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Comment Set E23 – Rodolfo N. and Yolanda M. Velasco 
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Responses to Comment Set E23 – Rodolfo N. & Yolanda M. Velasco 

E23-1 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 E24 – Harry Smallwood 

 

E24-1 
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Responses to Comment Set E24 – Harry Smallwood 

E24-1 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 moving the towers farther 
from residences is noted. 

E24-2 The commenter is concerned about radio noise (interference) associated with the present 
location of the existing towers. 

Section D.21 (Electrical Interference and Safety) of the EIR describes potential electrical 
hazards and interference impacts from the proposed transmission lines. In the event that 
the energized transmission line would potentially create interference with radio, television, 
communications, or electronic equipment, Mitigation Measure EIS-1b (Document and 
Resolve Electronic Interference Complaints) has been included in Section D.21 (Electrical 
Interference and Safety) of the EIR and would apply for the life of the project. Mitigation 
Measure EIS-1b requires SCE to respond to, document, and resolve radio/television/elec-
tronic equipment interference complaints received. With implementation of Mitigation 
Measure EIS-1b, interference by the project with radios is expected to be less than significant. 

The Tower Relocation Alternative, which is described in Section C.4.1 and in Appendix 5, 
Section 4.2 of the EIR, 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, including in the area of the Solera residential development, which will  also likely 
reduce potential radio interference impacts. 
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Comment Set E25 – Sharon Waitman 

 

E25-1 
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Responses to Comment Set E25 – Sharon Waitman 

E25-1 The commenter is concerned that the proposed lines would be too close to residences. 

The Tower Relocation Alternative, which is described in Section C.4.1 and in Appendix 5, Sec-
tion 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 place-
ment only in portions of Segment 4 and Segment 6 where the EIR team has identified poten-
tially significant visual impacts, including by the Solera residential development. 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. By shifting structures farther away 
from the closest residences, the Tower Relocation Alternative would achieve structure place-
ments within the ROW that would appear more similar to the existing structure locations. As 
a result, the Tower Relocation Alternative would cause less incremental visual contrast, struc-
ture prominence, and view blockage compared to the Proposed Project when viewed from 
residential locations along the south side of the ROW. 
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Comment Set E26 – Corinne Slusser 

 

E26-1 
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Comment Set E26 – Corinne Slusser (cont.) 
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Comment Set E26 – Corinne Slusser (cont.) 
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Comment Set E26 – Corinne Slusser (cont.) 
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Comment Set E26 – Corinne Slusser (cont.) 

 



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

Final EIR 222 December 2015 

Comment Set E26 – Corinne Slusser (cont.) 
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Comment Set E26 – Corinne Slusser (cont.) 
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Comment Set E26 – Corinne Slusser (cont.) 
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Responses to Comment Set E26 – Corinne Slusser 

E26-1 The commenter owns a parcel of vacant land in the Whitewater community at the north-
west corner of Desert View Avenue and Amethyst Drive and asks if the tower proposed on 
her property can be relocated across the street or the existing lines reused. 

The SCE easement covers approximately the northern half of her parcel, but there are cur-
rently no structures or conductors on or over this parcel. SCE’s Proposed Project would 
install a new transmission tower in eastern portion of the northern half of her parcel. The 
commenter’s opposition to this tower location, and her support for maintaining the existing 
configuration of towers in this area are acknowledged. 

The commenter suggests that the new line be installed further north, off of her property 
and in the vacant portion of the easement. This area is being retained for additional future 
transmission lines, as described in Section E.2.3 (Cumulative Scenario, Future 500 kV Trans-
mission Line). This is also addressed in the discussion of the requirement to maintain vacant 
space in the existing easement in Section A.2.3 (Introduction, CPUC and BLM Project Objec-
tives), under Basic Project Objective 3 (to maximize the availability of remaining space in the 
corridor to the extent practicable, so future use of the corridor for additional transmission 
line upgrades is not precluded). In order to maximize the potential to install additional lines 
in this corridor in the future, SCE proposes to install the currently Proposed Project at the 
southern edge of the easement. The Tower Relocation Alternative and the Phased Build 
Alternative would both require that the new towers installed in this easement be moved at 
least 50 feet north of their proposed locations. 

E26-2 The commenter states that the SCE easement was dated 1985 and no compensation was 
received by her and she did not sign it. 

The date of 1985 is the date of the creation of the microfilm copy of the easement docu-
mentation. It appears that the documents provided with the comment are from 1945 (this 
year appears on each of the last two pages of the documents provided, the Received for 
Record stamp, and the Notary form). This pre-dates the commenter’s acquisition of the 
property in 1976. Apparently, the easement was acquired prior to this commenter’s acqui-
sition of the property. Furthermore, because the easement precedes the property acqui-
sition, there does not appear to be an issue of legal infeasibility for the Project and this issue 
is outside of consideration under CEQA and NEPA.  
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Comment Set E27 – Marcia Tulledge 
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Responses to Comment Set E27 – Marcia Tulledge 

E27-1 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 moving the towers farther 
from residences than the existing towers is noted. 



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

Final EIR 228 December 2015 

Comment Set E28 – Fran Zimmerman 

 

E28-1 



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

December 2015 229 Final EIR 

Responses to Comment Set E28 – Fran Zimmerman 

E28-1 The commenter’s support for the Tower Relocation Alternative that moves towers from res-
idences is noted. 
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Comment Set E29 – David Doherty 
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Comment Set E29 – David Doherty (cont.) 

 

E29-1 
cont. 
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Comment Set E29 – David Doherty (cont.) 
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Comment Set E29 – David Doherty (cont.) 

 

E29-4 
cont. 
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Responses to Comment Set E29 – David Doherty 

E29-1 This comment describes the location of a property relative to the Proposed Project. This res-
idential property is on Amethyst Drive near Desert View Avenue in Whitewater. The existing 
transmission corridor abuts the rear of the property. The proposed tower of concern is 
6N38, shown on Figure AP.2-26 in Appendix 2, Detailed Maps.  

This comment accurately describes the existing transmission infrastructure near this prop-
erty, and the location of the proposed tower number 6N38, which would be about 130 feet 
northeast of the commenter’s home. 

E29-2 The commenter is concerned about aesthetic impacts of the transmission line from his resi-
dence, as well as conductor sway over his roof and backyard and corona noise. 

Safety issues are discussed in Section D.21 (Electrical Interference and Safety). 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. The horizontal movement or “sway” of a conductor in response to wind is 
called “blowout.” Based on a conservative blowout clearance check performed by the EIR 
Team and done under extreme wind with the conductor at 70 degrees Fahrenheit, the pro-
posed 1590 ACSR conductor would blow out approximately 43.3 feet from the centerline at 
mid-span. Closer to the tower structure the blowout would be much less because the con-
ductor is closer to its attachment point and sag, and therefore blowout, would be less. 

The commenter is located on Amethyst Drive in Whitewater. The closest part of the residence 
is approximately 75 feet south from the centerline of the towers. Therefore, the conductor is 
not expected to sway over the roof of the residence at any time.  

The fence/wall around the commenter’s backyard is approximately 30 feet from the centerline 
of towers. If located at mid-span, wire could blowout over the yard, but again, not over the 
actual residence. In this case, the residence is in fairly close proximity to proposed Structures 
6N38 and D-EC106, therefore, the conductor is not expected to sway over the yard.  See also 
Response to Comment E30-3 regarding similar concerns about conductor sway. 

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. 

E29-3 The commenter states that SCE does not intend to compensate him or his neighbors because 
the existing easement was granted in 1945 and allows SCE to proceed. The commenter iden-
tifies that there is open space in the ROW to build the towers without encroaching on resi-
dential parcels. 

Compensation is not a matter considered in the EIR, but is a legal matter between the prop-
erty owner and SCE. With regard to the potential use of the northern portion of the ease-
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ment (north of this parcel and currently unoccupied by transmission facilities), please see 
Response to Comment E26-1. 

E29-4 The commenter states that locating a tower next to his backyard will diminish the value of 
the property. The commenter is concerned that the tower and line would eliminate poten-
tial buyers concerned about potential health effects from power lines. The commenter urges 
that towers be located at their current sites and not be relocated. 

The severity of the potential visual impact at this location is defined in Section C.18 (Visual 
Resources), for Key Observation Point 13 (EIR page D.18-48). In Section D.18.3.5 (CEQA Sig-
nificance Determination for Proposed Project), the visual impact of the Proposed Project in 
the commenter’s area is defined as significant and unmitigable (Class I). 

The EIR addresses property values in Section D.8.3.3 (Socioeconomics and Environmental 
Justice, Impacts and Mitigation Measures). See in particular the discussion for Impact SE-5 
(Construction of the project could adversely affect property values) where a review of perti-
nent literature on the subject is provided. The analysis concludes that there are no definitive 
answers about whether and to what degree the presence of a transmission line may affect 
property value. Please see also General Response GR-5 regarding property values.  

In response to the commenter’s concern about potential health effects of living under power 
lines, please see General Response GR-6 for a discussion of Electric and Magnetic Fields (EMF). 

While the Proposed Project has preliminarily located the tower at the position shown in 
Figure AP.2-26, final engineering may result in an adjusted position. The EIR also includes 
two alternatives affecting tower locations in the Whitewater area, the Phased Build Alter-
native and the Tower Relocation Alternative. If adopted, the Phased Build Alternative would 
retain existing double-circuit towers and replace the existing single-circuit towers with new 
double-circuit towers. (See Appendix 5. (Alternatives Screening Report), Section 4.2 (Phased 
Build Alternative) and Figure Ap5-5a.) The Tower Relocation Alternative would shift some 
proposed towers further from the edge of the right of way. (See Appendix 5, Section 4.2 
(Tower Relocation Alternative) and Figure Ap.5-3h, which shows the location of the relo-
cated Tower 6N38, shifted north of the proposed location.) The CPUC and BLM will deter-
mine the final approved project, which may be the Proposed Project or alternatives to the 
project, or a combination of both. 
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Comment Set E30 – Udo Kierspe 
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Comment Set E30 – Udo Kierspe (cont.) 

 

E30-1 
cont. 

E30-2 

E30-3 
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Comment Set E30 – Udo Kierspe (cont.) 

 

E30-3 
cont. 
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Responses to Comment Set E30 – Udo Kier 

E30-1 The commenter owns three parcels in the Whitewater community, and approximately the 
northern half (100 feet) of each parcel is within an existing SCE easement. There are cur-
rently no lines or conductors over these properties; they are located just north of his northern 
property line. The commenter is concerned because SCE’s Proposed Project would move the 
double-circuit 220 kV line about 150 feet to the south, so conductors would pass above the 
center of the northern half of his three parcels, and about 90 feet from his house. He states 
that he was not informed about the existing easement when he purchased the properties. 

The easement currently held by SCE was granted in 1945, and should have been provided 
for review, as a component of a Preliminary Title Report, before the property was purchased. 
The EIR preparers cannot comment on the completeness or adequacy of information pro-
vided when property was purchased, and this not a topic that is addressed in the EIR review 
process. 

E30-2 The commenter inquires why other parts of the ROW could not be used rather than the area 
on his properties. 

Please see Response to Comment 26-1 for discussion of the potential future use of the cur-
rently vacant portion of the SCE right-of-way. 

E30-3 The commenter raises a question about EIR Team’s Data Request ALT-16b to SCE. This 
request asked about SCE’s existing rights-of-way as they relate to the distance that the Pro-
posed Project’s conductors (wires) could sway from side to side in the wind, between the 
towers. The use of the phrase “new conductors” in the data request referenced the conduc-
tors that would be installed on the proposed new towers; SCE Towers No. 6N38 and 6N39 
are located east and west of this property, and they would move the center of the trans-
mission line right-of-way about 50 feet south of its current location.  

Because the proposed new towers under the Proposed Project would move about 50 feet 
closer to the homes on Amethyst Drive than they are currently, the EIR team wanted to 
understand how far the conductors could sway at the lowest point of their sag between 
towers (this is where the sway is greatest). The question to SCE was requesting clarification 
specifically on the potential need for additional ROW to accommodate the distance that the 
proposed conductors could sway, after the new towers are installed approximately 50 feet 
further south than the existing towers. SCE’s response was as follows:  

The ROW exists currently via grants of easement over the subject parcels. If additional 
rights are necessary for … this Project, SCE would acquire those rights via additional or 
modified grants of easement, not via fee-owned purchases. The additional or modified 
easements would not require that SCE acquire the entire parcel just those portions of 
the parcel where additional rights may be necessary. 

For the commenter’s information, the EIR team has calculated the approximate “blow out” 
(or sway) of the conductors (wires) that would hang on the proposed new tower just north-
east of the commenter’s property. The estimated maximum sway of the new conductor in 
this span would occur only at the midpoint of the span between the two nearest towers, 
which would be about 43 feet from the centerline of the new tower. The nearest home along 
Amethyst is about 65 feet from the tower centerline. The commenter’s home is nearer to 
the proposed new tower, so the sway would be reduced, and would not likely sway into the 
fenced portion of his yard.  
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Comment Set E31 – Kathie Dyson 

 

E31-1 
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Responses to Comment Set E31 – Kathie Dyson 

E31-1 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 moving the towers farther 
from residences than existing towers is noted. 
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Comment Set E32 – Timothy J. Pavlian 
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Responses to Comment Set E32 – Timothy J. Pavlian 

E32-1 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 moving the towers farther 
from residences than existing towers is noted. 
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Comment Set E33 – W Elaine Morgan 
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Responses to Comment Set E33 – W. Elaine Morgan 

E33-1 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 moving the towers farther 
from residences than existing towers is noted. 
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Comment Set E34 – Leanne Weisskoff 
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Responses to Comment Set E34 – Leanne Weisskoff 

E34-1 The commenter is a resident of Sahalee Court in the Solera residential development in Seg-
ment 4. This residential property is approximately 0.3 miles north of the existing transmis-
sion line corridor. The commenter’s support for the Tower Relocation Alternative and mov-
ing the towers farther from residences than existing towers is noted. 
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Comment Set E35 – Susan Diamond 
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Responses to Comment Set E35 – Susan Diamond 

E35-1 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 moving the towers farther 
from residences than existing towers is noted. 
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Comment Set E36 – Ann Hasbargen 
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Responses to Comment Set E36 – Ann C. Hasbargen 

E36-1 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 moving the towers farther 
from residences than existing towers is noted. 
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