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Response to Comment Set E.19:  Applicant – Comparison of Alternatives  

E.19-1 The wording modification has been included in the Final EIR/EIS. 

E.19-2 Please see the response to Comment E.4-3 regarding the 13-month construction schedule. 

E.19-3 The estimated duration of construction for Alternative 2 is one month longer (14 months) than the 
proposed Project (response to Comment E.19-2) reflecting the longer length of this alternative 
alignment. 

E.19-4 The estimated duration of construction for Alternative 3 is the same as the proposed Project 
(response to Comment E.19-2), as the construction requirements are very similar in nature.  

E.19-5 The estimated duration of construction for Alternative 4 is the same as the proposed Project 
(response to Comment E.19-2), as the construction requirements are very similar in nature. 

E.19-6 The description of Alternative 5 provided in Section D is for summary purposes only. The 
communities and lands traversed by Alternative 5 are discussed in detail in Section C.9.10, Land 
Use and Public Recreation.  

E.19-7 The estimated duration of construction for Alternative 5 is three month longer (16 months) than the 
proposed Project (response to Comment E.19-2) reflecting the longer length of this alternative 
alignment. 

E.19-8 The impacts of each alternative are described and compared in Table D.3-1, including the impacts 
of Alternatives 2 and 4, which is considered sufficient, especially when considering that the 
differences between these two alternatives do not overlap and are therefore independent (as are the 
analyses).  

E.19-9 Table D.3-1 has been updated in the Final EIR/EIS to reflect edits to issue area analyses. 

E.19-10 This sentence has been deleted from the Final EIR/EIS. 

E.19-11 Section D.4.2, Biological Resources, has been updated as necessary to reflect responses to 
comments made on Section C.3. 

E.19-12 No updates to Section D.4.3, Cultural Resources, were warranted based on the responses to 
comments made on Section C.5. 

 E.19-13 Section D.4.4, Geology, Soils, and Paleontology, has been updated as necessary to reflect responses 
to comments made on Section C.5. 

E.19-14 No changes to Section D.4.5, Public Health and Safety, were warranted based on the responses to 
comments made on Section C.6. 

E.19-15 Section D.4.6, Forest Management Activities, has been updated as necessary to reflect responses to 
comments made on Section C.7. 

E.19-16 No changes to Section D.4.7, Hydrology and Water Quality, were warranted based on the 
responses to comments made on Section C.8. 
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E.19-17 Section D.4.8, Land Use and Public Recreation, has been updated as necessary to reflect responses 
to comments made on Section C.9. 

E.19-18 No changes to Section D.4.9, Noise, were warranted based on the responses to comments made on 
Section C.10. 

E.19-19 Section D.4.10, Public Services, has been updated as necessary to reflect responses to comments 
made on Section C.11. 

E.19-20 No changes to Section D.4.11, Socioeconomics, were warranted based on the responses to 
comments made on Section C.12. 

E.19-21 See the response to Comment E.15-4 regarding impacts of Alternative 4 on the McMillin 
development and the Blue Cloud Movie Ranch. No changes to Section D.4.11, Socioeconomics, 
were warranted based on the responses to comments made on Section C.12. 

E.19-22 See the response to Comment E.3-10 regarding the SCE proposed re-route. 

E.19-23  As discussed in Draft EIR/EIS Section C.12.10.2, while it is possible that residences within the 
Alternative 5 corridor would be purchased and removed by SCE, it is speculative that these 
residences would relocate outside the Leona Valley community, thus potentially impacting the 
existing community or economic base. Without specific tower locations and route plan, it is not 
possible at this time to quantify the number of residences impacted by the Alternative 5 route.  
Therefore, the determination of "possibly resulting in significant unavoidable impacts" is considered 
an adequate conclusion. 

E.19-24 Please see the response to Comment E.19-23. Furthermore, as discussed in Draft EIR/EIS Section 
C.12, Socioeconomics, significant unavoidable impacts would occur to displaced residents as a 
result of Alternative 5, as well as to the Veluzat Motion Picture Ranch as a result of proposed 
Project.  Impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated to the Bouquet Canyon 
Stone Quarry. 

E.19-25 See the response to Comment E.15-4 regarding impacts of Alternative 4 on the McMillin 
development and the Blue Cloud Movie Ranch. No changes to Section D.4.11, Socioeconomics, 
were warranted based on the responses to comments made on Section C.12. 

E.19-26 See the response to Comment E.3-10 regarding the SCE proposed re-route. 

E.19-27 Section D.4.12, Traffic and Transportation, has been updated as necessary to reflect responses to 
comments made on Section C.13. 

E.19-28 No changes to Section D.4.13, Utilities and Service Systems, were warranted based on the 
responses to comments made on Section C.14. 

E.19-29 Section D.4.14, Visual Resources, has been updated as necessary to reflect responses to comments 
made on Section C.15. 

E.19-30 See the response to Comment E.3-10 regarding the SCE proposed re-route. 

E.19-31 See the response to Comment E.15-4 regarding impacts of Alternative 4 on the McMillin 
development and the Blue Cloud Movie Ranch. No changes to Section D.5 were warranted based 
on responses to comments made on Section C.12.  
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E.19-32 Please see the responses to Comments E.18-24, E.18-25, E.18-32, and E.18-35. 

E.19-33 The assertion that the visual resource analysis does not provide a balanced comparison of the visual 
impacts of Alternative 5 to the proposed Project is not true. Draft EIR/EIS Section C.15.10 
provides a complete and comprehensive analysis of the visual impacts that would occur under 
Alternative 5, including assessment of the affected environment, photographs of existing visual 
conditions, computer visual simulations, and descriptions of visual impacts and mitigation measures.  

  Quoting from page D-27, 

“In general, some views of the Project alignment would have more viewers, and some 
viewers would be considered more critical and less accepting of environmental modifications. 
Both of these are factors when considering visual sensitivity. Research indicates that people 
visiting National Forests expect to see natural-appearing landscapes, not industrial-type 
elements such as transmission lines. Therefore, people driving along any of the roads in the 
ANF or walking/horseback-riding along the PCT would have higher expectations of seeing 
natural, undisturbed landscapes rather than a transmission corridor. As such, impacts to 
scenic views from Lake Elizabeth Road (Impact V-3), the PCT (Impact V-4 and V-27), San 
Francisquito Canyon Road (Impact V-5), Bouquet Reservoir (Impact V-6), Bouquet Canyon 
Road (Impact V-7), and Vasquez Canyon Road (Impact V-8) would be considered to have 
higher sensitivity and therefore more significant than visual impacts to other areas where a 
natural landscape is less expected.” 

Areas like Leona Valley and Agua Dulce do not have management plans that require “natural 
appearing landscape character” or High SIO, and conversely, the Angeles National Forest 
does have those management plans and goals. Therefore, there is higher sensitivity on NFS 
lands and the term “more significant” is correct. No revision is necessary. 


