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Response to Comment Set E.12:  Applicant – Land Use and Public Recreation 

E.12-1 As the Ritter Ranch parkland is affected only by Alternative 5, it is discussed under existing 
conditions for Alternative 5 in Section C.9.10.1 under Public Recreational Land Uses. 

E.12-2 The location of the proposed Project within the existing Saugus-Del Sur utility corridor has been 
clarified in Section C.9.1.2 Center Area: Angeles National Forest. 

E.12-3 Although McMillan’s Meadow Peak was not mentioned by name, it was referred to as a site of 
future development in Haskell Canyon. This paragraph has been revised to include the name of the 
development. 

E.12-4 Whether or not SCE negotiates with the property owner to obtain an easement, construction of the 
transmission line would be a change in land use which would restrict current or future land uses. 
Compensation to the property owner is not mitigation of a change in land use. No change will be 
made to the analysis. 

E.12-5 Please see the response to Comment E.3-10 regarding the alternative submitted by SCE in May 
2006. 

E.12-6 SCE was provided multiple opportunities, both in the application process and through responses to 
data requests to provide information such as described in the comment. As this was not provided for 
inclusion in the application or the data responses, this information cannot be considered part of the 
project’s description and was not analyzed as such. Additionally, this mitigation was designed to 
minimize impacts to agricultural resources. Nothing in SCE’s construction plan as described in the 
comment addresses minimizing these impacts. No changes will be made to the analysis or 
mitigation. 

E.12-7 Modifying mitigation to include the phrase “if feasible” eliminates any enforceability of the 
mitigation measure. Consequently, a measure with this language included would not necessarily be 
able to mitigate a significant impact to be less-than-significant. Although designing the transmission 
line to meet the requirements of the mitigation measure within the parameters of the analyzed route 
may be difficult, SCE should be able to comply with this measure. No change will be made to the 
mitigation. 

E.12-8 Please see General Response GR-4 regarding analysis of a reasonable range of alternatives. 

E.12-9 Mitigation Measure R-1a has been clarified to include a total of 12 recreational facilities. It is the 
responsibility of SCE to determine the authorized officers for each of these facilities as a part of 
their coordination efforts. No change will be made to this mitigation measure with regard to 
authorized officers. 

E.12-10 Mitigation Measure R-1b has been clarified to include a total of 12 recreational facilities. It is the 
responsibility of SCE to determine the authorized officers for each of these facilities as a part of 
their coordination efforts. No change will be made to this mitigation measure with regard to 
authorized officers. 


