ground disturbance 
(150.6 vs. 126.8 acres) would occur for Alternative 5 than for the proposed Project, consisting of 



 Antelope-Pardee 500-kV Transmission Project 
 APPENDIX 8.  DRAFT EIR/EIS COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Final EIR/EIS Ap.8B-221 December 2006 

shallow grading for access roads and excavation for tower foundations. Therefore, the impact 
related to substantial alteration of topography for Alternative 5 has been reduced to a less-than-
significant level (Class III).  

 Alternative 5 crosses 20.2 miles of landslide prone units while the proposed Project crosses 14.5 
miles of landslide prone units. Text has been added to the section indicating this difference. 

 Mitigation Measure G-9 would require that the geotechnical surveys conducted for the project 
identify potential areas of instability to aid in locating project facilities away from areas likely to fail 
and cause damage to project facilities, and in areas where facilities cannot be moved away from 
unstable slopes it would require design measures to stabilize these areas. This would prevent or 
minimize the potential for slope failures that could cause damage to the proposed Project. This 
mitigation measure would reduce the impact to less-than-significant levels by preventative measures. 

 It is not possible to accurately estimate the potential extent of damage to significant fossils until 
excavation occurs and fossils are actually uncovered. Because fossils are buried and may occur 
anywhere within a fossil bearing geologic unit, only the probable presence of fossils can be 
identified. 

 Mitigation Measure G-10 reduces potential impact to significant fossils by ensuring that monitoring 
for fossils in the appropriate geologic units occurs and that if fossils are discovered they are 
properly collected and transferred to an appropriate storage location. Implementation of this 
measure ensures that significant fossils are not inadvertently destroyed or improperly disposed of, 
reducing impacts to significant fossils to less than significant.  

B.18-71 Alternative 5 has the same risks of liquefaction potential as the proposed Project where it crosses 
young alluvial deposits in the Santa Clara River valley, the Leona Valley, and in the alluvial and 
creek deposits of intervening drainages, as discussed in Section C.5.10.1, Affected Environment, 
Liquefaction and Section C.5.10.2, Impacts and Mitigation Measures, Damage Related to 
Earthquake Induced Phenomena (Criterion GEO6). Additional text has been added to clarify that the 
impact is the same. 

It is not clear what type of analysis the commenter is requesting regarding tower structure failure. 
The towers will be of similar design to those that exist throughout SCE’s service territory. These 
towers will meet applicable engineering standards and will be designed to avoid failure from all but 
the most extreme of circumstances. Transmission line structures used to support overhead 
transmission lines must meet the requirements of the CPUC, General Order No. 95, Rules for 
Overhead Electric Line Construction. This design code and the National Electrical Safety Code 
include loading requirements related to wind conditions. Transmission support structures are 
designed to withstand different combinations of loading conditions including extreme winds. These 
design requirements include use of safety factors that consider the type of loading as well as the type 
of material used, e.g., wood, steel or concrete. Failures of transmission line support structures are 
extremely rare and are typically the result of anomalous loading conditions such as tornadoes or ice 
storms. Although rare, structural failure is possible, but it is beyond the scope of the EIR/EIS to 
attempt to predict the likelihood of any specific or generalized structural failure. Detailed 
engineering design of the towers and footings, taking into consideration local geologic and 
meteorological conditions, would be undertaken for Alternative 5, or any of the other alternatives, 
only if approved. Because it is not possible to define any specific scenarios that might result in 



Antelope-Pardee 500-kV Transmission Project 
APPENDIX 8.  DRAFT EIR/EIS COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

 

December 2006 Ap.8B-222 Final EIR/EIS 

structural failure of a tower(s), only general speculation is possible regarding the potential 
consequences of tower failure. 

Overhead transmission lines consist of a system of support structures and interconnecting wire that 
is inherently flexible. Industry experience has demonstrated that under earthquake conditions 
structure and member vibrations generally do not occur or cause design problems. Overhead 
transmission lines are designed for dynamic loading under variable wind conditions that generally 
exceed earthquake loads. 

Overhead high-voltage transmission lines include system protection designed to safeguard the public 
and line equipment. These protection systems consist of transmission line relays and circuit breakers 
that are designed to rapidly detect faults and cut-off power to avoid shock and fire hazards. This 
equipment is typically set to operate in 2 to 3 cycles, representing a time interval range from 2/60 of 
a second to 3/60 of a second. Therefore, power in a fallen line would be cut off very quickly. 

B.18-72 Please see General Response GR-3. As indicated in the comment and in the Draft EIR/EIS, the 
scientific community has not been able to reach a consensus regarding the potential health effects of 
EMF. Similarly, the EIR/EIS is also not able to reach a conclusion regarding the potential for 
adverse health effects that may be caused by EMF. Instead, the EIR/EIS presents a summary of 
what is known about EMF in the interest of public disclosure. Because it is not possible at this time 
to prove whether or not EMF causes adverse health effects, there is no point in attempting to assess 
such effects in the EIR/EIS. The results of any such assessment would be inconclusive and, 
therefore, any impact analysis would be speculative. To our knowledge, there are no risk 
assessment procedures established by the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment for 
EMF exposure. For more information on EMF, the commenter is referred to the California Electric 
and Magnetic Fields Program (www.dhs.ca.gov/ehib/emf). 

 Listed below by line number, are other comments made in the B.18-72 document followed by 
reference to other responses provided on these topics. 

B.18-73 Relevant scientific studies regarding EMF are discussed in the Draft EIR/EIS in Section C.6.3.   

B.18-74 As discussed in the Draft EIR/EIS, Section C.6.2 under “CPUC Guidelines”, Decision D.93-11-
013 “requires that utilities use ‘low-cost or no-cost’ mitigation measures for facilities requiring 
certification under General Order 131-D”.  Recent (January 2006) information on actions regarding 
EMF, directly related to the CPUC’s Decision from November 1993 (D.93-11-013), is available 
online at: http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/static/energy/environment/electromagnetic+fields/action.htm.  

B.18-75 The referenced statement regarding potential health effects from exposure to electric fields from 
power lines is provided in an introductory explanation of EMF only, and has not been directly 
applied to Alternative 5.  The impacts of EMF related to Alternative 5 are provided in Section 
C.6.10.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS.  

B.18-76 Please see response to Comments B.11-10 and B.11-11 regarding electronic equipment 
disturbances.  

B.18-77 Please see response to Comment B.9-7 regarding fire hazards, as well as response to Comments 
B.11-12, B.11-13 and B.11-14 regarding shock hazards and pacemakers.  
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B.18-78 Impacts related to hazardous materials during construction are discussed under Impact PH-1, and 
impacts related to operations at substations and transmission line maintenance are discussed under 
Impact PH-4. All impacts related to hazardous materials have been reduced to less-than-significant 
levels (Class II) with application of mitigation measures. These measures would apply to the 
removal of the existing 66-kV towers as well as the upgrades at the existing substations. 

B.18-79 The geographic extent was defined for each individual issue area throughout the Draft EIR/EIS.  As 
discussed in Section C.6.13.1, public health and safety impacts are expected to have the potential to 
combine only with the impacts of other projects located in the immediate vicinity. As such, a one-
mile radius was defined for the geographic extent.  

B.18-80 As discussed in Draft EIR/EIS Section C.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, all impacts to water 
quality and groundwater would be reduced to less-than-significant levels (Class II) with the required 
mitigation measures presented. As such, additional analysis of secondary impacts from degraded 
water quality from the Project is not required. 

B.18-81 Thank you for the additional information on the groundwater conditions along the Alternative 5 
alignment, specifically in Leona Valley.  This information will be shared with the decision-makers 
at the USDA Forest Service and the CPUC. As discussed in Draft EIR/EIS Section C.8, Hydrology 
and Water Quality, impacts to groundwater would be reduced to less-than-significant levels (Class 
II) with implementation of the required mitigation measures. For example, Mitigation Measure H-4 
(Develop and Implement a Groundwater Remediation Plan) requires that SCE develop a 
groundwater remediation plan if it is determined that known groundwater resources would be 
unavoidable during construction, and that in the event unknown groundwater resources are 
encountered or unplanned disturbance of known resources occur, SCE will immediately halt the 
disruptive excavation activity and develop and implement a site-specific remediation plan. 

B.18-82 Thank you for providing information on the road conditions in Lost Valley and Leona Valley.  This 
information will be shared with the decision-makers at the USDA Forest Service and the CPUC. As 
discussed in the Final EIR/EIS Section C.8.10.2, “Alternative 5 would cause a significant increase 
in impervious areas attributable to the construction of new transmission line infrastructure in a new 
utility ROW (designated Utility Corridor on NFS lands) for 18.8 miles, from Mile 0.0 to Mile 18.8 
of the route (Impact H-5). This impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with 
implementation of Mitigation Measure H-5 (Permeability of Ground Cover).  Therefore, flooding in 
the areas identified by the commenter would not be attributable to the project. Furthermore, as 
discussed under Criterion HYD5, implementation of the construction standards and approvals 
recommended by Mitigation Measure H-7 (Aboveground Structures shall be Protected Against 
Flood and Erosion Damage) would ensure that structures are not comprised as a result of flooding 
or erosion.   

 Please see General Response GR-5 regarding noticing procedures. As noted, property owners along 
the Alternative 5 alignment or within 300 feet were notified prior to the release of the Draft 
EIR/EIS.  

B.18-83 Please see the response to Comment B.18-82 regarding surface water runoff due to new impervious 
areas associated with Alternative 5. 

 As discussed in Draft EIR/EIS Section C.8.10.2, “[t]he portion of Alternative 5 that is expected to 
cause increased surface runoff, between Mile 0.0 and Mile 18.8, as described above, is 
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predominately characterized by undeveloped areas, which are not serviced by stormwater drainage 
systems.” Therefore, Alternative 5 would not impact stormwater drainage systems in these areas.  
For those areas with stormwater drainage systems, it was determined that “Alternative 5 would not 
introduce a significant amount of new surface water runoff.” Furthermore, the potential surface 
runoff is mitigated by Mitigation Measure H-5 (Permeability of Ground Cover). As such, a 
quantitative analysis of surface water runoff and the effects to existing stormwater drainage systems 
was not justified.      

B.18-84 Please see the response to Comment B.18-16 regarding Leona Valley and Agua Dulce Community 
Standards Districts (CSDs).   

B.18-85 As the route for Alternative 5 has not been finalized, it is unknown which parcels SCE may need to 
acquire and which parcels SCE may need to obtain an easement through. As it is not known what 
parcels SCE would need to acquire, an analysis of how this may change the lot size and its 
subsequent consistency with the Leona Valley CSD cannot be performed. Furthermore, local 
regulations and standards are not applicable to State and federally permitted projects, such as the 
Antelope-Pardee 500-kV Transmission Project. 

B.18-86 Criterion LU1 of Section C.9.10.2 addresses the consistency of Alternative 5 with the applicable 
land use plans, goals, policies and regulations. 

B.18-87 Table C.9-5 in Section C.9.10.1 of the Land Use and Public Recreation section identifies West 90th 
Street, Lonesome Valley, Portal Pass, and Elizabeth Lake Road as roads that would be traversed by 
Alternative 5. As these roads would both be within 1,000 feet of the alternative, impacts to 
residences along these streets are addressed under Criterion LU2 in Section C.9.10.2 of the Land 
Use and Public Recreation section. 

B.18-88 Please refer to General Response GR-2 regarding the potential effect of the project on property 
acquisition and due process. 

B.18-89 The Land Use and Public Recreation section analyzes impacts to agricultural resources as a type of 
land use. While these agricultural lands are commercial ventures, as local general plans and zoning 
ordinances classify them as agriculture, they are analyzed in the Land Use and Public Recreation 
section as such. If they were classified as commercial land uses, they would be analyzed 
accordingly. Consequently, the impacts of Alternative 5 on agricultural resources are analyzed for 
Criterion LU3 under Impacts L-5 and L-6 in Section C.9.10.2 which addresses the conversion of 
agricultural lands to non-agricultural uses. 

B.18-90 While Mitigation Measure L-6 (Locate Transmission Towers and Pulling/Splicing Stations to Avoid 
Agricultural Operations) would be implemented during project construction, because this measure 
would site the transmission towers in locations that would minimize impacts to active agricultural 
operations, operation of the transmission towers would also be in a location which would also 
minimize permanent preclusion impacts to agricultural lands. 

B.18-91 Your comments are consistent with the findings of the Draft EIR/EIS. As identified in Draft 
EIR/EIS Section C.10.10.2, noise impacts to residences along Alternative 5 would be significant 
and unavoidable (Class I). 



 Antelope-Pardee 500-kV Transmission Project 
 APPENDIX 8.  DRAFT EIR/EIS COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Final EIR/EIS Ap.8B-225 December 2006 

B.18-92 Cumulative noise impacts are discussed in Draft EIR/EIS Section C.10.13.3. As noted, noise 
impacts from mobile construction equipment (Impact N-1), such as heavy equipment and 
helicopters, would be cumulatively significant (Class I).  

 Ground-borne vibration is discussed in Draft EIR/EIS Section C.10 under Criterion NOI2.  
Typically, ground-borne vibration generated by man-made activities attenuates rapidly with distance 
from the source of the vibration. Man-made vibration issues are therefore usually confined to short 
distances (i.e., 500 feet or less) from the source (FTA, 1995). Therefore, as described in the 
EIR/EIS, “construction activities would result in some minor amounts of ground-borne vibration; 
however, such ground-borne noise or vibration would attenuate rapidly from the source and would 
not be perceptible outside the construction areas.”  No additional analysis of ground-borne vibration 
is required. 

B.18-93 Cumulative noise impacts are discussed in Draft EIR/EIS Section C.10.13.3. As noted, noise 
impacts from corona noise (Impact N-3) would be cumulatively significant (Class I) for Alternative 
5.  Noise impacts related with routine inspection and maintenance (Impact N-4) would be not 
combine with other cumulative projects and no cumulative impact would occur. 

B.18-94 Operational corona noise impacts for Alternative 5 are discussed in Draft EIR/EIS Section 
C.10.10.2. It is stated that “operational corona noise impacts to residential receptors [(Impact N-3)] 
would be less than significant (Class III), as identified for the proposed Project.”  The discussion for 
the proposed Project in Section C.10.5, under Impact N-3, states that corona noise under normal 
conditions create a sustained noise level of approximately 34 to 44 dBA, which would not exceed 
the Los Angeles County Noise Ordinance. However, during rain or heavy fog the highest corona 
noise level produced at the closest residential receptor would be approximately 50 dBA; however, 
the occurrence would be periodic and occur relatively infrequently. The Los Angeles County Noise 
Ordinance Section 12.08.390, Part B, does provide from duration of noise levels, which were not 
reflected in Draft EIR/EIS Table C.10-5. For example, “Standard No. 1 shall be the exterior noise 
level [(designated in Table C.10-5)] which may not be exceeded for a cumulative period of more 
than 30 minutes in any hour. Standard No. 1 shall be the applicable noise level from subsection A 
of this section [(designated in Table C.10-5)]; or, if the ambient L50 exceeds the foregoing level, 
then the ambient L50 becomes the exterior noise level for Standard No. 1. Standard No. 2 shall be 
the exterior noise level which may not be exceeded for a cumulative period of more than 15 minutes 
in any hour. Standard No. 2 shall be the applicable noise level from subsection A of this section 
[(designated in Table C.10-5)] plus 5dB; or, if the ambient L25 exceeds the foregoing level, then 
the ambient L25 becomes the exterior noise level for Standard No. 2.” Since these high corona 
noise levels will be periodic and occur relatively infrequently, they can be considered to be not 
significant. 

B.18-95 The impacts of increased potential for wildfire on residences and the ability of aircraft to fight fires 
in the vicinity of Alternative 5 are addressed under Criterion FIRE3 for Impacts F-4 and F-6 in 
Section C.7.10.2 of the Forest Management Activities section. 

B.18-96 If unlawful trespass has occurred prior to the construction of access roads, as suggested in the 
comment, with the current level of police service, then future trespassing would not be considered a 
change from the existing conditions. It is speculative that future trespass would increase and any 
analysis of an increased need for police service, as well as for how it would affect air quality, 
erosion, and traffic, would also be speculative. 
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B.18-97 As discussed in Draft EIR/EIS Section C.12.10.2, while it is possible that residences within the 
Alternative 5 corridor would be purchased and removed by SCE, it is speculative that these 
residences would relocate outside the Leona Valley community, thus potentially impacting the 
existing community base. Impacts to school districts addressed in the analysis of Public Services in 
Section C.11.10.2 under Criterion PS1. 

B.18-98 Please refer to General Response GR-1 regarding potential effects on property values. 

B.18-99 As discussed in Draft EIR/EIS Section C.12.10.2, while it is possible that residences within the 
Alternative 5 corridor would be purchased and removed by SCE, it is speculative that these 
residences would relocate outside the Leona Valley community, thus potentially impacting the 
existing community base. Impacts to agricultural related businesses are addressed in the analysis of 
agricultural resources in Section C.9.10.2 of the Land Use and Public Recreation section under 
Criterion LU2 and in Section C.12.10.2 of the Socioeconomics under Criterion SOC3. 

B.18-100 The cost of Alternative 5 is unavailable without final engineering completed. At this time, any cost-
benefit analysis of the proposed Project versus proposed Alternatives would be speculative. Potential 
community disruption impacts of Alternative 5 are addressed in Draft EIR/EIS Section C.9.10.2. 

B.18-101 The cost of Alternative 5 is unavailable without final engineering completed. At this time, any cost-
benefit analysis of the proposed Project versus proposed alternatives would be speculative.   

B.18-102 Since specific routing design plans and detailed construction plans have not been developed, most 
traffic-related impacts cannot be accurately quantified and are therefore addressed generally in the 
EIS/EIR. Detailed routing design and construction plans would be developed upon selection of the 
alternative to be implemented. Detailed, site-specific traffic mitigation measures, such as the traffic 
control plan and construction transportation plan, will be prepared after the detailed design and 
construction plans are completed. 

 The work force during the approximately 16-month construction period for Alternative 5 is expected 
to range between 20 and 120 persons, with a daily average of 50 persons. However, construction 
activities would likely occur concurrently at different locations along the approximately 37-mile 
route and construction workers would be distributed along the route, thereby reducing the potential 
for substantial congestion. Furthermore, construction crew members and equipment would be 
required to stage at marshalling yards to minimize the number of vehicles traveling to a particular 
location at any time. Equipment deliveries may also be timed to avoid peak travel times. The 
precise numbers of vehicles traveling specific road segments will be calculated upon completion of 
final design and construction plans, followed by completion of the traffic control and construction 
transportation plans. 

 Increased response times for emergency service providers would depend on the precise location and 
duration of construction activities that may obstruct routes and would only occur if an emergency 
response happened to occur at the concurrent time and location of such activities. Therefore, it is 
not possible to quantify such delays. However, upon completion of final design and construction 
plans, potentially affected emergency routes would be identified, emergency service providers 
would be notified of construction activities, and alternate routes would be identified. 

 Road and lane closure frequency cannot be quantified until completion of final design and 
construction plans, however, stringing activities at any particular location would last a few hours 
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and not more than one day. Measures such as scheduling such activities to hours of low traffic flow 
would be implemented to minimize impacts to the extent feasible. Furthermore, stringing activities 
would generally not result in closure of all lanes of a roadway for more than a few minutes. 

 Since routing design and construction plans are not finalized, it is currently unknown whether bike 
or pedestrian routes would be blocked by construction activities. However, upon final design, any 
obstructed routes and alternative routes or detours that will be provided will be identified in the 
Traffic Control Plan required pursuant to Mitigation Measure T-1a. 

 Without proper planning, the potential exists to place transmission route features within the right-of-
way of the Cross Valley Connector or within areas of potential future expansion of the road. 
Therefore, Mitigation Measure T-6 requires SCE to coordinate with Caltrans during final design of 
the transmission route in order to avoid placing structures within these areas. 

 No roads are planned or intended to be damaged. However, if construction activities happen to 
result in noticeable degradation of road surfaces or features, such damage would be repaired to 
conditions deemed acceptable by the local jurisdictional authority. 

 Section C.13 Traffic has been revised to include analysis of potential aviation impacts of Alternative 
5 to the Agua Dulce Airfield. 

 While construction activities may occur in close proximity to residences, including potential lane or 
road closures, these activities would not physically prohibit access to individual residential or 
business driveways. For example, trenching activities associated with other alternatives would 
physically preclude access to driveways for short periods of times; however, Alternative 5 does not 
include any underground segments. 

B.18-103  The existing 66-kV transmission line in the Angeles National Forest does not meet the High Scenic 
Integrity Objective of the Forest Management Plan and the differences in visual impact between the 
existing, weathered 66-kV transmission line and the new 500-kV transmission line in the ANF are 
substantial. The proposed Project would create significant, unavoidable visual impacts as described 
in Draft EIR/EIS Section C.15. The proposed Project would not meet the High Scenic Integrity 
Objectives established by the USDA Forest Service, and therefore would result in severe visual 
impacts to the Angeles National Forest. Alternative 5 would also create significant, unavoidable 
visual impacts as described in Draft EIR/EIS Section C.15. 

B.18-104  Thank you for your comments on visual quality ratings for the rural environs that would be crossed 
by Alternative 5. Your comments will be forwarded to the decision-makers at the Forest Service 
and CPUC. 

B.18-105  The visual effects of Alternative 5 as seen from Vasquez Rocks County Park and the PCT are 
described in Section C.15.10 (see KOPs 5-7 and 5-10 respectively). The PCT crosses under three 
existing transmission lines near the proposed Alternative 5 route, as explained in Section C.15.10, 
and as illustrated in photograph and visual simulations (see Figures C.15-24A, C.15-24B, C.15-
25A, C.15-25B, and C.15-26A, C.15-26B).  The USDI Bureau of Land Management was contacted 
about PCT management in the vicinity of Alternative 5. The USDA Forest Service was involved in 
the routing of Alternative 5. The Pacific Crest Trail Association was contacted in October 2005 for 
information on scenic integrity objectives and trail management goals of the PCTA.  



Antelope-Pardee 500-kV Transmission Project 
APPENDIX 8.  DRAFT EIR/EIS COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

 

December 2006 Ap.8B-228 Final EIR/EIS 

B.18-106  Exact routing of Alternative 5 would be done after engineering design is completed. No homes 
would be removed in Leona Valley by Alternative 5, and transmission lines and towers would not 
go directly over homes. Also, see the response to Comment C.12-8. 

B.18-107  Pleas see the response to Comment C.12-8. 

B.18-108 Impacts to private property have been adequately analyzed in the Draft EIR/EIS for the purposes of 
CEQA and NEPA. Neither CEQA nor NEPA require that impacts to individual properties be 
described. The Draft EIR/EIS indicates that more detailed routing, design, and construction plans 
would need to be developed if Alternative 5 is approved. This is proper and represents the correct 
and normal sequence of events for an approved project. Neither CEQA nor NEPA require that full 
and detailed plans be prepared prior to initiating the environmental analysis. In fact, CEQA and 
NEPA recommend that the environmental analysis be conducted early in the planning process 
before such detailed plans are prepared so that the results of the environmental analysis can inform 
the design process. 

B.18-109 This does not constitute deferred analysis. The environmental analysis of Alternative 5 needed for 
CEQA and NEPA purposes is contained in the Draft EIR/EIS. The statements in the Draft EIR/EIS 
simply reflect the fact that BLM chose not to act as a NEPA cooperating agency for the purposes of 
Alternative 5. BLM’s decision was based on discussion between the NEPA Lead Agency and BLM 
when Alternative 5 was developed. This means BLM would need to consider any necessary CDCA 
plan amendments if Alternative 5 is approved. BLM anticipates that the analysis in the EIR/EIS will 
be sufficient for the purposes of any required plan amendment associated with Alternative 5. 

B.18-110 The Draft EIR/EIS includes the NEPA analysis required for the Forest Service to amend the Forest 
Plan if Alternative 5 or any other alternative is approved. No additional NEPA analysis would be 
needed for the Forest Plan amendments, unless some significant aspect of the approved alternative 
changed that would trigger the need for supplemental impact analysis. Please see Section A.5.2 for 
a description of Forest Plan amendments required for approval of the proposed Project or 
alternatives. 

B.18-111 Such analysis has been conducted and is included in the Draft EIR/EIS. The referenced amendments 
would be project-specific; therefore, the analysis of the proposed Project and alternatives included 
in the EIR/EIS describes the effects of both the project and the plan amendments. 

B.18-112 See the response to Comment B.18-108 above. Impacts to private properties have been analyzed in 
the Draft EIR/EIS. The commenter incorrectly expects the analysis to be based detailed plans for 
construction of each alternative. Such plans do not exist and would not be prepared until the 
proposed Project or an alternative is approved. When detailed routing and construction plans are 
prepared, the exact amount and location of property that would be acquired will be known, but that 
level of very exact and specific information is not needed for the environmental analysis and would 
not be expected to be available for use in an EIR or EIS. Also, please see General Response GR-2 
(Property Acquisition). 

B.18-113 When detailed construction plans are finalized, it may be necessary to conduct supplemental analysis 
if those plans vary substantially from the approved project described in the EIR/EIS. If those 
detailed plans result in substantially different impacts than described in the EIR/EIS, then 
supplemental analysis would be needed. This does not constitute deferred analysis, but instead is an 
acknowledgement of the requirements of CEQA and NEPA for supplemental analysis, if needed. 
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Please note that Alternative 5 only crosses about 1.5 miles of NFS land and the Special Use Permit 
that would be issued by the Forest Service would only address the portion of the project on NFS 
land and would not address any work areas outside the ROW that are not on NFS land. 

B.18-114 See the responses to Comments B.18-108 and B.18-112 above. It is not necessary to have detailed 
routing and ROW plans in order to characterize the impacts to farmland. Impacts can and have been 
described based on more generalized information. The impact characterization in the Draft EIR/EIS 
is correct, even if the exact acreage of affected farmland changes somewhat when detailed plans are 
prepared. Such changes are normal and expected considering that detailed plans will not be 
developed until the proposed Project or an alternative is approved. There would be no point in 
developing detailed plans for six possible projects when only one will be implemented. 

B.18-115 See the responses to Comments B.18-109 and B.18-111 above. The Antelope-Pardee Transmission 
Project is a separate project from Segments 2 and 3. As described in Section A.4 of the EIR/EIS, 
the two projects have different objectives and are independent in both construction and operation. 
The Antelope-Pardee project would relieve a specific existing thermal overloading problem that 
needs to be addressed in the near term to allow planned wind energy projects north of Antelope 
Substation to deliver wind power. Segments 2 and 3 would provide additional transmission capacity 
for potential future development of wind energy projects and has been defined as a separate project 
from Antelope-Pardee in CPUC Docket I. 00-11-001. The Antelope-Pardee Transmission Project 
has independent utility in that it has its own distinct purpose and is not dependent on other pending 
or planned projects for its complete construction and operation. Similarly, other projects, such as 
Segments 2 and 3, are not dependent on Antelope-Pardee for their construction or operation. One 
project does not lead to another in that the construction of the Antelope-Pardee project does not lead 
to the construction of Segments 2 and 3. The naming convention utilized by the Tehachapi 
Collaborative Study Group for envisioned future upgrades to the transmission system is unfortunate 
in that it may erroneously lead one to assume that similarly named and numbered upgrades are parts 
of a larger project, when in fact they have separate purposes and have independent utility. 

B.18-116 The Draft EIR/EIS does not establish a cumulative impact area of five miles. Table B.5-1 in the 
Draft EIR/EIS lists known projects within a five-mile radius, but this radius does not necessarily 
represent the impact area for each issue area. The “Cumulative Effects” discussions in Sections C.2 
through C.15 define the area of analysis for each issue area under a heading entitled “Geographic 
Extent” or “Geographic Scope.” In some cases, the cumulative impact area is less than five miles 
and sometimes it is more than five miles depending on the nature of the issue area (i.e., localized or 
regional). Section B.5 also provides information on projects other than those listed in Table B.5-1 
(see Tables B.5-2 and B.5-3) and also describes forecast growth in the subregion (Section B.5.5). In 
addition, cumulative project information is supplemented as needed in the Cumulative Effects 
discussion for each issue area. The geographic areas for the cumulative analysis have been properly 
defined. 

B.18-117 See the response to Comment B.18-109 above. Segments 2 and 3 are included in the cumulative 
impact analysis (see Section B.5.2). 

B.18-118 The “mitigation measures” presented by SCE in its CPCN application and accompanying 
Proponent’s Environmental Assessment (PEA) are considered part of project proposed by SCE. 
Therefore, the Draft EIR/EIS accepts these measures and assumes they will be implemented by SCE 
as part of the project. These are referred to as Applicant-Proposed Measures (APMs) in the 
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EIR/EIS and applicable APMs are listed at the beginning of the impact analysis sections for each 
issue area (Sections C.2 through C.15). The APMs help reduce or avoid various significant impacts 
associated with the proposed transmission line project, as indicated in the Draft EIR/EIS. The 
CPUC and Forest Service intend to monitor construction to ensure that SCE implements its stated 
mitigation measures. Therefore, the Draft EIR/EIS relies on both the APMs and the mitigation 
measures recommended in the Draft EIR/EIS to reduce or avoid impacts. In some cases, the APMs 
are supplanted by stronger and more specific mitigation measures that address the same or similar 
impact(s). SCE will be expected to follow all of the APMs, as well as the Draft EIR/EIS mitigation 
measures adopted by the CPUC and Forest Service for their respective areas of jurisdiction. 

 By definition, mitigation measures must be feasible and, therefore, can only be implemented to the 
degree feasible. All mitigation measures relied upon in the EIR/EIS to reduce significant impacts to 
a less-than-significant level are feasible.  

 A recommendation to conduct species surveys prior to construction does not constitute a deferral of 
analysis because the impacts on plant and wildlife are analyzed in the Draft EIR/EIS and that 
analysis is considered complete and adequate. The analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS does not indicate 
that additional information is needed to reach conclusions regarding impacts – the necessary analysis 
and impact conclusions are presented in the Draft EIR/EIS. The same is true for other mitigation 
measures that require further surveys or research prior to construction. In order to be effective, 
mitigation measures require some type of implementation action after they are adopted, otherwise 
they are meaningless. These mitigation measures are often precautionary and, therefore, protective 
of the environment and sensitive resources. For example, pre-construction surveys are 
recommended to ensure that no sensitive wildlife species have moved into the construction zone 
between the time the Draft EIR/EIS was prepared and the time construction commences. Similarly, 
sensitive plant surveys are recommended prior to construction because plants often bloom erratically 
season to season and could have been missed in prior surveys. Regardless, the potential impacts to 
sensitive wildlife and plants (whether they actually occur in reality or not) are described in the Draft 
EIR/EIS. 

 Certain plans can only be developed for a specific project after detailed engineering design has been 
completed. For instance, a traffic control plan for construction can only be effectively formulated 
after detailed project plans have been prepared. At that point, plans related to construction can be 
initiated, including traffic control plans. This is not a deferral of analysis because impacts have 
already been identified, analyzed, and described in the Draft EIR/EIS. The mitigation measures 
presented in the Draft EIR/EIS include specifics about the purposes of such plans, who is 
responsible for preparing the plans, what each plan will address, who will review the adequacy of 
each plan, and what each plan will need to accomplish. 

 The Lead Agencies consider the mitigation measures presented in the EIR/EIS to be fully 
enforceable and the Lead Agencies will adopt the mitigation measures as conditions of approval if 
the proposed Project or an alternative is approved. Therefore, the mitigation measures will be 
enforceable through legally binding instruments. All mitigation measures needed to reduce 
significant adverse impacts have been formulated and are presented in the Draft EIR/EIS.  

B.18-119 Please see the responses to Comments B.18-108 and B.18-112 above. Public noticing for the Draft 
EIR/EIS met and exceeded the environmental review process requirements of both CEQA and 
NEPA. Please see General Response GR-5 regarding noticing procedures. 
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B.18-120 The commenter misunderstands the State CEQA Guidelines on this point. There can only be one 
CEQA lead agency for a project, but when a joint CEQA/NEPA document is prepared (e.g., an 
EIR/EIS) there is also a NEPA lead agency. Section 15170 of the State CEQA Guidelines states “A 
Lead Agency under CEQA may work with a federal agency to prepare a joint document which will 
meet the requirements of both CEQA and NEPA.” Article 14 of the State CEQA Guidelines 
(Sections 15220 through 15229) describes the application of CEQA to projects that are also subject 
to NEPA. The preparation of joint documents is encouraged in Section 15222 “to avoid the need for 
the federal agency to prepare a separate document for the same project.” 

B.18-121 In accordance with CPUC rules and procedures, the Commission will not take any action to certify 
the Final EIR/EIS or approve the proposed Project or any alternative until at least 30 days after a 
Proposed Decision has been drafted. The Proposed Decision will not be completed until after the 
Final EIR/EIS has been published. LVR and the Leona Valley Town Council will have the 
opportunity to review these responses to comments during the period between publication of the 
Final EIR/EIS and the Commission action, which will be at least a 30-day period. 

B.18-122 Thank you for submitting your opinion. 


