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Response to Comment Set E.1:  Applicant – Global Comments 

E.1-1 The Lead Agencies believe that Section A (Introduction) of the Draft EIR/EIS adequately describes 
that the purpose of the project is to support planned wind energy projects. Section A also describes 
the State’s goals for development of renewable energy and the potential for wind generation in the 
Tehachapi region. The Draft EIR/EIS also clearly states that SCE filed the application for the 
project with the CPUC based on Ordering Paragraph No. 8 of Decision 04-06-010. 

 The Lead Agencies acknowledge the project is not necessarily being constructed to specifically 
serve any particular wind energy project. Both CEQA and NEPA require analysis of indirect 
impacts. Indirect impacts refer to effects that are an indirect consequence of implementation of the 
proposed Project. Because the Antelope-Pardee Transmission Project would facilitate the 
development of wind energy projects, the impacts of such projects can be considered an indirect 
consequence of the proposed transmission project. While the Antelope-Pardee project is being 
proposed in response to planned wind energy development, the Lead Agencies have chosen to 
consider the wind energy projects that would be served by the proposed Project to be an indirect 
consequence of the proposed Project, particularly because the Project has been proposed in advance 
of the implementation of anticipated wind energy projects. This is conservative position in favor of 
full disclosure consistent with the spirit of CEQA and NEPA. Because the PdV Wind Energy 
Project is the only wind project for which specific information exists at this time, it is the primary 
focus of the indirect effects analysis in the EIR/EIS. The impacts of other unknown and unspecified 
wind energy projects that may be served by the proposed Project in the future could also be 
considered to be indirect effects resulting from the proposed Project; however, no specific 
information is available on any other wind energy projects that would allow them to be analyzed at 
this time. Please note that SCE is not responsible for implementing the mitigation measures 
presented in the EIR/EIS for the PdV Wind Energy Project and the Lead Agencies have no 
authority to enforce these measures. The environmental review of the PdV Wind Energy Project 
will be conducted by Kern County and the mitigation measures for that project presented in the 
EIR/EIS are available for the County to consider for impacts they determine to be significant. 

E.1-2 Please see detailed responses to Comment Set E.18 which address Visual Resources. 

E.1-3 It is not necessary for the EIR/EIS to name all locations or identify individual property owners that 
would be affected by an alternative. The route maps and written descriptions of Alternative 5 
provide the necessary information about the location of Alternative 5 and the impact analysis 
provides information about the impacts that would be expected to occur along the route of 
Alternative 5. Noise impacts are adequately analyzed and described in the EIR/EIS, even if Agua 
Dulce and the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy aren’t specifically named. 

 Again, it is not necessary for the EIR/EIS to specifically identify every place and feature along each 
alternative route, including the names of every street in the vicinity of the route. Even if all street 
names or other features in the vicinity are not specifically listed, the EIR/EIS adequately describes 
anticipated impacts that are expected to occur in the vicinity of the route. 

 Visual, construction, traffic, air quality, and socioeconomic impacts are analyzed in the EIR/EIS 
and at the same level of detail for all alternatives. This comment does not provide enough specificity 
to allow a more detailed response. 
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E.1-4 Please see detailed responses to Comment Set E.18 which address Visual Resources. 

E.1-5 Please refer to the response to Comment E.10-14 regarding mitigation requiring de-energization of 
transmission lines. 

E.1-6 The Draft EIR/EIS adequately covers the intent of this comment in the air quality section (Section 
C.2.10) and appendix (Appendix 3) and the comparison of alternatives section discussion for air 
quality (Section D.4.1). The air quality analysis performed on all of the alternatives was based on 
the construction assumptions determined, in most cases without requested information from SCE 
regarding these alternatives, for each alterative that included the construction schedule assumptions. 
The emission estimates were completed for comparison with the significance criteria which included 
CEQA daily emissions criteria for the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) 
and Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District (AVAQMD), maximum daily single 
construction spread emissions (SCAQMD Localized Significance Criteria), and maximum annual 
emissions for comparison with General Conformity applicability thresholds for both the South Coast 
Air Basin (SCAB) and Mojave Desert Air Basin (MDAB). For Alternative 5 it was assumed that the 
construction schedule would be three months longer (Table B-4-23, p. B-114) than the proposed 
project, not ten months longer as noted by SCE in this comment. It was assumed, as part of the 
three month increase in construction schedule for Alternative 5, that the worst case daily 
construction activities (i.e., maximum number and types of construction spreads) would be the same 
as those calculated for the proposed project. The annual emission estimates for Alternative 5 
included more towers being constructed in the worst case year (for Alternative 5 the worst case 
construction year is 2008), and the higher annual emissions for Alternative 5 were clearly provided 
in the air quality analysis. The resulting increase in maximum annual air pollutant emissions in 2008 
were provided both in Table C2-24 and in Appendix 3. It is true as noted in this comment that 
Alternative 5 would also have incrementally higher total air pollutant emissions (all construction 
years totaled), and while project total emissions were not calculated the alternative comparisons for 
air quality (p. D-6, D-13 and D14) clearly note the increased total air pollutant emission that would 
result from Alternative 5 and rank Alternative 5 as the second worst alternative in respect to air 
quality impacts. 

E.1-7 As the route for Alternative 5 has not been finalized, the exact number of homes that would need to 
be acquired for this route has not been determined. The analysis of this impact in Section C.9.10.2, 
however, acknowledges that the acquisition and removal of these homes would be a significant and 
unavoidable impact that cannot be mitigated to be a less-than-significant level. 

E.1-8 Thank you for your comments. SCE is well aware to the meteorological conditions in the area of 
Alternative 5. Based on prior experience in this area, as noted in your comment, SCE would design 
towers to handle these “severe” conditions. 

E.1-9 This global comment does not provide enough specificity to permit a response. Responses will be 
provided to the Specific Comments referenced in the comment. 

E.1-10 The cumulative impact analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS is structured around the concept that individual 
impacts may not be significant by themselves, but could be significant when combined with similar 
effects of other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future projects. Both short-term and long-
term effects have the potential to result in cumulative impacts. For instance, noise or traffic 
generated by project construction could temporarily combine with the noise and traffic impacts of 
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other projects resulting in cumulative impact. Impacts are not considered insignificant just because 
they are temporary. Temporary cumulative impacts do not undergo a different type of analysis just 
because they are temporary in nature. 

 Established significance criteria for cumulative impacts generally do not exist. There are many 
practical difficulties associated with the concept of significance criteria for cumulative impacts and, 
therefore, most lead agencies and resources agencies have not been able to establish any workable 
significance criteria for cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts are often identified based on 
judgment and reason. For instance, if past projects have already significantly degraded a particular 
resource in an area, then additional project impacts to that resource would inevitably contribute to a 
significant cumulative impact. This does not necessarily mean an individual project’s contribution to 
that cumulative impact is substantial or significant, but that the combined effect is significant. The 
significance conclusions in the EIR/EIS are based on the cumulative effect, which includes the 
combined effect of all past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, not the proposed 
Project’s contribution to that effect. 

 The cumulative effect associated with Impact H-2 cited in the comment is not speculative. Instead, it 
is pre-cautionary and reflects the fact that even one accidental release is significant and, therefore, 
an additional accidental release in the same water body or a combined downstream water body 
would be cumulatively significant. Based on the numerous other construction projects identified in 
EIR/EIS that are located in the same watersheds and are planned to occur at the same time as 
construction of the proposed Project, there is a real potential for this type of cumulative impact to 
occur and if it did occur it would be considered significant. The commenter is correct that these 
accidental releases would presumably need to occur close together in time. The remoteness of the 
possibility of two accidental releases suggested by the commenter is debatable. If these types of 
impacts are remote possibilities, then why are several regional, State, and federal agencies (e.g., 
SWRCB, RWQCB, EPA, DTSC) concerned with these impacts and why are so many permitting 
procedures in place to try to prevent accidental releases from affecting water quality?  It is also 
worth noting that past and present projects have already had an adverse effect on downstream water 
quality and that any addition to that effect, even if small and temporary, would contribute to a 
significant adverse cumulative condition. 

 The Lead Agencies believe the cumulative impact significance conclusions in the Draft EIR/EIS are 
correct. 

E.1-11 The removal of the existing 66-kV line was considered part of the proposed Project Description, 
because this activity was included in SCE’s Proponents Environmental Assessment and Application 
to the CPUC as part of the proposed Project. Based on the fact that the removal of the 66-kV line is 
considered part of the Project, this was assumed as an activity that would occur for all of the Project 
alternatives, and was therefore analyzed in the Draft EIR/EIS. The inclusion of the removal of the 
existing 66-kV line in the description and analyses of alternatives ensures that the impacts of such 
removal are addressed in the event that removal does occur. 

E.1-12 The Lead Agencies acknowledge that all stated impacts may not occur. However, based on the 
analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS, the Lead Agencies believe there is a realistic possibility that each 
identified impact could occur if the proposed Project or one of the alternatives is implemented. 
CEQA requires that an EIR analyze the potential adverse environmental impacts of a project and 
reach a conclusion as to the level of significance of each of these impacts. Furthermore, the courts 
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have held that findings which indicate that something “could” occur are insufficient and that there 
must be an effort to quantify such findings and conclude that an effect “would” or “would be 
likely” to occur (see Dolan v. City of Tigard (1994) 512 U.S. 374, 395-396). In some cases, the 
Lead Agencies erred on the side of caution in indicating that an impact would occur in order to 
avoid understating an impact or under emphasizing its potential significance. 


