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Response to Comment Set E.2:  Applicant – Executive Summary 

E.2-1 Please see the response to Comment E.3-20. This has been corrected. 

E.2-2 Please see the response to Comment E.3-24. 

E.2-3 Thank you. This has been corrected. 

E.2-4 Please see the response to Comment E.3-27. 

E.2-5 It is inherent in the name that the “Saugus-Del Sur Utility Corridor” is an existing utility corridor. 
No further explanation is required. 

E.2-6 Thank you. This has been corrected. 

E.2-7 As noted in Section B, alternatives to the proposed Project were developed by the EIR/EIS 
preparers. Details for each alternative, as presented in Table ES-1, were derived from preliminary 
design concepts. Numbers are subject to change as the design is finalized. 

E.2-8 Table ES-1 (and Table B.4-23) has been updated to include removal of 500-kV single-circuit towers 
within the Pardee-Vincent corridor. 

E.2-9 Details of Alternative 1 with respect to 12-kV infrastructure would be determined during detailed 
design, and as such have not been included in Table ES-1. 

E.2-10 Table ES-1 has been updated to show the same work requirements at Antelope Substation for the 
proposed Project and all the alternatives. 

E.2-11 Please see the response to Comment E.4-3 regarding the 13-month construction schedule. 

E.2-12 Please see the response to Comment E.4-15 and E.4-16 regarding land disturbance numbers 
generated for the proposed Project (Table B.2-7). 

E.2-13 Among the alternatives considered for the Project, one identified by the Tehachapi Collaborative 
Study Group – the “Big Creek-Fresno Phase-Shifted Tie”. Refer to Appendix 1, Alternatives 
Screening Report.  

E.2-14 Figure ES-2 has been updated to show the transition station at Mile 22.7. Please see the response to 
Comment E.4-24 regarding the need for a transition station at the Pardee Substation.   

E.2-15 The communities and lands traversed by Alternative 5 are discussed in detail in Section C.9.10, 
Land Use and Public Recreation. 

E.2-16 Please see the response to Comment E.2-15. 

E.2-17 While the renewal request has been made, a new permit has not been issued. As such the text 
reflects the current status of the 66-kV line. The USDA Forest Service reviewed and approved the 
language in the Draft EIR/EIS. The requested modifications to the EIR/EIS language have not been 
made.  

E.2-18 The wording modification has been included in the Final EIR/EIS. 

E.2-19 The wording modification has been included in the Final EIR/EIS. 
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E.2-20 The EIR/EIS preparers understand that the proposed Project is part of the conceptual transmission 
plan recommended by the Tehachapi Collaborative Study Group (TCSG). However, as discussed in 
the response to Comment B.12-2, the proposed Project has its own objectives and also has 
independent utility. As the first transmission upgrade recommended in the TCSG conceptual 
transmission plan, it is an important first step in a series of transmission upgrades that would be 
needed in the future in order to fully utilize the wind energy potential of the Tehachapi area. 
However, the need for the transmission upgrades recommended by the TCSG is primarily related to 
the need to accommodate anticipated wind energy generation in the future rather than the need to 
construct the Antelope-Pardee Project. 

E.2-21 Removal of the existing Antelope-Pole Switch 74 66-kV line was included in SCE’s proposed 
Project and has been included as part of all the alternatives per the request of the USDA Forest 
Service. No Project alternatives considered maintaining the 66-kV line. 

E.2-22 Please see the response to Comment E.3-3. The fact that the PdV Wind Energy Project is under 
review by Kern County is not relevant. 

E.2-23 As noted in Section B, alternatives to the proposed Project were developed by the EIR/EIS 
preparers. Details for each alternative, as presented in Table ES-2, were derived from preliminary 
design concepts. Numbers are subject to change as the design is finalized. 

E.2-24 Section ES.3.2 discusses impacts as they relate to National Forest System lands only. Within this 
region of the Project, no homes would be taken on NFS lands, and as such the conclusion of no key 
issues ore differences between the alternatives for socioeconomics is correct. The requested 
modification to the EIR/EIS language has not been made. 

E.2-25 The discussion states that Alternative 2 would (1) have potentially greater adverse effects to (or due 
to) aerial fire fighting activities during construction, but would (2) avoid the Saugus Del Sur Ridge 
Fuelbreak and therefore reduce potential conflicts with aerial and ground-based fire fighting 
activities in the vicinity of Saugus Del Sur Ridge and Bouquet Reservoir. The first statement 
considers only construction, whereas the second statement considers operations and impacts to fire 
fighting activities in very specific locations (Saugus Del Sur Ridge and Bouquet Reservoir) only. 

E.2-26 The fact that the 66-kV line that will be removed as part of Alternative 5 is in a designated utility 
corridor is not important to the discussion.  

E.2-27 Table ES-5 has been updated as appropriate. 

E.2-28 Please see the response to Comment E.3-3. 

E.2-29 See the response to Comment E.3-3. The fact that the PdV Wind Energy Project is under review by 
Kern County is not relevant. 

E.2-30 Section C.3.10.1.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS provides descriptions of the vegetative communities 
located along the Alternative 5 alignment. The text referenced in the Executive Summary provides 
general information regarding site conditions and is not intended to fully describe the Alternative 5 
alignment. 

E.2-31 As described in the first paragraph of Section C.7, Forest Management Activities, the Forest 
Management Activities section focuses on wildland fire suppression and fire prevention. Section 
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ES.4.2, Impacts Comparison, and Section D.4.6, Forest Management Activities, have been revised 
to clarify this focus within the context of the comparison of the alternatives. 

 The text in Sections ES.4.2 and D.4.6 has been updated as follows: 

  “Proposed Project/Alternative 3/Alternative 4. The proposed Project would not result in any 
benefits to fire prevention or fire suppression Forest Management Activities and with the overhead 
transmission line traversing the NFS lands would result in a wide variety of adverse impacts to these 
activities Forest Management Activities. As the route of the transmission line through the NFS lands 
would be largely the same as the proposed Project, Alternatives 3 and 4 would have the same 
impacts as the proposed Project.” 

E.2-32 The text has been updated to read: “Although the proposed Project, Alternative 2, and Alternative 3 
would permanently preclude or restrict current and future land uses on private land, they would not 
require the removal of existing residences.” Section D has also been updated to reflect this change. 

E.2-33 Taking into account the fact that aboveground transition stations would remain a risk for the 
transmission line starting a fire, the text has been revised to state that “locating the transmission line 
underground for portions of the route substantially reduces eliminates the risk of the transmission 
line starting a fire.” 

E.2-34 As shown below, the text in Section ES.4.2 has been modified to reflect that because the conductors 
of the single-circuit towers would be at the same height as the lowest conductors on the double-
circuit towers, the proposed Project, Alternative 3, and Alternative 4 would have the same impacts 
on Public Services. The text in Section D.4.10 has also been revised. 

• Alternative 3. Alternative 3 would result in slightly reduced impacts to public service facilities serving 
the proposed transmission line route as those associated with the proposed Project due to the 
construction of single circuit towers versus double circuit towers associated with the proposed Project. 
Smaller transmission line towers would result in a slight decrease in potential fire hazards related to 
transmission line contact with vegetation. 

• Proposed Project/Alternative 3/Alternative 4. With the entire length of the proposed Project 
transmission line located overhead and configured as double-circuit towers, the fire risks associated 
with the proposed Project would result in a greater demand on fire protection services than 
Alternatives 1 and 3. Alternative 4 would result in the same impacts to Public Services as the proposed 
Project. While Alternative 3 would be strung on single-circuit towers rather than double-circuit towers, 
the conductors on the single-circuit towers would be at the same height as the lowest conductor on the 
double-circuit towers. Consequently, Alternative 3 would result in the same impacts to Public Services 
as the proposed Project. 

E.2-35 The language has been modified to address visual impacts to residents of Leona Valley and Agua 
Dulce, as follows:  

  “Furthermore, Alternative 5 would avoid the Veluzat Motion Picture Ranch, although it would create 
significant, unavoidable visual impacts to non-NFS lands along the route, including in the communities of 
Leona Valley and Agua Dulce.” 

E.2-36 No change made. Please see response to Comment E.8-5. 

E.2-37 Table ES-3 has been updated as appropriate. 

E.2-38 Table ES-4 has been updated as appropriate. 
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E.2-39 Table ES-6 has been updated as appropriate. 

E.2-40 Table ES-7 has been updated as appropriate. 

E.2-41 Table ES-8 has been updated as appropriate. 

E.2-42 See the response to Comment E.3-3. 

E.2-43 Table ES-10 has been updated as appropriate. 


