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Response to Comment Set DD.2: Santa Clarita Public Meeting (August 29th, 
6:30PM) 

DD.2-1 Please see General Response GR-1 regarding the Project’s potential effect on local property values 
and General Response GR-2 for a discussion of property acquisition. 

DD.2-2 Thank you for submitting your concerns regarding Alternative 5. Your comment will be shared with 
the decision-makers who are reviewing the Project and alternatives at the USDA Forest Service and 
the CPUC. 

DD.2-3 Please see General Response GR-3 regarding potential health hazards associated with EMF 
exposure.  

DD.2-4 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. Your concerns will be shared with the decision-makers who are reviewing 
the Project and alternatives at the USDA Forest Service and the CPUC.  

DD.2-5 As discussed in Section B.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS, and in General Response GR-4, a range of 
alternatives were identified through the scoping process. The use of High Voltage Direct Current 
(HVDC) transmission was not a consideration for this Project because for overhead and 
underground transmission lines HVDC systems are very similar to High Voltage Alternating 
Current (HVAC) transmission lines.  

 To meet the Project need would require an HVDC line in the 250 kV DC range, which would use 
lattice support structures or multiple underground cable ductbanks similar to the other alternatives 
evaluated for the HVAC line. Furthermore, HVDC transmission lines are substantially different in 
terms of the additional AC-DC converter station facilities that are required at each end of an HVDC 
transmission line. In addition, HVDC transmission lines are significantly different from an 
operating standpoint creating some questions for integrating an HVDC line into the transmission 
network in a way to reliably meet the Project need.  

 In view of the additional construction and impacts associated with AC-DC converter station facilities 
and the similarity of the overhead support structures or underground cable ductbanks to HVAC 
lines, an HVDC alternative does not warrant further consideration. 

DD.2-6 Please see General Response GR-3 regarding potential health hazards associated with EMF 
exposure. 

DD.2-7 The supply and quality of water resources, including in the Leona Valley, would not be significantly 
affected by the proposed Project or an alternative. As discussed in Section C.8 (Hydrology and 
Water Quality) of the EIR/EIS, implementation of the proposed Project or an alternative is not 
expected to significantly interfere with groundwater supply and recharge (Criterion HYD2), or with 
existing surface water drainage patterns (Criterion HYD3). If the proposed Project or an alternative 
is approved, the required implementation of mitigation measures during construction and operation 
would ensure protection of water resources.  

 As discussed in Section C.5 (Geology, Soils, and Paleontology), minor changes in topography 
associated with the project (Impact G-3) are not expected to be significant. Implementation of the 
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required Mitigation Measures G-2 (Minimization of Soil Erosion) and B-1a (Provide 
Restoration/Compensation for Impacts to Native Vegetation Communities) would additionally avoid 
potential impacts to surface water runoff resulting from topographic changes. 

 There is a potential for construction of the proposed Project or an alternative to affect local runoff 
patterns through the introduction of new infrastructure and impervious areas. Any impacts to 
surface water runoff from the construction of new impervious areas (such as access roads and 
transmission towers) would be less than significant for the proposed Project and Alternatives 2 
through 5. For Alternative 1, Mitigation Measure H-5 (Permeability of Ground Cover) would be 
implemented to ensure that any potential impacts to runoff would be less than significant.  

DD.2-8 The supply and quality of water resources, including groundwater, would not be significantly 
affected by the proposed Project or an alternative. As discussed in Section C.8 (Hydrology and 
Water Quality) of the Draft EIR/EIS, implementation of the proposed Project or an alternative is not 
expected to significantly interfere with groundwater supply and recharge (Criterion HYD2). In 
addition, best management practices used during construction and operation would protect the 
quality of groundwater resources. If the proposed Project or an alternative is approved, the required 
implementation of mitigation measures during construction and operation would ensure protection of 
surface water and groundwater quality and supply. The project would not affect the ability of Leona 
Valley residents to grow organic fruits and vegetables.  

DD.2-9 Structures used to support transmission lines such as would be used for the proposed Project and 
alternatives would not create a danger to the public, including children, through physical contact. 
Please see Section C.6 (Public Health and Safety) of the Draft EIR/EIS for a discussion of potential 
health and safety risks associated with the proposed Project.  

DD.2-10 If the photographs of existing landscape conditions show vacant lands, it is because the view across 
these existing vacant lands provided excellent observation of landscapes that would be affected by 
construction and operation of a new 500-kV transmission line. As described in Section C.15.1.1, 
photographs used in the EIR/EIS were taken from vantage points called key observation positions 
(KOPs). Each KOP was carefully selected to display the typical or worst-case view from major 
travel routes or use areas that provide visual access to affected landscapes. From dozens of potential 
observer positions, and in consultation with CPUC and Forest Service personnel, 14 locations were 
selected as KOPs for detailed analysis of the proposed Project, and 14 additional KOPs were 
selected for detailed analysis of alternatives.  

DD.2-11 If construction of the proposed Project or an alternative would require that areas of land currently 
used for agricultural purposes be permanently precluded from such land use, this change would be 
isolated to areas immediately within the utility corridor. 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 due to the 
erection of new structures within the alternative ROW. Because SCE has not conducted construction 
or final alignment and design studies for Alternative 5, the Draft EIR/EIS does not indicate the 
precise areas that would require restricted land use. However, the construction of Alternative 5 
would not result in the removal of entire orchards, including those located throughout Leona Valley. 

DD.2-12 Please see General Response GR-1 regarding the Project’s potential effect on local property values 
and General Response GR-2 for a discussion of property acquisition. 
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DD.2-13 Thank you for submitting your concerns regarding Alternative 5. Please see Section C.6 (Public 
Health and Safety) and Section C.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR/EIS for 
detailed discussions of potential health and safety issues and water quality impacts associated with 
the proposed Project and alternatives. As discussed above in Response to Comment DD.2-8, the 
supply and quality of water resources, including groundwater, would not be significantly affected by 
the proposed Project or an alternative. Best management practices used during construction and 
operation would protect the quality of groundwater resources. Section C.15 (Visual Resources) of 
the Draft EIR/EIS provides a detailed discussion of the potential visual impacts associated with the 
proposed Project and alternatives. Please see General Response GR-3 regarding potential health 
hazards associated with EMF exposure. Your concerns will be shared with the decision-makers who 
are reviewing the Project and alternatives at the USDA Forest Service and the CPUC. 

DD.2-14 Please see General Response GR-1 regarding the Project’s potential effect on local property values 
and General Response GR-2 for a discussion of property acquisition. 

DD.2-15 Thank you for expressing your concerns regarding Alternative 5. Potential impacts associated with 
earthquakes are discussed in Section C.5 (Geology, Soils, and Paleontology) of the Draft EIR/EIS. 
Your comment regarding dangers associated with earthquakes is consistent with the findings of the 
Draft EIR/EIS. As discussed in Section C.5, Criterion GEO5 (Earthquake-Related Ground Rupture) 
and Criterion GEO6 (Damage Related to Earthquake Induced Phenomena), the implementation of 
required mitigation measures would ensure that any potential damage to or from project 
infrastructure as a result of earthquakes or other earth movement would be less than significant.  

 As described in Section C.8.1.2, a 100-year floodplain, or Flood Hazard Area, is an area of land 
that has a one percent chance of being inundated by a flood in any given year. Alternative 5 could 
create a flood hazard through the placement of permanent aboveground structures in a Flood Hazard 
Area. However, 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 any potential impacts associated with the placement of transmission 
towers in Flood Hazard Areas, such as those described in Section C.8.1, would be less than 
significant. 

DD.2-16 Section B.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS describes the facilities, construction, and limitations associated 
with an underground 500 kV transmission line. Installation of an underground transmission line 
along the Alternative 5 route is technically infeasible considering the mountainous terrain and the 
technical limitations to installing 500-kV conductor underground on steep slopes. To utilize 
underground transmission on shorter segments of Alternative 5 would require construction of 
transition stations at each end of the underground segment resulting in additional facilities on 2 -3 
acres with associated ground disturbance and the visual impact depicted in Fig B.4-8 of the 
EIR/EIS. In addition the cost of undergrounding the transmission line, at a rate approximately 5-10 
times greater than overhead construction, could be cost prohibitive (economically not feasible). 
Please also see General Response GR-6 regarding underground construction. 

DD.2-17 Thank you for submitting your concerns regarding Alternative 5. Your concerns will be shared with 
the decision-makers who are reviewing the Project and alternatives and the alternatives at the USDA 
Forest Service and the CPUC. 
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DD.2-18 Please see Section C.15 of the Draft EIR/EIS for a discussion of visual impacts. Specifically, please 
refer to KOPs 12 and 13 which provide discussions, photographs of existing conditions, and visual 
simulations of the proposed Project in the vicinity of the Belcaro development. As noted in that 
section, the proposed Project would replace existing single-circuit lattice steel towers with taller, 
double-circuit lattice steel towers. Suggested mitigation for visual resources includes the 
recommendation to substitute tubular steel poles for lattice steel towers in the vicinity of Belcaro. 

DD.2-19 Please see Section C.10 (Noise) of the Draft EIR/EIS for a discussion of potential impacts related to 
noise, in association with the proposed Project and alternatives. Thank you for submitting your 
concerns regarding corona noise. Your concerns will be shared with the decision-makers who are 
reviewing the Project and alternatives at the USDA Forest Service and the CPUC. 

DD.2-20 Please see Responses to Comments D.10 (responses to Brian Smith’s August 29, 2006 Public 
Meeting Comments sheet). 

 


