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Response to Comment Set B.21:  Wasserman, Comden, Casselman L.L.P 

B.21-1 Thank you for expressing your concerns regarding Alternative 5 and indicating your support of the 
proposed Project. Your views will be shared with the decision-makers who are reviewing the 
Project and alternatives at the USDA Forest Service and the CPUC. The Lead Agencies are very 
aware of the opposition that exists to Alternative 5. The adverse impacts of Alternative 5 are 
described in the EIR/EIS, including impacts that would be experienced in the community of Agua 
Dulce; however, Alternative 5 remains a feasible alternative for the purposes of CEQA and NEPA 
compliance. As described in Appendix 1 of the Draft EIR/EIS, an alternative is considered feasible 
unless there are technical, legal, social, or economic constraints that prevent it from being 
implemented. While Alternative 5 would be more costly than most of the other alternatives and 
there are numerous adverse impacts associated with Alternative 5, these impacts alone do not render 
the alternative infeasible. 

B.21-2 The document prepared by the Lead Agencies is a Draft EIR/EIS, not a Draft EIR. Therefore, the 
document has been prepared in compliance with both CEQA and NEPA. In circumstances where 
the requirements of one law are greater or more rigorous than the other, the greater or more 
rigorous requirements were followed in preparing the Draft EIR/EIS. Because NEPA requires equal 
analysis of alternatives in an EIS, the alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIR/EIS for the Antelope-
Pardee project were analyzed in an equivalent manner, even though this is not required for an EIR. 
Even though this level of alternatives analysis is not required by CEQA, it has been included in the 
Draft EIR/EIS in order to comply with NEPA. Therefore, the alternatives analyzed in the Draft 
EIR/EIS do represent a “menu” of choices available to the Lead Agencies. As a result, a new Draft 
EIR would not need to be prepared in order for the Lead Agencies to approve one of the 
alternatives. 

B.21-3 The commenter is correct that CEQA does not require that alternatives be analyzed as fully and in 
as much detail as the proposed Project. However, as described in the response to Comment B.21-2 
above, the EIR/EIS was prepared to meet the requirements of NEPA as well as CEQA. Therefore, 
the NEPA requirement to analyze the Project and the alternatives at the same level of detail was 
followed. As a result, the Draft EIR/EIS exceeds the minimum requirements for analysis of 
alternatives set forth by CEQA. While CEQA does not require this level of analysis, NEPA does, 
and CEQA does not prohibit the Lead Agency from exceeding the minimum requirements for 
alternatives analysis. Please note that required CEQA findings are not included in an EIR, but 
instead are adopted separately by the decision-makers in support of a decision to approve a project. 
Because adoption of an alternative is permissible in this case (see the response to Comment B.21-2 
above), CPUC decision-makers would be required to adopt CEQA findings for any alternative they 
may approve. 

B.21-4 Please see the responses to Comments B.21-2 and B.21-3 above. 

B.21-5 As described in the responses to Comments B.21-2 and B.21-3 above, the alternatives examined in 
the Draft EIR/EIS have been afforded the same level of scrutiny as the proposed Project. Therefore, 
the EIR process would not have to be repeated in order for the CPUC to approve one of the 
alternatives, or a combination of the analyzed alternatives. 
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B.21-6 We agree that CEQA is an informational document and that the CEQA Lead Agency is not 
obligated to approve the environmentally superior alternative. The CPUC, as the CEQA Lead 
Agency, is responsible for identifying the environmentally superior alternative. In this case, the 
CPUC identified a combination of Alternatives 2 and 4 as environmentally superior, not the 
proposed Project. 

B.21-7 Alternative 5 did not receive limited analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS, but instead was afforded the 
same level of analysis and scrutiny as the other alternatives, including the proposed Project. Please 
see the responses to Comments B.21-2, B.21-3, and B.21-5 above. Responses to the comments 
made by EARSI are provided below (see the responses to Comments B.21-22 through B.21-94). 
None of the information presented renders Alternative 5 infeasible as defined by CEQA and NEPA. 
Alternative 5 is not an improper expansion of the project, but instead is part of a reasonable range of 
alternatives and is a type of alternative required to be considered by the Forest Service (see General 
Response GR-4). 

B.21-8 Please see the response to Comment B.13-5. 

B.21-9 Thank you for the information regarding fires related to power lines (please see the response to 
Comment B.21-10) and the need for FAA approval if Alternative 5 is selected (please see the 
response to Comment A.15-1). The Lead Agencies are aware of both of these issues. While the 
concerns regarding transmission towers and fires are understandable, they do not render Alternative 
infeasible as defined by CEQA and NEPA. An alternative is only considered infeasible if technical, 
economic, social, or legal constraints prevent it from being implemented. Similarly the need for 
FAA approval does not render Alternative 5 infeasible. However, your concerns will be shared with 
the decision-makers who are reviewing the Project and alternatives at the USDA Forest Service and 
the CPUC. 

B.21-10 The Lead Agencies recognize the potential fire hazards presented by transmission lines and the 
constraints to aggressive aerial fire fighting that can be imposed by transmission lines. These issues 
are described in the EIR/EIS (see Sections C.7 and D.4.6) and will be considered by decision-
makers who are reviewing the Project and alternatives at the USDA Forest Service and the CPUC. 
Thank you for the information regarding the County’s designation of the area as a high fire hazard 
area and OS zone. Local zoning regulations are not applicable to the project; however,  this 
information will be shared with decision makers at the USDA Forest Service and the CPUC. 

B.21-11 The impacts of Alternative 5 on historic and pre-historic resources are fully described in Section 
C.4.10 of the EIR/EIS (see Impacts C-15 through C-23). The EIR/EIS indicates that Alternative 5 
would potentially affect three archeologically (prehistoric) sensitive sites and seven historically 
sensitive sites. For comparison, the proposed Project would potentially affect three archeologically 
sensitive sites and ten historically sensitive sites. The impact of Alternative 5 on the Pacific Crest 
Trail is described in the Draft EIR/EIS (see Impact R-2 in Section C.9, and Impacts V-4 and V-27 
in Section C.15). The effects described in the comment have been sufficiently addressed in the Draft 
EIR/EIS. 

B.21-12 The adverse visual impacts of Alternative 5 are fully analyzed in Section C.15.10 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS, including adverse impacts on views associated with Vasquez Rocks County Park. The 
EIR/EIS analysis concludes that Alternative 5 would have significant adverse impacts on views in 
the Agua Dulce area. 
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B.21-13 The Draft EIR/EIS adequately characterizes the potential effects of Alternative 5 and the other 
transmission routes on groundwater. The information presented in the comment does not change the 
nature of the impact described in the Draft EIR/EIS nor does it change the significance of the 
impact. While construction of tower footings would require excavation, no reason has been 
presented in the comment to suggest that the potential impacts to groundwater are any different than 
those described in the Draft EIR/EIS. As indicated in the Draft EIR/EIS in Section C.7, Applicant-
Proposed Measures HYD-2 through HYD-6 and Mitigation Measure H-4 (Develop and Implement a 
Groundwater Remediation Plan) would avoid any significant impacts to groundwater. 

B.21-14 Please see General Response GR-3. 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. We cannot speculate about the possibility of reduced school enrollment or population 
declines resulting from public fears about EMF exposure and, therefore, this is not an appropriate 
topic to evaluate in the EIR/EIS. 

B.21-15 The adverse effects of Alternative 5 on Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 50385 are acknowledged 
in the Draft EIR/EIS. Relevant effects on VTTM No. 50385 are described in Section C.9.10 and 
the project is considered in the cumulative impact analysis (see the projects listed in Table B.5.1). 
Please note that impacts to planned development receive less attention in the EIR/EIS than impacts 
to existing land uses because the development does not yet exist. Both CEQA and NEPA require 
that impacts be evaluated against existing conditions in the environment. Please see the response to 
Comment B.19-1. 

B.21-16 Thank you for expressing these concerns. Please see the response to Comment B.9-6. As discussed 
in Draft EIR/EIS Section C.15.10.2, impacts to some views in the Agua Dulce area as a result of 
Alternative 5 would be significant and unavoidable. While it is possible that filming could be 
adversely affected at some locations in Agua Dulce due to the visual prominence of transmission 
line and towers, it is not possible to quantify any economic effect associated with loss of filming 
opportunities that might result from implementation from Alternative 5 resulting in a socioeconomic 
impact. In fact, it is difficult to determine with any certainty whether the amount of filming 
conducted in the Agua Dulce area would decline in the future and whether such a possible decline 
would be the result of Alternative 5. Only a portion of the area would be affected by Alternative 5 
and it is doubtful that all the locations in the Agua Dulce area would no longer receive use as 
filming locations because of Alternative 5. While any socioeconomic impacts to the filming industry 
cannot be reliably estimated, your concerns regarding this issue will be shared with the decision-
makers who are reviewing the Project and alternatives at the USDA Forest Service and the CPUC. 

B.21-17 Thank you for expressing these concerns. Please see the response to Comment B.15-5.  

B.21-18 The impact of Alternative 5 on the Pacific Crest Trail is described in the Final EIR/EIS (see Impact 
R-2 in Section C.9, and Impacts V-4 and V-27 in Section C.15). 

B.21-19 The Draft EIR/EIS describes the impacts of Alternative 5 on the environment and, as appropriate, 
on the local population. It is not necessary to specifically call out impacts to particular segments of 
the population unless the impacts would be substantially different that those described for the overall 
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population. The Draft EIR/EIS adequately describes appropriate impacts to the local population and 
those impacts would also apply to retired and elderly residents. 

B.21-20 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. ADAPT and the Agua Dulce 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.21-21 Thank you for providing your opinions regarding Alternative 5 and the proposed Project route. 

B.21-22 Alternative 5 meets the definitions of feasibility as described in Sections 2.3.1.2 and 2.3.2.2 of 
Appendix 1, Alternatives Screening Report, defining feasibility under CEQA and NEPA 
respectively. Reasonableness is not one of the CEQA or NEPA criteria for eliminating alternatives. 
The Lead Agencies do not consider an alternative unreasonable just because it is longer than other 
alternatives or results in some impacts that are greater than those of other alternatives. Please refer 
also to General Response GR-4 regarding alternatives identification, screening, and analysis. 

 The basis for stating that Alternative 5 would be “600% more impactful” than the proposed Project 
is not clear. Alternative 5 would be 45% longer than the proposed Project. Alternative 5 would 
require the establishment of 18.8 miles of new transmission corridor, whereas the proposed Project 
would require the establishment of only 2.8 miles of new corridor. The proposed Project would 
require the construction of approximately 117 transmission towers and the Alternative 5 would 
require construction of about 173 towers. Total land disturbance associated with construction of the 
proposed Project is 126.8 acres compared to an estimated 150.6 acres for Alternative 5. These 
differences between the proposed Project, Alternative 5, and the other alternatives are described in 
the Final EIR/EIS and are the basis for the impact analysis. 

 The reliability of Alternative 5 would be generally comparable to that of the proposed Project. 
Please note that an alternative is not considered economically infeasible just because it is more 
expensive than other alternatives or has greater economic impacts. It would only be economically 
infeasible if the costs for construction and/or operation would be so great that they would prevent 
the implementation of the alternative. 

B.21-23 The alternatives eliminated in Appendix 1, Alternatives Screening Report, were eliminated for a 
variety of reasons, including infeasibility. Feasibility requirements per CEQA and NEPA are 
described in Sections 2.3.1.2 and 2.3.2.2 of the Alternatives Screening Report, respectively. The 15 
preliminary alternatives and the reasons for eliminating most of these alternatives from detailed 
analysis in the EIR/EIS are presented in Sections 3.2, 3.3, and 3.4 of the Alternatives Screening 
Report. Please refer also to General Response GR-4 regarding alternatives identification, screening, 
and analysis. 

B.21-24 The alternatives screened in Appendix 1, Alternatives Screening Report, and in the Draft EIR/EIS 
were not limited to those retained for analysis by the Applicant or previous planning documents or 
studies. Analysis for this document found that Alternative 5 represented a feasible non-public land 
alternative. Please refer to General Response GR-4 regarding alternatives identification, screening, 
and analysis, the definitions of feasibility as described in Sections 2.3.1.2 and 2.3.2.2 of Appendix 
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1, Alternatives Screening Report, defining feasibility under CEQA and NEPA respectively, and 
Section 3.3.5 of Appendix 1, Alternatives Screening Report, regarding Alternative 5. 

B.21-25 Alternative 5 was formulated in response to the Forest Service’s requirement to investigate a non-
NFS alternative, to reduce impacts to NFS lands, and to broaden the range of alternatives 
considered in the EIR/EIS. While other non-public land alternatives are possible, the EIR/EIS is not 
required to analyze all possible alternatives. Analysis of a single non-NFS alternative was adequate 
to formulate a reasonable range of alternatives for consideration in the EIR/EIS.  

 Extensive research and field reconnaissance was involved in trying to identify a possible route for a 
non-NFS alternative. There are numerous constraints that reduce the number of possible routes to 
connect the Antelope and Pardee Substations without crossing NFS lands. In fact, even Alternative 
5 is not a true non-NFS alternative because it was too difficult to identify a route that didn’t cross 
any lands owned or managed by the Forest Service. The difficulty in creating a workable route for a 
non-NFS alternative is reflected in the significant impacts identified for Alternative 5 and the 
numerous private properties affected by the route. Alternative 5 certainly does not represent an 
optimal route for the transmission line and it has not been identified by either Lead Agency as the 
preferred alternative. Despite its disadvantages, the EIR/EIS preparers believe Alternative 5 is a 
feasible, although problematic, route for a non-NFS alternative. The EIR/EIS does not consider the 
impacts of Alternative 5 to be equal to those of the proposed Project; however, many impacts are 
similar in nature. In many cases, there are significant differences in the magnitude and severity of 
various impacts even though the nature of the impacts is similar. These differences in impacts are 
described throughout the Draft EIR/EIS. 

 Please refer to the response to Comment GR-4 regarding alternatives identification, screening, and 
analysis. 

B.21-26 Please refer to the response to Comment B.21-24 regarding identifying alternatives beyond those 
analyzed by the Applicant or previous planning documents or studies. The Lead Agencies (CPUC 
and USDA Forest Service), not the agencies cited in the comment, are responsible for identifying 
appropriate alternatives for consideration in the EIR/EIS. There is no requirement or necessity for 
the EIR/EIS alternatives to be reviewed and/or approved by any other agencies prior to their 
consideration in the EIR/EIS. Furthermore, the transmission concepts evaluated by the Tehachapi 
Collaborative Study Group, FERC, CAISO, and the Energy Commission were schematic and not 
route specific. Alternative 5 is consistent with those transmission concepts because it still provides a 
500-kV connection between the Antelope and Pardee Substations. 

B.21-27 It is the prerogative of any federal lead agency which has a policy similar to the USDA FSM 2703 – 
Policy denying a special use if it “can reasonably be accommodated on non-NFS lands…” to reject a 
special use permit or application for such a reason. However, as existing major utility corridors 
above 220-kV must already have special use permits when necessary for traversing federal lands, it 
would be unnecessary to analyze the relocation of these routes on non-public lands unless corridor 
improvements or policy changes require a new special use permit for these existing utilities. 

B.21-28 Please refer to the response to Comment B.21-22 regarding the feasibility of Alternative 5. 

B.21-29 At this time, as it is currently unknown for Alternative 5 how many parcels would need to be 
acquired for condemnation, the information required to analyze the “set of political and 
socioeconomic issues that arise with the use of condemnation powers” is not only unavailable, but it 
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is uncertain what these issues may even be. Consequently, analysis of these issues would be purely 
speculative and unsuitable for inclusion in this document. 

B.21-30 Please refer to Section C.12.10.2 for an analysis of the socioeconomic impacts of Alternative 5. 

B.21-31 Please refer to the response to Comment B.21-29 regarding property acquisition. There was no 
“hurried nature” to the analysis of Alternative 5 and there are no motives other than to analyze a 
reasonable range of alternatives in order to comply with CEQA and NEPA requirements, and to 
comply with Forest Service policy. 

B.21-32 The destination of the electricity conveyed by Alternative 5 has no bearing on this alternative’s 
feasibility. Please refer to General Response GR-4 regarding alternatives identification, screening, 
and analysis. 

B.21-33 The EIR/EIS does not indicate that costs are not a consideration in determining feasibility. The 
Draft EIR/EIS and the appended Alternatives Screening Report (Appendix 1) both indicate that 
economics need to be considered in determining whether an alternative is feasible. However, CEQA 
does not require “full economic analysis” to make this determination as indicated by the 
commenter. Instead, the Lead Agencies are required to use their judgment and available information 
to determine if an alternative is economically feasible. An alternative would be considered 
economically infeasible if its costs were so great that they would prohibit the implementation of the 
alternative. The burden of proof usually falls on the applicant to present information demonstrating 
the economic infeasibility of an alternative. Lacking such information, alternatives are typically not 
considered to be economically infeasible unless common sense or reason would indicate the 
contrary. While Alternative 5 would be costlier than the proposed Project, no evidence has been 
presented to indicate that its implementation would be cost prohibitive. In fact, Alternative 5 is not 
even the most expensive of the alternatives analyzed in the EIR/EIS, which would likely be 
Alternative 1. 

 Effects on property values is not a consideration in determining economic feasibility since these are 
not project costs. Effects on property values are a potential project impact rather than a matter 
related to the project’s feasibility. Consequently, the impacts to property values would not affect the 
feasibility of Alternative 5. Please see General Response GR-1 regarding the project’s potential 
effect on property values. 

B.21-34 Please refer to the response to Comment B.21-27 regarding USDA FSM 2703 – Policy and General 
Response GR-4 regarding alternatives identification, screening, and analysis. 

B.21-35 The purpose of and need for the project presented in Section A.3 of the EIR/EIS includes SCE’s 
objectives presented in the PEA and clarified through subsequent responses to information requests 
from the Lead Agencies. Section A.3 also presents the objectives of the CPUC and the Forest 
Service in relation to their respective regulatory and permitting roles for the project. In addition, 
Section A presents an extensive overview of the activities of the Tehachapi Collaborative Study 
Group, FERC, and CAISO regarding the project, as well as other relevant background information 
such as Senate Bill 1038, Senate Bill 1078, and CPUC Decision 04-06-010. The commenter does 
not specify what constitutes the “additional straw man” purposes and needs mentioned in the 
comment. The commenter misunderstands the context of a non-NFS lands alternative (please see 
General Response GR-4). 
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B.21-36 Because the purpose of the project is to increase transmission capacity between Antelope and Pardee 
Substations, the proposed Project and Alternatives 1 through 4 as well as Alternative 5 were 
retained for analysis in this document. The reason that “New Rights of Way in Unplanned 
Corridors off Public Lands” was not included as a stated goal of the project and is not discussed 
anywhere in the document is because that is not the purpose of the project, as is implied by the 
comment. 

B.21-37 Section B.3.1 of the Draft EIR/EIS does not refer to the ANF Management Plan, so the nature of 
this comment is unclear. The Forest Plan includes a utility corridor across the portion of the ANF 
where the proposed Project is located. As indicated in Section A.5.2 and various other places in the 
Draft EIR/EIS, amendments to the Forest Plan would be required to approve the proposed Project 
or any of the alternatives, including Alternative 5. 

B.21-38 Although avoidance of NFS lands is not a purpose of the project, as analysis shows throughout the 
document, Alternative 5 would reduce certain significant impacts of the proposed Project. Please 
see Section D.5 in the EIR/EIS and Table ES-3 in the Executive Summary. 

B.21-39 Alternative 5 was designed in large part to avoid impacts to NFS lands. With the ANF Land 
Management Plan and ANF Fire Management Plan in implementation, it is anticipated that the 
future benefits identified in the document would be realized. 

B.21-40 Based on the ANF Fire Management Plan and Land Management Plan, it is anticipated that under 
Alternative 5, as described under Criterion FIRE3 in Section C.7.10.2, ANF would take the 
opportunity to remove the 66-kV transmission line and utilize Del Sur Ridge and the NFSROW for 
prescribed burning as a part of their overall fire prevention activities. The removal of the 66-kV 
transmission line would also benefit MIS species. 

B.21-41 Abandonment of fuel breaks is not part of the project analyzed in the EIR/EIS. Furthermore, the 
EIR/EIS preparers are not aware of any plans to abandon existing fuel breaks. Please refer to the 
response to Comment B.21-40 regarding anticipated benefits to fire-fighting activities and MIS 
species. 

B.21-42 Please refer to the discussion of Impact B-27 in Section C.3, Biological Resources, for details 
regarding the effects on MIS species. 

B.21-43 Please refer to Criteria FIRE2 and FIRE3 in Section C.7.10.2 for an analysis of the impacts of 
Alternative 5 on wildfire, fire suppression, fire prevention, and firefighter and community safety. 

B.21-44 Please refer to General Response GR-4 regarding alternatives identification, screening, and analysis 
and Appendix 1, Alternatives Screening Report, Section 3.3.5 regarding Alternative 5. 

B.21-45 The permit status of the existing 66-kV line across NFS lands is a separate matter and the proposed 
Project does not resolve this issue. 

 The purpose of the Project is not to solve the potential overloading problem on lines between 
Antelope and Vincent substations. This problem is an existing constraint that influences the routing 
of power south of Vincent Substation. The Antelope-Pardee Project avoids this capacity problem, 
but does not address or resolve it. SCE has separate transmission upgrades planned to resolve the 
capacity issue between the Antelope and Vincent substations. 
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 The proposed Project is not intended to address issues associated with Antelope-Mesa line. SCE has 
separate transmission upgrades planned to address this issue. The Antelope-Pardee Project avoids 
exacerbating capacity problems associated with the Antelope-Mesa line, but does not resolve this 
problem. 

 As stated in Section A.3.1 of the EIR/EIS, implementation of additional SPS is not a viable option 
and is not supported by the California ISO. Hence the need for system upgrades, such as the 
proposed Project, to provide additional capacity and enhance reliability. 

 As indicated in Sections A.2 and A.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the proposed Project is needed to 
provide transmission capacity for near-term wind energy projects in the Tehachapi and Antelope 
Valley areas. The PdV Wind Energy Project is the most likely candidate to be the first such project 
in service and, therefore, utilize the transmission capacity provided by the proposed Project. 

 

B.21-46 The Project would provide a new “pathway” for electricity to flow by providing a new transmission 
line between the Antelope Substation and the Pardee Substation. The final routing for this 
“pathway” is not limited to existing ROWs or utility corridors as asserted by the commenter. The 
alternatives considered, which are presented in the Alternatives Screening Report located in 
Appendix 1, include a broad range of alternatives such as minor routing adjustments to SCE’s 
proposed 500-kV project route; entirely different transmission line routes, including alternatives that 
would not cross NFS lands to meet Forest Service direction (FSM Section 2703); alternative voltage 
concepts, such as 220-kV and double-circuit transmission lines; and alternative system designs, such 
as underground transmission lines. 

B.21-47 Alternative 5 was designed, in large part, to avoid impacts to NFS lands. Consequently, the analysis 
identifies benefits to NFS lands resulting from the implementation of Alternative 5. As Table ES-2, 
Summary Comparison Components of the Proposed Project and Alternatives on National Forest 
System Lands, looks specifically at impacts on NFS lands, it could appear that the analysis of 
Alternative 5 is weighted. The information in Table ES-3, however, is simply a summary of the 
conclusions taken from the analyses in the document. As the impact analyses for the proposed 
Project and alternatives were compared separately to the existing conditions to determine the extent 
of impacts, instead of each other, any perceived weighting or bias towards Alternative 5 is an 
artifact of the independent analyses and is not intentional. 

B.21-48 Any existing disturbance is treated as the existing conditions and impacts to disturbed and 
undisturbed areas are analyzed accordingly. Please note that there is relatively little utility-related 
disturbance in the existing Utility Corridor as it only contains a single-circuit 66-kV line that has 
been in place for many decades. Most of the existing Utility Corridor consists of undisturbed 
habitat. 

B.21-49 As described in the response to Comment B.21-48 above, there is relatively little existing 
disturbance in the existing designated Utility Corridor.. The corridor contains existing 66-kV towers 
with very little disturbed area around them (the area around and under the towers has revegetated 
over the decades), access roads (most spur roads no longer exist), and the Bouquet Canyon quarry. 
A description of existing habitat conditions along the proposed Project route (which is located in the 
Utility Corridor) is presented in Section C.3.1.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 
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B.21-50 The analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS found no significant fire prevention or fire suppression 
advantages to the proposed Project and Alternatives 1 through 4 over Alternative 5. Thinning of 
vegetation can also be accomplished for much of the route of Alternative 5, including the substantial 
natural areas managed by the Forest Service, BLM, and the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy. 
Similarly, controlled burns remain an option for Alternative 5. Access to the area would be 
improved with the implementation of Alternative 5, and would provide the opportunity to 
established, improved fuel breaks, assembly areas, and helipads. 

B.21-51 Impacts and perspectives were analyzed equally, regardless of land ownership. As stated in Section 
C.15.1.1 on page C.15-2:  

“Observer positions were analyzed for their potential to display typical or worst-case visual 
effects of the Project to the scenic and aesthetic landscape. From dozens of potential 
observer positions, and in consultation with CPUC and Forest Service personnel, 14 
locations were selected as Key Observation Positions (KOPs) for detailed analysis of the 
Project, and 14 additional KOPs were selected for detailed analysis of alternatives. KOPs 
were established at significant viewpoints, regardless of whether they were located on 
private or public lands.” 

The numbers of visual impacts is displayed in Table C.15-21, Table D.4-14, Table ES-6, and Table 
ES-10. In all of these tables, Alternative 5 is shown to have the highest quantity of significant (Class 
I) visual impacts, commensurate with its increased length. 

B.21-52 Please see the responses to Comments B.9-6 and B.21-16. Impacts to the Veluzat Motion Picture 
Ranch associated with the proposed Project and Alternatives 1 through 3 would result from the 500-
kV transmission line running adjacent to the Veluzat Motion Picture Ranch, in immediate proximity 
to Ranch activities. Alternative 5, however, would be approximately one mile away from Vasquez 
Rocks. While a significant visual impact to views from Vasquez Rocks was identified in Impact V-
25 in Section C.15.10.2 of the Visual Resources section, it is unclear how the transmission line in 
Alternative 5 would affect media production as cameras would have to be filming in the direction of 
residential housing away from Vasquez Rocks for the transmission line to be in view. Additionally, 
it is unclear how the transmission line would affect other media production in the Agua Dulce area. 

B.21-53 The analysis and comparison of Alternative 5 with the proposed Project and other alternatives 
complies with the requirements of NEPA and CEQA. No additional comparison of impacts specific 
to private property is necessary at this time. 

B.21-54 Conclusions presented in the Draft EIR/EIS are based on the analyses described in Sections C.2 
through C.15. Project objectives are stated in Sections A.2 and A.3 (see the response to Comment 
B.21-45 above). Socioeconomic effects are described in Section C.12 and firefighting impacts are 
described in Section C.7 and Section D. Please note that the EIR/EIS does not indicate that 
Alternative 5 is the environmentally superior alternative, nor does the EIR/EIS endorse Alternative 
5 or any other alternative. Alternative 5 is presented for the purpose of analyzing a reasonable range 
of alternatives, including a non-NFS alternative. The impacts associated with Alternative 5, 
including numerous identified significant adverse impacts, are described throughout the Draft 
EIR/EIS.  

B.21-55 Please refer to the response to Comment B.21-22 regarding the feasibility of Alternative 5. 
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B.21-56 As discussed in Draft EIR/EIS Section A.3.1 under “Prevention of Overloading of Existing 
Transmission Facilities”, “there is not sufficient capacity in the current transmission grid to 
safeguard the system from overload under increasing renewable power generation and loading. As 
load grows due to increased electrical demand and power is received from other sources of 
generation, transmission overloading would occur in the vicinity of the proposed Project. As 
described above, the Antelope-Mesa 220-kV transmission line could experience thermal overload if 
current power loads are increased, which is expected to occur as southern California’s population 
continues to grow at projected rates.” The assertion that the Antelope-Mesa line is already 
overloaded due to inadequate planning and capital investment does not reflect the nature of the 
transmission planning process nor the reality of a growing need which exceeds existing 
infrastructure. Furthermore, the Antelope-Mesa line would not be “abandoned” following the 
completion of the Project, but rather would be “protected” in so much as the “proposed Project 
would reduce loading on the Antelope-Mesa 220-kV transmission line to within the allowable 
conductor thermal limits”. 

B.21-57 SCE Goal 2 does not specify how a “new pathway to deliver power to load south of Antelope 
Substation from generation facilities located north of Antelope Substation” would be achieved. 

B.21-58 As noted by the commenter, the CPUC’s purpose and objectives as stated in the Draft EIR/EIS 
Section A.3.2 do not “include abandoning NFLROWs”. However, as discussed in General 
Response GR-4, an alternative which does not cross NFS lands (to the extent feasible) was 
considered to meet USDA Forest Service requirements (Forest Service Manual Section 2703). 

B.21-59 Alternative 5 was designed in large part to avoid impacts to the ANF and comply with the ANF 
Forest Land Management Plan and the ANF Fire Management Plan as well as other applicable 
USDA Forest Service policies. The plans, policies, and statutes of the BLM have been reviewed for 
Alternative, in particular for the alternative’s compliance with the California Desert Conservation 
Area Plan and the 2006 California Desert Conservation Area Plan Amendment (West Mojave Plan) 
as described in Section C.9.10.1 of the Land Use and Public Recreation Section. 

B.21-60 As Section ES.1.5, Areas of Controversy and Issues to be Resolved, is a summary of the issues 
identified in scoping process, it cannot be expected to fully illustrate and distinguish all of the issues 
identified in Appendix 2. 

B.21-61 As indicated in the Draft EIR/EIS and in the comment, Alternative 5 is longer than the proposed 
Project, includes more towers than the proposed Project, and affects more private property than the 
proposed Project. These characteristics do not make Alternative 5 unreasonable, nor does the fact 
that Alternative 5 has various impacts that are greater than the proposed Project. Please refer to the 
response to Comment B.21-22 regarding the feasibility of Alternative 5. 

B.21-62 Under the ANF’s plans, the proposed Project and alternatives are limited to the expired Special Use 
Permit. Consequently, the 1,000-foot Saugus Del Sur Utility Corridor mentioned in the comment is 
not discussed. 

B.21-63 Under the ANF’s existing agreement with the Applicant for the 66-kV transmission line, if the line 
is no longer utilized, the line must be removed. Consequently, even for Alternative 5, the 66-kV 
transmission line would be removed if the 500-kV transmission line is installed to replace it. 
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B.21-64 As stated in the response to Comment B.21-45, Alternative 5 is intended to link the Antelope 
Substation and the Pardee Substation with a 500-kV transmission line. The reasons for creating this 
transmission link are described in Sections A.2 and A.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS. It is unclear what 
“sweeping conclusions” the commenter is referencing. Your comments will be shared with the 
decision-makers who are reviewing the Project and alternatives at the USDA Forest Service and the 
CPUC. 

B.21-65 As discussed in Draft EIR/EIS Section A.3.1 under “Compliance with Reliability Planning Criteria” 
it is stated that “SCE is planning a series of upgrades to increase transmission capacity, including 
the proposed Antelope-Pardee 500-kV Transmission Project. Upgrades to the Antelope-Mesa and 
Antelope-Vincent lines are expected in the future to provide further transmission capacity and to 
facilitate planned wind generation north of the Antelope Substation”.  As such, the project, which is 
intended to meet SCE’s goals, does not “avoid upgrading infrastructure” as indicated by the 
commenter. 

As discussed in General Response GR-4, a “reasonable range” of alternatives was considered for 
the Project. Furthermore, the “scenarios” developed for the No Project/Action Alternative provide 
a picture of the entire range of possibilities beyond the Project that are reasonably expected to occur 
if the Project is not approved by the USDA Forest Service and the CPUC. The feasibility and the 
potential for environmental impacts less than, equal to, or worse than SCE’s proposed Project or the 
alternatives presented in the Draft EIR/EIS are unknown. 

B.21-66 Please refer to the response to Comment B.21-22 regarding the feasibility of Alternative 5 and the 
response to Comment B.21-53 regarding a comparison of public to non-public impacts. 

B.21-67 Please refer Sections A.3.3 and A.5.2 of the Introduction for clarification on the need and process 
required for Forest Plan Amendments. 

B.21-68 Please refer to the response to Comment B.21-63 regarding the removal of the 66-kV transmission 
line. 

B.21-69 Table ES-2 is a summary table illustrating the components of the proposed Project and different 
alternatives. Please refer to Section B, Description of Proposed Project/Action and Alternatives, for 
clarification of details on the components of the proposed Project and each alternative. Access roads 
refer to roads needed to provide access to the transmission ROW and such roads often parallel the 
ROW or provide access to various points along the ROW if a parallel road is not possible. Spur 
roads refer to “stub” roads off the main access road that provide access to individual towers. Land 
disturbance estimates include disturbance needed to create new access roads and spur roads, as well 
as tower sites, and temporary construction areas like staging areas and stringing/pulling locations. 
Disturbance estimates vary for each alternative based on existing availability of adequate access, 
number of towers and construction sites, and construction methods, including the use of helicopter 
construction. 

B.21-70 Please refer to Sections C.11, C.12, and C.14 for details on the impacts of the proposed Project and 
alternatives on Public Services, Socioeconomics, and Utilities and Service Systems respectively. As 
found in these sections, no key issues or differences between the proposed Project and the 
alternatives were identified and the comment does not indicate what differences may exist, which 
prevents a more specific response. 
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B.21-71 While Alternative 5 traverses a greater distance, this does not mean that this alternative necessarily 
traverse more geological, hydrological, and biological habitat types. Analysis in the document found 
that Alternatives 3 and 4 would have the potential to affect a greater number of environmental 
resources by traversing NFS lands than Alternative 5’s route predominately off NFS land. 

B.21-72 Although the removal of the 66-kV transmission line and avoidance of Del Sur Ridge is not a 
project goal, it would result in benefits, particularly to fire prevention and fire suppression 
activities. Consequently, it is listed as a benefit. Please refer to the responses to Comments B.21-40 
and B.21-41 regarding the ANF utilizing Del Sur Ridge for fire prevention and fire suppression 
activities. 

B.21-73 Please refer to the response to Comment B.21-52 regarding the speculative nature of analyzing the 
impacts of Alternative 5 on media production. 

B.21-74 Please see the responses to Comments B.9-6, B.21-16, and B-21-52. 

B.21-75 Please refer to General Response GR-2 regarding property acquisition and compensation. 

B.21-76 Please refer to the analyses of the proposed Project and alternatives in Sections C.2 through C.15 
for details on the Cumulative Impacts and Indirect Effects resulting from the proposed Project and 
alternatives. 

B.21-77 Based on the potential impacts and benefits to sensitive plants and wildlife that have the potential to 
occur both on NFS lands and non-NFS land, Alternative 5 was determined to provide the least 
potential for impacts to biological resources. As such, this alternative is preferred from a biological 
perspective. Section C.3, Biological Resources, provides specific details on the overall biological 
resources of the proposed Project and alternatives. 

B.21-78 The implementation of Alternative 5 would result in the location of transmission lines in areas that 
are less likely to be utilized by the California condor. In addition, the removal of the existing 66 kV 
transmission lines from NFS lands may also reduce the potential for large raptors to strike the lines 
during inclement weather. The Draft EIR/EIS clearly states that this “may” result in beneficial 
impacts to Condors, if present, as this species is most susceptible to line strikes. The document does 
not suggest that this will occur. B.21-79 The commenter is incorrect in their assumption that 
the phrase “habitats characterized by greater disturbance” is an unproven qualitative assumption. 
Biological reconnaissance surveys of the proposed Project and alternatives were conducted by 
experienced biologists with expertise in evaluating the quality of habitat at any given location. The 
determination of habitat quality is based on a variety of factors including but not limited to the 
composition of native plant communities; access to large stands of contiguous habitat; the presence 
of exotic plants and/or wildlife; anthropogenic factors, including human disturbance or potential 
barriers to movement; known habitat use by sensitive species; and the presence of sensitive species 
in adjacent habitat. While the total acreage to habitats impacted by the implementation of 
Alternative 5 may be greater when compared to the proposed Project; these impacts would generally 
occur in habitats that provide lower value to wildlife, particularly sensitive species.  In addition, the 
fact that additional habitat types are present in the Alternative 5 alignment does not suggest that 
there would be a corresponding increase in impacts to sensitive species.   

 The use of helicopter construction is not utilized solely to avoid habitat and reduce impacts to 
biological resources. Helicopter construction is often an appropriate construction technique where 
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the proposed tower location occurs in terrain that is steep or inaccessible. However, helicopter 
construction can be utilized to limit the construction of access or spur roads which do reduce 
impacts to habitat.   

B.21-80 This document included analysis only for plans, policies, regulations, and standards that were 
applicable to the project. Please refer to the response to Comment B.18-84 regarding the 
applicability of Community Standard Districts. 

B.21-81 Section C.9.10.2 does not find that impacts resulting from Alternative 5 would be “cured” by pre-
emption, acquisition, or amendment.  Section C.9.10.2 (page C.9-50 of the Draft EIR/EIS) finds 
that “the preclusion of private property and the possible removal of existing residences would create 
significant and unavoidable impacts to residential land uses (Class I).” Please refer to General 
Response GR-2 regarding property acquisition and compensation. 

B.21-82 As described in Section A.5.3 of the Introduction, no amendments to local land use plans and 
ordinances are required because the CPUC has preemptive jurisdiction over the construction, 
maintenance, and operation of SCE facilities in California and the Forest Service has jurisdiction 
over NFS lands. 

B.21-83 Please refer to the response to Comment B.18-84 regarding potential impacts to Supplemental 
Districts/Community Standard Districts. Local regulations and policies are not applicable to the 
proposed Project as the State has exclusive and pre-emptive authority over the permitting of 
transmission lines for investor-owned utilities. 

B.21-84 Please refer to the response to Comment B.18-84 regarding potential impacts to Supplemental 
Districts/Community Standard Districts and the response to Comment B.21-81 regarding the impact 
conclusion for the preclusion of land uses. 

B.21-85 The impacts to VTTM 50385 are acknowledged in the Draft EIR/EIS and that project is included in 
Table B.5.2. Effects on VTTM 50385 are also discussed in Section C.9.10 and C.9.13. Please refer 
to the response to Comment B.21-81 regarding the impact conclusion for the preclusion of land 
uses. Both CEQA and NEPA only require analysis of impacts based on physical conditions in the 
environment at the time the EIR/EIS preparation is initiated. The development associated with 
VTTM 50385 does not currently exist. 

B.21-86 Please refer to the response to Comment B.21-82 regarding amendments to local land use plans and 
ordinances. 

B.21-87 Please refer to the response to Comment B.21-22 regarding the feasibility of Alternative 5. This 
section indicates that Alternative 5 would present the same type of fire risks as the proposed Project, 
but the impacts would be greater due to the longer length of the Alternative 5. Transmission lines do 
not present a high fire risk, and in fact present a lower risk of being the source of a fire than lower 
voltage transmission lines (please see the response to Comment B.13-5). 

B.21-88 Please refer to the response to Comment B.21-33 regarding the analysis of impacts to property 
values and General Response GR-1 regarding potential effects on property values. 

B.21-89 Please refer to the response to Comment B.11-38. It is not necessary to prepare visual simulations 
from all the locations suggested in the comment in order to provide an analysis of the visual impacts 
of the transmission line. The visual impacts can be adequately characterized with fewer simulations 
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as was done in the Draft EIR/EIS. The purpose of the simulations is to help determine if the effects 
on visual resources are significant, and the Draft EIR/EIS concluded that such impacts would be 
significant. Additional simulations are not necessary for the purposes of the EIR/EIS analysis. 
Please see the responses to Comments B.9-6 and B.21-16. Your comments will be forwarded to the 
decision-makers at the CPUC and USDA Forest Service. 

B.21-90 As a combination of Alternatives 2 and 4 were found to be the environmentally preferred 
alternative, it is unclear from the comment how the analysis is biased toward the selection of 
Alternative 5 as the environmentally preferred alternative.  

B.21-91 Please refer to Section D.1 for clarification on why an environmentally preferred alternative is 
identified. 

B.21-92 Please refer to the response to Comment B.21-22 regarding the feasibility of Alternative 5. 

B.21-93 It is unclear from the comment why there are no reasonable alternatives for this project. The USDA 
Forest Service has the prerogative to identify the environmentally preferred alternative in the Final 
EIR/EIS and has chosen to do this. The public review period for the Draft EIR/EIS exceeds the 
requirements of both CEQA and NEPA. The Draft EIR/EIS was made available for public review 
on July 24, 2006, and the Federal Register notice was published in August 4, 2006. On September 
13, the CPUC and the Forest Service formally extended the public review period for the Draft 
EIR/EIS to October 3, 2006. The total length of the public review period was 72 days. 

B.21-94 Please refer to the response to Comment B.21-22 regarding the feasibility of Alternative 5. 


