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Responses to Comment Set E1 – Joe M. Rose 

E1-1 The commenter is opposed to transmission towers and line coming closer to his residence 
and suggests moving the line to the north side of the ROW. He is also concerned about EMF 
effects. 

The commenter’s opposition to placement of new towers to the south of the existing towers 
and closer to his residence is noted, as is his support for the Tower Relocation Alternative. 
This residential property is on Boros Boulevard between Venturi Avenue and Armour Ave-
nue in the City of Beaumont, approximately 500 feet south of the existing transmission line. 
The ultimate location of towers would be determined by final engineering; however, the 
current planned location of the nearest new tower is in the same location as the existing 
tower. This is no closer than the existing line. See EIR Appendix 2 (Detailed Maps) Figure 
Ap.2-14. The new tower is M88-T1, the existing tower is 4S56. 

Please refer to General Response GR-6 for a discussion of Electric and Magnetic Fields (EMF). 
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Comment Set E2 – Dennis Rice 
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Responses to Comment Set E2 – Dennis Rice 

E2-1 The commenter is a resident of the Solera Oak Valley Greens Association in Segment 4. The 
commenter’s support for the Tower Relocation Alternative and no new towers closer to resi-
dences than existing towers is noted. 
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Comment Set E3 – Regina Tierney 
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Responses to Comment Set E3 – Regina Tierney 

E3-1 The commenter is a resident of the Solera Oak Valley Greens Association in Segment 4. The 
commenter’s support for the Tower Relocation Alternative and placing the proposed towers 
as far from homes as possible is noted. 
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Responses to Comment Set E4 – Carol Doyle 

E4-1 The commenter is a resident of the Solera Oak Valley Greens Association in Segment 4. The 
commenter’s support for the Tower Relocation Alternative and no new towers closer to resi-
dences than existing towers is noted. 
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Comment Set E5 – Gary M. Stoh 
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Responses to Comment Set E5 – Gary M. Stoh 

E5-1 The commenter is a resident of the Solera Oak Valley Greens Association in Segment 4. The 
commenter’s support for the Tower Relocation Alternative and no new towers closer to resi-
dences than existing towers is noted. 
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Comment Set E6 – John Christensen 
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Responses to Comment Set E6 – John Christensen 

E6-1 The commenter is a resident of the Solera Oak Valley Greens Association in Segment 4. The 
commenter’s support for the Tower Relocation Alternative and no new towers closer to resi-
dences than existing towers is noted. 
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Comment Set E7 – Bernard Dale 
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Responses to Comment Set E7 – Bernard Dale 

E7-1 The commenter is a resident of the Solera Oak Valley Greens Association in Segment 4. The 
commenter’s support for the Tower Relocation Alternative and no new towers closer to resi-
dences than existing towers is noted. 
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Comment Set E8 – Nick Gercis 
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Responses to Comment Set E8 – Nick Gercis 

E8-1 The commenter is a resident of the Solera Oak Valley Greens Association in Segment 4. The 
commenter’s support for the Tower Relocation Alternative and no new towers closer to resi-
dences than existing towers is noted. 
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Comment Set E9 – Steve Mehlman 
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Responses to Comment Set E9 – Steve Mehlman 

E9-1 The commenter is a resident of the Solera Oak Valley Greens Association in Segment 4. The 
commenter’s support for the Tower Relocation Alternative and no new towers closer to resi-
dences than existing towers is noted. 
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Responses to Comment Set E10 – Michael Gilbert 

E10-1 The commenter is a resident along the southern right-of-way line of the Solera Oak Valley 
Greens Association in Segment 4 with a transmission line within 50 feet of his house. The 
commenter’s support for an alternative that would move the lines to the north is noted. The 
commenter also is concerned about a potential increase in electric and magnetic fields due 
to the Proposed Project. 

The Tower Relocation Alternative, which is described in Section C.4.1 and in Appendix 5, 
Section 4.2 of the EIR and is fully evaluated for each environmental discipline in the EIR, 
would use about 50 feet of vacant ROW width identified for future transmission lines to 
place towers farther away from adjacent residences. This alternative would change 
structure placement only in portions of Segment 4 and Segment 6 where the EIR team has 
identified potentially significant visual impacts, including by the Solera residential devel-
opment. The Tower Relocation Alternative was found to be environmentally superior to the 
Proposed Project in Section G.4.1 (Tower Relocation Alternative) of the EIR. 

Please refer to General Response GR-6 for a discussion of Electric and Magnetic Fields 
(EMF). 
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Comment Set E11 – Stan Fogg 
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Responses to Comment Set E11 – Stan Fogg 

E11-1 The commenter is a resident of the Solera Oak Valley Greens Association in Segment 4. The 
commenter’s support for the Tower Relocation Alternative and no new towers closer to resi-
dences than existing towers is noted. 
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Comment Set E12 – Kathy Kelehan 

 

E12-1 



SCE West of Devers Upgrade Project 
VOLUME 4. RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Final EIR 188 December 2015 

Responses to Comment Set E12 – Kathy Kelehan 

E12-1 The commenter is a resident of the Solera Oak Valley Greens Association in Segment 4. The 
commenter’s support for the Tower Relocation Alternative and no new towers closer to resi-
dences than existing towers is noted. 
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Responses to Comment Set E13 – Susan and Helmuth Fritz 

E13-1 The commenters express support for the Tower Relocation Alternative, which would move 
29 pairs of new towers farther from residences. They feel closer towers would have a nega-
tive effect on property values. 

The commenter’s support for the Tower Relocation Alternative, especially in the area of the 
Solera subdivision, is noted. The Tower Relocation Alternative is described in Section C.4.1 
and in Appendix 5, Section 4.2 of the EIR. The Tower Relocation Alternative would use about 
50 feet of vacant ROW width identified for future transmission lines to place towers farther 
away from adjacent residences than the Proposed Project in portions of Segment 4 and 
Segment 6, including by the Solera residential development. 

No change in the EIR is required in response to this comment. In response to the concern 
about property value impacts from the Proposed Project, please see General Response GR-5 
(Property Values). 
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Responses to Comment Set E14 – Gary and Kathleen Frisbie 

E14-1 The commenter is a resident of the Solera Oak Valley Greens Association on the southern 
side of SCE’s right-of-way in Segment 4. The commenter’s support for the Tower Relocation 
Alternative and no new towers closer to residences than existing towers is noted. 

The commenter is concerned about the safety of residents who live near the easement, 
known as the “Greenbelt,” and for those who use the easement for exercise and apprecia-
tion of the environment. Impacts to recreation, including within the Greenbelt, are described 
in Section D.15 (Recreation) of the EIR. Implementation of Mitigation Measures R-1a (Coor-
dinate construction schedule and activities with the authorized officer for the recreation 
area) and R-1b (Coordinate with local agencies to identify alternative recreation areas) would 
ensure that recreational users are informed of scheduled construction activities and informed 
of alternative areas for use. 

Section D.21 (Electrical Interference and Safety) of the EIR describes potential electrical 
hazards and interference impacts from the proposed transmission lines. The Proposed 
Project’s direct and indirect impacts to electrical interference with radio, television, com-
munications, or electronic equipment during O&M would be minimized or avoided through 
the implementation of Mitigation Measures EIS-1a (Limit the conductor surface gradient) 
and EIS-1b (Document and resolve electronic interference complaints). Mitigation Measure 
EIS-1a ensures reduction of the conductor surface gradient in accordance with the IEEE 
Radio Noise Design Guide. In addition, Mitigation Measure EIS-1b ensures complaints 
regarding electronic interference would be logged and resolved to the extent feasible. Miti-
gation Measure EIS-2a (Implement grounding measures) ensures minimization of induced 
voltages that could create shocks or currents. Please refer to General Response GR-6 for a 
discussion of Electric and Magnetic Fields (EMF). 

With implementation of these mitigation measures, recreational and safety impacts would 
be less than significant. 
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Comment Set E15 – Sandi Joel 
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Responses to Comment Set E15 – Sandi Joel 

E15-1 The commenter is a resident of the Solera Oak Valley Greens Association in Segment 4. The 
commenter’s support for the Tower Relocation Alternative and no new towers closer to resi-
dences than existing towers is noted. 
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Comment Set E16 – Lane Joel 
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Responses to Comment Set E16 – Lane Joel 

E16-1 The commenter is a resident of the Solera Oak Valley Greens Association in Segment 4. The 
commenter’s support for the Tower Relocation Alternative and no new towers closer to resi-
dences than existing towers is noted. 
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Comment Set E17 – George Newlin 
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Responses to Comment Set E17 – George Newlin 

E17-1 The commenter is a resident of the Solera Oak Valley Greens Association in Segment 4. The 
commenter’s support for the Tower Relocation Alternative and no new towers closer to resi-
dences than existing towers is noted. 
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Comment Set E18 – John T. and Carolyn A. Washburn 
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Responses to Comment Set E18 – John T. & Carolyn A. Washburn 

E18-1 The commenter is a resident of the Solera Oak Valley Greens Association in Segment 4. The 
commenter’s support for the Tower Relocation Alternative and no new towers closer to resi-
dences than existing towers is noted. 
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Comment Set E19 – Carla Bracken 
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Responses to Comment Set E19 – Carla Bracken 

E19-1 The commenter is a resident of the Solera Oak Valley Greens Association in Segment 4. The 
commenter’s support for the Tower Relocation Alternative and no new towers closer to resi-
dences than existing towers is noted. 
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Comment Set E20 – Anthony and Frances Germana 
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Responses to Comment Set E20 – Anthony & Frances Germana 

E20-1 The commenter is a resident of the Solera Oak Valley Greens Association in Segment 4. The 
commenter’s support for the Tower Relocation Alternative and no new towers closer to resi-
dences than existing towers is noted. 
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Comment Set E21 – Ron Roy 
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Comment Set E21 – Ron Roy (cont.) 
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Responses to Comment Set E21 – Ron Roy 

E21-1 The commenter has requested that lines on three specific towers along the proposed 220 kV 
transmission lines be placed underground in the area of the Fairway Canyon Development in 
western Beaumont from San Timoteo Canyon Road to near Interstate 10 by Plantation-on-
the-Lakes mobile home park in the City of Calimesa. 

An underground alternative called the “Segment 4 Underground Alternatives in Calimesa, 
Beaumont, and Banning” was considered in this area in Section C.5.2 (Alternatives, Alterna-
tives Eliminated from Full EIR Evaluation) and in Appendix 5, Section 5.3 (Alternatives 
Screening Report) of the EIR. Underground alternative routes were considered in both the 
transmission corridor and within roadways in the area, as shown in EIR Appendix 5, Figure 
Ap.5-7. 

The EIR alternatives screening process concluded that this alternative would meet all three 
Basic Project Objectives and would be feasible considering technical, legal, and regulatory 
factors. Undergrounding the proposed 220 kV lines would also reduce or avoid visual impacts. 
However, it would result in much more severe construction impacts related to dust, ground 
disturbance, and traffic. Maintenance and repair times would also be increased. Further-
more, this segment of the right-of-way (ROW) for the Proposed Project is 400 feet wide. 
Therefore, there is room within the ROW to modify structure locations to reduce impacts to 
residences, as has been considered under the Tower Relocation Alternative (see EIR Appen-
dix 5, Section 4.2). Due to a greater level of environmental impacts associated with under-
grounding at this this location, and because another alternative, the Tower Relocation Alter-
native, has been identified to reduce significant visual impacts in affected areas, the Seg-
ment 4 Underground Alternative was eliminated from consideration in the EIR and has not 
been considered further. 

E21-2 The commenter requests that the line be undergrounded due to concerns about open space 
and native vegetation, wildland fire, and regular high winds that can cause downed power 
lines. See Response to Comment E21-1 regarding an underground alternative in this area. 

Impacts to native vegetation are considered in Section D.4 (Biological Resources - Vegeta-
tion). Impacts from wildland fire are discussed in Section D.20 (Wildland Fire). The transmis-
sion structures and conductor would be engineered following safety criteria based on wind 
loading in the area. SCE conducted meteorological studies for the specific area recognizing 
this may be a “special wind area.” Therefore, the structures are designed to withstand 
“extreme” wind conditions. 

In addition, Section B.4 (Operations and Maintenance) of the EIR describes that regular tree 
pruning would be performed to be in compliance with existing state and Federal laws, rules, 
and regulations and is crucial for maintaining reliable service, especially during severe 
weather or disasters. In addition to maintaining vegetation-free access roads, helipads and 
clearances around electrical lines, clearance of brush and weeds around poles and transmis-
sion tower pads, and as required by local jurisdictions on fee owned ROWs, is necessary for 
fire protection. A 10-foot radial clearance around non-exempt poles (as defined by California 
Code of Regulations Title 14, Article 4) and a 25- to 50-foot radial clearance around non-
exempt structures (as defined by California Code of Regulations Title 14, Article 4) are main-
tained in accordance with Public Resource Code 4292. 
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E21-3 The commenter states that the transmission lines are a blight to the Fairway Canyon resi-
dences because they are unsightly, constitute an “attractive nuisance”, generate noise pol-
lution (corona noise), and negatively affect property values. 

The Proposed Project would be constructed primarily in an existing transmission corridor 
with structures already located therein. Matters pertaining to the Safety of the construction 
and operation of the WOD Upgrade Project are discussed in Section D.21 (Electrical 
Interference and Safety) and recreation impacts are discussed in Section D.15 (Recreation). 
In certain instances, for reasons of safety, access to some areas or facilities might be tempo-
rarily prohibited during construction.  However, it is noted that, whether or not a project 
poses a legally actionable attractive nuisance is not a consideration of NEPA or CEQA.  

Audible noise from transmission lines is addressed in Section D.13 (Noise) of the EIR. Section 
D.13.3.3 (Impacts and Mitigation Measures) of the EIR concludes that Impact N-3 (Opera-
tional noise levels would increase due to corona noise from operation of the transmission 
lines and other project components) would be less than significant and permanent day-night 
or 24-hour noise levels (Ldn or CNEL) would not substantially increase due to corona noise 
for any segment of the Proposed Project. 

Aesthetic impacts are discussed in Section D.18 (Visual Resources). This project is proposed 
within an existing SCE transmission corridor occupied by existing lines. The EIR concludes 
that beneficial operational visual impacts would occur for the Proposed Project, as a whole, 
including in the area of Fairway Canyon, as a result of the consolidation of structure types 
within the ROW, more synchronized conductor spans, and overall reduction of structural 
complexity and visual contrast within the ROW when viewed from most locations. However, 
several mitigation measures have been recommended to reduce long term visual impacts 
along the route. For instance, Mitigation Measures VR-8a (Minimize visual contrast in 
project design) and VR-9a (Treat structure surfaces) would further ensure that the resulting 
impacts are an improvement and are, in fact, beneficial. 

In response to the commenter’s concern about property value impacts from the Proposed 
Project, please see General Response GR-5 (Property Values). 
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Comment Set E22 – Linda Hall 
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Responses to Comment Set E22 – Linda Hall 

E22-1 The commenter is a resident of the Solera Oak Valley Greens Association in Segment 4 and 
has towers within 50 feet of her residence. The commenter’s support for the Tower Reloca-
tion Alternative and no new towers closer to residences than existing towers is noted. 

E22-2 The commenter is concerned about health problems with living so close to power lines. See 
Response to Comment E14-1. 
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