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Response to Comment Set B.15:  Agua Dulce Town Council 

B.15-1 Thank you for submitting your opinion and comments regarding Alternative 5. These will be shared 
with the decision-makers who are reviewing the Project and alternatives at the USDA Forest Service 
and the CPUC. 

B.15-2 Your comments are consistent with the findings of the Draft EIR/EIS. Please see General Response 
GR-2 regarding property acquisition. 

B.15-3 Consistency with land use plans, polices, and regulations for Alternative 5 are discussed in Section 
C.9.10.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS. It was determined that Alternative 5 would not conflict with land 
use plans, policies, and regulations. 

B.15-4 Thank you for your comments regarding the airpark located in Agua Dulce. The Traffic and 
Transportation Section C.13 will be updated to analyze the impacts of Alternative 5 on the airpark 
(Impact T-8). As discussed in Section C.13.10.2 for Alternative 5, under “Adverse Effects to 
Aviation Activities (Criterion TRA11),” SCE would be required to submit FAA Form 7460-1, 
Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration, to the Manager of the FAA Air Traffic Division for 
review and approval of this alternative route. Adherence to FAA guidelines would ensure that 
operation of the alternative would not cause a significant impact to aviation activities. 

B.15-5 Impacts related to trails along Alternative 5 are discussed in EIR/EIS Section C.9.10.  Transmission 
lines located along or crossing trails would not preclude the use of these trails for equestrian 
activities, as the required clearance for the transmission cables would not prevent a horse and rider 
from passing beneath.  Furthermore, in “Transmission Line Studies Priest Rapids Project FERC 
No. 2114 Final Report” prepared for the Public Utility District No. 2 of Grant County, 
Washington, in April 2001 by Duke Engineering & Services (available at 
www.gcpud.org/relicensing/applications/ Disk%203/Technical%20Appendices/E5-
Wildlife%20and%20Botanical%20Resources/E5B_Trans_ Line_FLA.pdf), a review of available 
literature on the effects of exposure to electromagnetic radiation (EMF) on wildlife was conducted. 
Within this document, Section 3.3 explains that “Mammals and birds are often attracted to 
transmission line rights-of-way for the different foraging vegetation types available (Lee et al. 
1996)… During observations of large mammal interactions under a 500-kV transmission line in 
Idaho, Goodwin (1975, as cited in Lee et. al. 1996) found no visible effects of the electric and 
magnetic fields on deer or elk movements.” In Section 3.4 it is also stated that “[b]ecause grazing 
lands for cows, horses, sheep and other domesticated livestock are often situated under transmission 
lines relatively more research has focused on possible effects to livestock than wildlife. Amstutz and 
Miller (1980) found no evidence of adverse effects on the health or behavior of cattle, sheep, pigs, 
and horses living under 765-kV transmission lines.” Section 4.0 concludes that the “[b]ehavior 
patterns exhibited in laboratory animals indicate EMFs can be felt, but that field influences are too 
week to alter activities…There is little evidence to suggest that EMF radiation produces any adverse 
affects on wildlife biology or behavior.”  As such, it is not anticipated that equestrian activities 
would be impacted due to the transmission lines, as based on the research presented above the 
behavior of the horses would not be expected to change due to the EMF  dramatically enough to 
cause bodily injury to itself or any riders. 
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 Corona noise produced by the transmission lines would result in a sustained low-frequency 
humming sound, as described in Draft EIR/EIS Section C.10.5.  This type of noise would result in 
sound levels of 40 to 50 dBA at the edge of the transmission line ROW; which, as shown in Figure 
C.10-1, would be similar to a fairly quiet refrigerator, washing machine, or clothes dryer.  This 
type of sustained sound would not be expected to startle or alarm a horse resulting in bodily injury; 
however, the responsiveness of an animal to external conditions such as these would vary by 
individual animal and therefore we cannot be certain that no horse would have a negative reaction 
resulting in bodily injury. 

B.15-6 Impacts to these 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.15-7 Please see General Response GR-1 regarding effects on property values. 

B.15-8 Please see General Response GR-3 regarding EMF. 

B.15-9 Thank you for your comments and concerns regarding wind conditions within the Alternative 5 
area. SCE is aware of these conditions and will design the transmission tower structures considering 
these conditions. 

B.15-10 Thank you for your comments and 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. Please note that all applicable rules and regulations regarding the construction, 
operation, and maintenance of transmission lines will be adhered to by SCE for the selected 
alternative. 

 As discussed in Draft EIR/EIS Section C.11.10.2, Alternative 5 would increase the potential risk of 
wildland fires and associated demand on fire protection services during construction, which would 
be considered significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measure P-1 (Expansion of the Southern 
California Edison Fire Prevention and Response Plan), which would ensure that the components of 
the SCE FPRP apply to construction activities along the entire route, would reduce impacts to less-
than-significant levels (Class II). Within the ANF, the impact of the demand on fire protection 
services would also be significant; however, implementation of Mitigation Measure F-1 (Develop a 
Fire Plan with the Forest Service) would reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level (Class II). 
Operation of 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 increased 
demand for fire protection on non-NFS lands. Consequently, impacts to non-NFS lands would not 
be significant (Class III) and no mitigation is recommended. On NFS lands, however, the 
maintenance required by SCE would not be sufficient to reduce the risk of wildfires and maintain 
adequate allocations of firefighting resources. Impacts on NFS lands would be significant, but with 
the implementation of Mitigation Measure F-2 (Develop an Operation and Maintenance Plan with 
the Forest Service), which would specify additional measures to reduce the risk of fire, the demand 
for fire protection services on NFS lands would not be significant (Class II). 

B.15-11 As stated in Section C.9.10.1 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the Alternative 5 alignment “would traverse a 
total of 103 privately owned parcels”. This does not equate to displacing 103 families, as the 
majority of these parcels are undeveloped (i.e., no homes are located on the property).  
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 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 from 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, nor would it necessitate the closure of local schools.  

B.15-12 As discussed in Section C.9.10.2 (Impact L-3), we recognize that Alternative 5 would create 
significant and unavoidable impacts to planned land uses within the ROW, including the approved 
Agua Dulce Residential Project. 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.15-13 Please see General Response GR-2 regarding property acquisition. 

B.15-14 Impacts to water quality, groundwater supply and recharge, and surface water for Alternative 5 are 
discussed in Section C.8.10.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Impacts were determined to be less than 
significant. 

B.15-15 Thank you for submitting your opinion and comments regarding Alternative 5. These will be shared 
with the decision-makers who are reviewing the Project and alternatives at the USDA Forest Service 
and the CPUC. 

 

 


