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Response to Comment Set C.166: Marcy Watton 

C.166-1 Please see General Response GR-5 regarding the Project’s noticing procedures and review period. 
On September 13, the CPUC and the Forest Service formally extended the public review period for 
the Draft EIR/EIS to October 3, 2006. 

C.166-2 Please see the response to Comment B.12-2 regarding the Antelope Transmission Project, Segments 
2 and 3 being a separate project from the Antelope-Pardee 500-kV Transmission Project (Segment 
1). This comment presumes that Alternative 5 would be chosen by the Lead Agencies (USDA 
Forest Service and CPUC) for the Antelope-Pardee 500-kV Transmission Project and Alternative 4 
would be chosen by the CPUC (Lead Agency) for the ATP 2 and 3 Project, which is unknown at 
this time.  

C.166-3 As discussed in Section C.9.10.2, the majority of land uses that would be restricted as a result of 
Alternative 5 would be the erection of new structures within the alternative ROW. However, given 
that SCE has not conducted construction or final alignment and design studies for Alternative 5, the 
EIR/EIS has assumed that the removal of one or more homes may occur. Alternative 5 would not 
result in the displacement of a significant portion of the families in the Leona Valley or Agua Dulce 
communities. 

C.166-4 Please see General Response GR-3 regarding potential EMF impacts. 

C.166-5 As discussed in Section C.10.10.2, corona noise would result in identical less than significant noise 
impacts for Alternative 5 as the proposed Project. 

C.166-6 As discussed in Draft EIR/EIS Section C.2.10.2, construction of the proposed Project would result 
in short-term construction related air quality impacts that are considered a significant and 
unavoidable impact of Alternative.5. Your concerns will be shared with the decision-makers who 
are reviewing the Project and alternatives at the USDA Forest Service and the CPUC. 

C.166-7 As discussed in Draft EIR/EIS Section C.13.10.2, temporary closure of roads along the proposed 
Alternative 5 route would be less than significant with proposed mitigation measures.   

C.166-8 As discussed in Draft EIR/EIS Section B.4.5, Alternative 5 would not create permitted recreational 
facilities. As described for Impact R-4 in Section C.9, Mitigation Measure R-4 (Permanent Closure 
and Re-vegetation of Construction Roads) would be implemented to prevent unmanaged recreation 
(e.g., illegal OHV use). This mitigation measure states that “access roads built and re-opened for 
construction of the Project, which are not part of the Forest System roads, shall be blocked from 
vehicle access and rehabilitated to a near natural condition.” 

C.166-9 We recognize that Alternative 5 would constrain the ability to aggressively fight a wildland fire in 
the vicinity of the route, and would create additional fire risks to inhabited areas such as Leona 
Valley and Agua Dulce (see discussion in Section D.5). Your concerns will be shared with the 
decision-makers who are reviewing the Project and alternatives at the USDA Forest Service and the 
CPUC. 

C.166-10 Please see General Response GR-1 regarding potential effects on property values. 
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C.166-11 As discussed in Draft EIR/EIS Section C.3.10.2, the construction and operation of Alternative 5 
would result in less than significant impacts with mitigation incorporated to both wildlife habitat and 
species along the Alternative 5 route.   

C.166-12 As discussed in Draft EIR/EIS Section C.8.10, the construction and operation of Alternative 5 
would result in less than significant impacts to water quality and available groundwater.   

C.166-13 As discussed in Section C.5.10.2, damage related to earthquake induced phenomena would be less 
than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

C.166-14 As discussed in Draft EIR/EIS Section C.3.10.2, the construction and operation of Alternative 5 
would result in less than significant impacts with mitigation incorporated to both wildlife habitat and 
species along the Alternative 5 route.   

C.166-15 As discussed in Draft EIR/EIS Section C.9.10.2, Alternative 5 would result in a permanent loss of 
recreational areas. Your concerns will be shared with the decision-makers who are reviewing the 
Project and alternatives at the USDA Forest Service and the CPUC. 

C.166-16 As discussed in Section C.9.10.2, the majority of land uses that would be restricted as a result of 
Alternative 5 would be the erection of new structures within the alternative ROW. However, given 
that SCE has not conducted construction or final alignment and design studies for Alternative 5, the 
EIR/EIS has assumed that the removal of one or more homes may occur. Alternative 5 would not 
result in the displacement of a significant portion of the families in the Leona Valley or Agua Dulce 
communities. 

C.166-17 Please see General Response GR-1 regarding potential effects on property values. 

 


