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Responses to Comment Set E3 
Southern California Edison Company 
E3-1 The Draft EIR/EIS for DPV2 shows that Riverside County considers noise sources in 

excess of 65 CNEL to be incompatible with residential uses [Policy N.1.3, DEIR/EIS p. 
D.8-13].  CNEL is a term defined by the California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 
and others as an industry-standard metric.  Sources of noise that occur both day and night 
are “penalized” during evening and nighttime hours to account for the nighttime sensitivity 
of people [DEIR/EIS p. D.8-1].   

Information provided by SCE in the August 1, 2006 late-filed exhibit gives more detail on 
the time-varying nature of corona noise levels after construction of the second 500 kV line.  
The information in the comment clarifies that 61.3 dBA is the “L5” level, the level that 
would be exceeded five percent of the time.  This is new information because no metric was 
given earlier, and the 61 dBA value had been assumed to be the Leq in the Draft EIR/EIS.  
The Draft EIR/EIS incorrectly converted the L5 value to a CNEL metric to determine 
compliance with the local Riverside County policies.  The August 1, 2006 late-filed exhibit 
includes an attachment (Attachment C, Sargent & Lundy Report on Corona Noise) showing 
the modeled L5 along with the Leq, the Ldn, and the L50, a level that would be exceeded 
50 percent of the time.  The comment then incorrectly converts the L50 level to CNEL.  
The comment asserts that the L50 should be used to determine compliance with the CNEL 
requirements, but the Ldn should be used here since it is a more-relevant metric being 
computed on a 24-hour term. 

Using the methods of the Electric Power Research Institute-High Voltage Transmission 
Research Center (EPRI-HVTRC), the Ldn noise levels were calculated in the attachment to 
the comment.  Without the Proposed Project, the EPRI-HVTRC report shows the baseline 
levels to be 64.0 dBA Ldn.  For the Proposed Project, which would cause a corona noise 
maximum of 61.3 dBA L5, the EPRI-HVTRC report shows 54.7 dBA as the L50 and 65.7 
dBA as the Ldn.  The EIR/EIS has been revised to show these Ldn levels as project impacts.  
Because Ldn and CNEL are practically interchangeable terms here, this comment does not 
change the conclusion of the Draft EIR/EIS (Impact N-2) that levels along either the 
proposed Devers-Harquahala segment or the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative could exceed 
65 CNEL.  This means that the Class I impact identified in the Draft EIR/EIS remains in 
the Final EIR/EIS, but the extent of this impact is substantially reduced because it is less 
dramatically in excess of 65 CNEL.  As such, the area of impact is reduced by an order of 
magnitude from 200 feet of the edge of ROW to occur only at those locations within about 
25 feet of the ROW.  The backyards and outdoor spaces of adjacent residential properties 
would experience this impact and few, if any, residential structures (not more than four 
along Devers-Harquahala and 25 along Devers-Valley No. 2). 

The other subjects included in SCE’s late-filed exhibit (regarding EMF and cost benefit 
analysis) are addressed in the CPUC’s general proceeding and are not environmental issues. 

E3-2 For the Devers-Harquahala transmission line there are four areas where the 500 kV 
transmission line would be within 50 feet of residences and the EMF Policy of increasing 
tower and conductor heights would apply (south of Dillon Road, southwest of Desert Moon 
Drive, southeast of Moonshadow Drive, and south of Blythe- West of SH-78).  Although none 
of these areas were included as Key Viewpoints in the EIR/EIS; Mitigation Measure V-3a 
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(Reduce visual contrast of towers and conductors), which states that all new structures are 
to match the heights of the existing DPV1 structures to the extent possible as dictated by 
variations in terrain, would apply to all towers.   

The Administrative Law Judge, however, can impose conditions (e.g., increasing tower and 
conductor heights) for other reasons, such as EMF, that would override all or parts of 
mitigation measures, such as Mitigation Measure V-3a. Implementation of the EMF Policy 
where residences are within 50 feet of the ROW would result in an approximately 20-foot 
difference in tower height between the proposed and existing structures. The height increase 
would also cause slightly asynchronous conductor spans in the immediate vicinity of the 
heightened structure(s).  This effect would be less noticeable in areas of variable terrain and 
more noticeable where the terrain is flat.  However, given the relatively small increase in 
the structure height (13 percent greater than the average 150-foot structure height), minimal 
variation in the spans, and limited occurrence (four locations) of the taller structures, the 
resulting incremental visual change would be adverse, but less than significant.  Therefore, 
the 20-foot height increase for four towers would remain a less than significant (Class III) 
impact for visual resources in the areas where they would be located. 

The table below depicts the areas where the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative would be 
within 50 feet of residences and would be affected by the EMF Policy, which could 
override Mitigation Measure V-40a (Reduce visual contrast of towers and conductors).  

 

Residences Located within 50 ft. of Edge of ROW 
Devers-Valley Corridor  

DV MP 
Location within 50 ft. edge of ROW  

for New D-V#2 

Residences 
on New 

Side of Line 
Nearest Existing 

D-V1 Tower # 
0.7 to 0.8 Smoketree Rd., west of Diablo Rd. 2 M0-T4 

1.1 Smoketree Rd., west of Diablo Rd. 1 M1-T2 
12.2 Cabazon- Riza Ave. 1 M12-T2 

12.4 to 12.7 Cabazon- Riza Ave. circa Elm Street 7 M12-T3/ M13-T1 
18.5 Porter St. 2 M19-T1 
22.4 Death Valley Rd. 1 M22-T3 
35.1 Juniper Flats- Klein Way 1 M35-T2 

39.2 to 39.3 Romoland- Mountain Ave. 2 M39-T3 
40.0 to 40.1 Romoland- Mapes Rd.  

(one structure would actually be w/in the 330-foot 
ROW) 

2 M40-T3 

40.2 to 40.3 Romoland- Patelli Way 3 M40-T3 
40.5 to 40.7 Romoland- Winner Circle Dr. 2 M41-T1 
40.7 to 40.8 Romoland- Watson Rd. 2 M41-T2 
 TOTAL  25  

As discussed above for the Proposed Project, a similar increase in structure height at selected 
locations to mitigate EMF impacts along the Devers-Valley Corridor would also result in 
increased visual impacts.  The greater number of occurrences of increased tower height 
along the Devers-Valley Corridor would result in a more substantial visual impact for this 
alternative.  However, these locations would experience significant (Class I) visual impacts 
without the height increases (see discussions of impacts V-40 through V-47 in Section D.3.9.1). 
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Therefore, implementation of the EMF Policy would not change the Visual Resources impact 
classifications along the Devers-Valley Alternative nor would it affect Mitigation Measures 
V-3a and V-40a, both of which include the phrase “to the extent possible.”  Additionally, tower 
design and span distances should not be substantially affected by increased tower heights at 
the selected locations. 

E3-3 As discussed in Response E3-2, the Administrative Law Judge can impose conditions (e.g., 
increasing tower and conductor heights) for non-CEQA/NEPA reasons, such as EMF, that 
would override the whole or parts of mitigation measures.  In addition the 20-foot differ-
ence in tower heights, when the towers are already an average of 150 feet tall, would not 
constitute a significant height difference in the areas proposed for this condition. This is 
especially true due to the differences in topography at the location where higher towers 
would be required. In addition, as discussed under Impact B-15 in Section D.2.6.2, avian 
collisions are more likely to occur near wetlands, valleys that are bisected by power lines, 
and within narrow passes where power lines run perpendicular to flight paths (e.g., the 
Colorado River and other waterways and the Harquahala Valley’s agricultural lands).  The 
17 towers that would be affected by the EMF Policy are not located in such areas.  
Similarly, Mitigation Measure B-15 a provides language that that towers and lines will not 
be located significantly above the existing transmission lines towers to the maximum extent 
practicable. This measure does not limit or require that the lines remain consistent with the 
existing lines in all locations. With the implementation of Mitigation Measure B-15a  and 
the use of visible diversion devices if necessary, impacts in the 17 affected areas would remain 
potentially significant (Class II), but would still be mitigated to less than significant levels. 

 


