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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

The City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) is proposing the Barren Ridge 

Renewable Transmission Project (BRRTP or Project) to access clean, renewable resources in the 

Tehachapi Mountain and Mojave Desert areas, and to improve reliability and upgrade transmission 

capacity.  

 

LADWP, the US Department of Agriculture, Forest Service (USFS or Forest Service) and the U.S 

Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management (BLM) are preparing a joint Environmental 

Impact Statement (EIS) / Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed BRRTP. LADWP is the 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Lead Agency, while the USFS and BLM are the federal 

Co-Lead Agencies under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). An EIS/EIR is an informational 

disclosure document used to inform agency decision makers and the public of the potential significant 

environmental effects of a project, identify possible ways to eliminate or minimize the potential 

significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the Proposed Action /Project. 

 

The purpose of this report is to evaluate the potential for the Barren Ridge Renewable Transmission 

Project (BRRTP) and its Alternatives, as described in Section 1.4 of this Technical Report, to cause 

physical change to the existing environment, as described in Section 4.0 of this report . It also evaluates 

whether such physical changes may result in a significant effect on the environment. The evaluation 

considers the Project‘s direct and reasonably foreseeable indirect incremental impact on the existing 

environment. Visual resources were inventoried within the study corridor centered along the routing 

Alternatives and segments. A 6-mile wide study corridor (three miles on each side of the centerline of 

each segment) was studied for visual resources. Within the Angeles National Forest (ANF), the study 

corridor was expanded to a 10-mile wide study corridor (five miles on each side of the centerline for each 

segment). This report summarizes inventory of the existing landscape, the built and natural environment, 

and evaluates potential impacts of construction, operation and the long-term presence of the proposed 

Project on aesthetic values within the visual study corridor.  

 

The study has been conducted in compliance with the USFS Scenery Management System (SMS) (USFS 

1995) where alternatives would cross the ANF. The ANF sections address only those segments and 

alternatives that cross the ANF. Those segments include Segment D (Alternative 1), segment MP 23.2-

34.7, 36.1-37.3, 43.2-45.1, 46.5-48.0; Segment G (Alternative 2), segment MP 6.3-8.5, 9.2-9.9, 10.4-20.8; 

Segment 2a (Alternative 2a), segment MP 0.9-6.6; Segment H2 ((Not an Alternative being carried 

forward) MP 2.5-4.9, 5.4-7.3, 7.5-16.6 and Segment I (Alternative 3), segment MP 16.9-17.8, 18.0-18.6, 

23.5-26.5. Alternatives 1, 2, 2a and 3 would each cross the ANF. For the purposes of discussion and 

comparison, Segments 2a & G/Alternative 2a refers to Segment 2a combined with the portions of 

Segment G north and south of Segment 2a. Together, these portions of Segment G and Segment 2a make 

up Alternative 2a within the ANF. Refer to Tables 5 and 6 in Section 4.0 of this report for a summary of 

total miles of the ANF crossed by each segment and alternative. 

 

Where the Proposed Action and Alternatives cross private lands and public lands managed by the BLM 

the visual methods was conducted using the methodology of the BLM Visual Resource Management 

(VRM) Inventory and Contrast Rating System (BLM 1986a and b). The visual resource inventory 

consisted of a scenic attractiveness or visual quality evaluation, a viewer sensitivity analysis, distance 

zone establishment and visibility analysis, and an inventory of the regulatory framework for jurisdictions 

crossed by the alternative route segments. Site reconnaissance was conducted during August of 2008 and 

October of 2008 for the purposes of identifying visual resources in the project area and consulting with 

appropriate agencies. 
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1.1 STUDY CORRIDORS 

The northern portion of the visual study corridor is located east of the Tehachapi Mountain range and 

within the Antelope Valley and Mojave Desert area of Southern California. Much of the southern portion 

of the study corridor is located within the ANF and extends south from ANF through the City of Santa 

Clarita. The study corridor is located in Kern and Los Angeles Counties, and encompasses alternative 

route segments that total approximately 198 linear miles through diverse geographical areas and a variety 

of landscapes. Refer to Appendix D for a photo log illustrating the landscape of the study corridor. 

 

1.2 STUDY PERSONNEL 

The visual resource study team comprised several landscape architects and visual resource analysts: Gina 

Fegler – principal investigator, John Paez – principal investigator, Jim Jensen, project manager and 

technical editor, Charlie Koenig – visualization/animation specialist, all of POWER Engineers, Inc. 

(POWER). In addition, the team worked with recreation planners and landscape architects from the USFS 

and BLM to collect and interpret data.  

 

Gina Fegler was a principal investigator for the visual resources study. Her responsibilities included 

coordination of data collection, input and review, and agency contacts. Ms. Fegler has a Bachelor of 

Landscape Architecture degree and is a registered Landscape Architect in Idaho. 

 

Jim Jensen, technical editor and project manager, developed the visual resources study methodology and 

served as a senior technical reviewer. He has conducted or participated in visual resource analysis and 

photo simulations on many transmission line projects throughout the western United States, in addition to 

conducting numerous other recreation, rehabilitation, and environmental studies throughout the West. Mr. 

Jensen has a Bachelor‘s degree in Landscape Architecture and a Master‘s degree in Environmental 

Studies, and is a registered Landscape Architect in Arizona, Oregon, California, Idaho, Montana. 

 

Charlie Koenig was the visualization specialist responsible for the computer modeling and detailing of 

visual simulations. Mr. Koenig is a visualization and animation specialist with experience in CAD design, 

3D modeling and computer animations for a variety of projects. Mr. Koenig has a Bachelor of Science in 

Virtual Technology and Design. 

 

John Paez was a principal investigator for the visual resources study. His responsibilities included data 

collection, field investigations with the ANF, and agency contacts. Mr. Paez has a Bachelor‘s degree in 

Social Ecology/Land Planning and a Master‘s degree in Landscape Architecture. 

 

1.3 FIELD VERIFICATION 

The field investigation was conducted in August and October of 2008 to gather data about general scenic 

attractiveness and potential visual contrast levels and to identify sensitive viewpoints. Field verification 

was conducted in October and November of 2008 and January and May of 2009 for the purposes of 

verifying scenic attractiveness/integrity and visual quality classes, verifying visual contrast levels, and 

identifying and photographing visual simulation points.  

 

1.4 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The BRRTP would be located in Kern and Los Angeles counties. As proposed by LADWP, it would be 

approximately 76 miles in length extending from the Barren Ridge Switching Station to Rinaldi 

Substation, and extending approximately 12 miles from the Castaic Power Plant to the proposed Haskell 

Canyon Switching Station. As shown in Figure 1, the proposed BRRTP would include the following:  

1) Construction of approximately 61 miles of a new 230 kilovolt (kV) double-circuit transmission 

line from the LADWP Barren Ridge Switching Station to Haskell Canyon; 

2) Addition of approximately 12 miles of a new 230 kV circuit on the existing double-circuit 

structures from Haskell Canyon to the Castaic Power Plant; 
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3) Reconductoring of approximately 76 miles of the existing Barren Ridge-Rinaldi (BR-RIN) 

230 kV transmission line with larger capacity conductors between the Barren Ridge Switching 

Station and the Rinaldi Substation;  

4) Construction of a new switching station in Haskell Canyon; 

5) Expansion of the existing Barren Ridge Switching Station. 
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FIGURE 1. LADWP’S PROPOSED ACTION COMPONENTS 
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1.4.1 Construction of New 230 kV Double-Circuit Transmission Line 

The proposed double-circuit 230 kV transmission line component of the BRRTP would consist of two 

alternating current (AC) circuits from the Barren Ridge Switching Station to the proposed Haskell 

Canyon Switching Station in Haskell Canyon.  

 

The proposed structures for the new transmission line would primarily be self-supporting double-circuit 

steel lattice towers fabricated from galvanized steel members, as shown on the left side of Figure 2. 

Depending on the environmental conditions of the surrounding terrain, the height of the proposed lattice 

structures would range from 110 to 195 feet, with an average tower-to-tower span of 1,000 to 1,100 feet. 

Appendix G lists the structure specifications for the number of structures per mile, average span length, 

and average heights for towers and components. Exact structure placement would be determined during 

engineering surveys and detailed design studies for the selected Alternative route following the Record of 

Decision (ROD) on the EIS/EIR. A variety of engineering, constructability, existing access, and 

environmental issues would be considered during detailed structure siting within the permitted ROW. 

 

―Dead-end‖ towers of self-supporting, steel-lattice design would be required periodically to add 

longitudinal strength along the line. Dead-end towers would also be used at turn (angle) locations along 

the line, at heavily loaded tower locations, and at specific utility crossings (e.g., other transmission lines) 

for added safety. Dead-ended towers are of the same basic configuration as suspension towers (non-angle 

structures), the difference being in the tower ―arms,‖ insulator systems, and tower weights.  

 

FIGURE 2. TYPES OF TOWERS 

 
Self-supporting, tubular steel poles (TSP) have been proposed by LADWP as an available mitigation 

structure where appropriate to reduce potential impacts, such as conflicts with cultivation on agricultural 

lands. The TSPs can reduce impacts in some cases due to a smaller footprint than the proposed self-

supporting steel lattice structures; however, more TSPs per mile are necessary due to a shorter average 

span between structures. The TSPs would have an average height range between 95 and 180 feet, 

depending on the conditions of the surrounding terrain, with an average tower-to-tower span of 700 to 

800 feet. Refer to Figure 2 for an illustration of the double-circuit poles. 
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For the majority of the alignment, the two new 230 kV circuits would be placed on new double-circuit 

transmission towers, but for approximately 1.5 miles, the circuits would be placed on existing four-circuit 

structures that are located just north of the proposed Haskell Canyon Switching Station. Between where 

the existing BR-RIN crosses Dry Canyon to the intersection of the Castaic transmission lines, LADWP 

has existing four-circuit towers with three vacant positions. The existing towers would be utilized in this 

section for the proposed 230 kV double circuit transmission line instead of constructing new towers. See 

Figure 3 for the location and illustration of the existing four-circuit towers to be utilized. 
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FIGURE 3. FOUR-CIRCUIT TOWERS TO BE UTILIZED 



POWER ENGINEERS, INC. 
BRRTP – VISUAL RESOURCES TECHNICAL REPORT 

ANA 032-153 (PER-02) BRRTP (AUGUST 2011) GF 115244  8 

The self-supporting steel lattice structures and TSPs would utilize concrete foundations. Steel lattice 

structures would require four footings (one for each leg); TSPs would require single footings. Footings 

would be steel-reinforced concrete pier type and be cast in place. The typical design for the concrete 

footings for lattice structures would be between 2.5 and 5.0 feet in diameter, with an average depth of 20 

feet depending on soil conditions. Typical design for single foundations for TSPs would include augured 

holes approximately 5 to 7 feet in diameter and 15 to 30 feet deep, depending on conditions. Formwork 

steel reinforcing for the TSP/lattice structure would be assembled in the hole prior to casting concrete in 

place. Reinforcing steel would become integral to the lower leg of the steel lattice structure during 

assembly. An above-ground concrete form placed over each hole would result in a final concrete 

foundation height of 0.5 to 2.0 feet above ground level.  

As illustrated in Figure 4, Typical Tower Components, each tower carries conductors (―wires‖), 

insulators, and ground wires. The conductor being considered for the new double-circuit 230 kV 

transmission line and installation of the Castaic – Haskell Canyon #4 circuit on existing structures is a 

bundled 715.5 kcmil ―Starling‖ ACSS/AW. The reconductoring of the BR-RIN transmission line between 

Barren Ridge Switching Station and Rinaldi Substation would require a bundled 1,433.6 kcmil 

―Merrimack‖ ACSS/TW/HS conductor.  

 

FIGURE 4. TYPICAL TOWER COMPONENTS 

 
 

Each circuit would consist of three phases (―wires‖) as illustrated in Figure 4. To increase the current-

carrying capability of the transmission lines and reduce power loss, the Proposed Action (Alternative 2) 

would utilize bundled conductors installed for each phase. The bundled conductors would consist of two 

conductor cables connected by a spacer. The new 230 kV double-circuit transmission line would consist 

of a total of six double-bundled (12 individual) wires.  

 

Minimum conductor height above the ground, under normal operation of the line, is 30 feet. Greater 

clearances may be required in certain areas to allow for clearances over trees or other vegetation that 
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could pose a risk to the operation of the transmission line. Minimum conductor clearance would dictate 

the exact height of each tower based on topography and safety clearance requirements.  

 

Insulators are used to provide the physical connection of conductors to structures. These system 

components are made of very low conducting materials (polymer insulators) that inhibit the flow of 

electric current from energized conductors to ground or to other energized system elements. Insulators 

and their associated hardware are to be configured in an ―I‖ assembly to support conductors while 

maintaining required distances between phases and grounded structures. Each ―I‖ string would consist of 

six-inch diameter insulators between six and eight feet long. 

 

To shield conductors from hazard of direct lightning strikes by transferring lightning currents into the 

ground, overhead ground wires (shield wires) or fiber optic ground wire would be installed on top of new 

structures.  

 

Construction of a transmission line involves the following general sequence of events: surveying 

activities; identifying and constructing access roads; clearing ROW and tower sites (including 

construction yards and batch plants); installing foundations; assembling and installing the towers; 

clearing, pulling, tensioning, and splicing; installing ground wires and conductors; installing 

counterpoise; switching station tie-in; and site upkeep and site reclamation. Various phases of 

construction would occur at different locations throughout the construction process for the BRRTP. This 

would require several contractors operating at the same time and in different locations. Refer to Appendix 

G for a description of each construction activity.  

 

Existing paved and unpaved highways and roads would be used where possible. Roads along existing 

utility corridors would also be used where possible to minimize new access road construction. In locations 

where existing roads could be used, that are located in close proximity to the proposed or existing ROW 

centerlines, only new spur roads to the tower sites would be constructed. The specific locations and 

design of all new access and spur roads would be determined during final Project design.  

 

It is anticipated that one or two construction yards or staging areas would be required for materials 

storage, construction equipment, construction vehicles, and temporary construction offices. Staging areas 

would be approximately five acres in size, and located centrally or near each end of the transmission line 

route. The staging areas would likely be located on previously disturbed land and would be level and 

surfaced with crushed aggregate base. The LADWP would negotiate with landowners for specific 

locations of the staging areas. 

 

Routing 

In 2007, a siting analysis was conducted to identify appropriate sites for a new 230 kV transmission line. 

Over 200 miles of routing opportunities were identified and referred to as Segments A through I (see 

Figure 5). These segments were then combined to create end-to-end routing ―alternatives‖ as discussed in 

Section 7.0. All routing Segments were identified assuming the need for a 200-foot ROW for the new 230 

kV transmission line and the use of conventional transmission line construction. However, as discussed in 

Section 7.0 the end-to-end alternatives have included specific mitigation measures to reduce certain 

impacts. These mitigation measures would eliminate the need for new ROW in some locations and would 

require the use of helicopters for tower assembly in designated areas on the ANF. Also, to the maximum 

extent possible, all existing access and spur roads would be utilized for the construction, operation, and 

maintenance of the BRRTP. Below is a brief description of each segment. 
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FIGURE 5. PRELIMINARY ROUTING SEGMENTS 
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Segment A is 13 miles long and runs from LADWP‘s Barren Ridge Switching Station to the 

unincorporated community of Mojave, California. It would traverse four miles of BLM managed public 

lands and parallel LADWP‘s existing 230 kV Barren Ridge – Rinaldi Transmission Line (BR-RIN) and 

the 500 kV Pacific Direct Current Intertie (PDCI). It traverses four miles of BLM-managed lands. 

 

Segment B is 27 miles long and starts just north of the unincorporated community of Mojave, California 

and travels south to a point one mile east of the Antelope Valley California Poppy Reserve. This segment 

parallels LADWP‘s existing 230 kV BR-RIN and 500 kV PDCI transmission lines for its entire length.  

 

Segment C is 22 miles long and begins at the same location as Segment B, north of the unincorporated 

community of Mojave, California. Segment C parallels the Los Angeles Aqueduct in a southwest 

direction to Cottonwood Creek. No existing transmission lines are located within the aqueduct corridor; 

however, Southern California Edison‘s (SCE‘s) Tehachapi Renewable Transmission Project‘s (TRTP) 

Alternative 10A is also proposed along the same corridor.  

 

Segment D is 48 miles long and would traverse 16 miles of National Forest System (NFS) lands. This 

segment generally parallels the Los Angeles Aqueduct in a southwest direction, beginning near 

Cottonwood Creek and traveling to Lancaster Road. It then travels west to the Interstate 5 freeway utility 

corridor and continues southeast along LADWP‘s existing Castaic – Rinaldi corridor to the proposed 

Haskell Canyon Switching Station. Five high voltage transmission lines are located along the Interstate 5 

section of the segment. Oil and gas pipelines are also located in the same I-5 corridor. Continuing further 

south near Castaic Power Plant, Segment D would be located to the south of two existing LADWP 

double-circuit 230 kV transmission line towers until reaching the proposed Haskell Canyon Switching 

Station.  

 

Segment E is 11 miles long and begins near Cottonwood Creek at the intersection of Segments C and D. 

Segment E travels in a southeast direction and intersects Segment B one mile east of the Antelope Valley 

California Poppy Reserve. Three existing high voltage transmission lines (Midway-Vincent 500 kV, 

Antelope-Vincent 230 kV, and Antelope-Mesa 230 kV) are located within the corridor that Segment E 

would parallel. SCE‘s proposed TRTP Segment 4 is also proposed adjacent this same corridor.  

 

Segment F is the shortest segment, at four miles in length, and begins at the intersection of Segments B 

and E one mile east of the Antelope Valley California Poppy Reserve. Three existing high voltage 

transmission lines (Midway-Vincent 500 kV, Antelope-Vincent 230 kV, and Antelope-Mesa 230 kV) are 

also located parallel to this segment.  

 

The 115
th
 Street Segment was proposed as a modification to avoid impacts to residents in the Antelope 

Valley near Segments F and H, described below. It begins mid-way within Segment F near SCE‘s 

Antelope Substation and parallels 115
th
 Street south to the California Aqueduct. No existing transmission 

lines occur within this corridor; however, TRTP‘s proposed Segment 4 would be located along this 

alignment. This segment would split Segments F and H as shown in Figure 5 creating these Segments into 

F1, F2, H1 and H2.  

 

Segment G is 21 miles long. Thirteen miles traverse National Forest System (NFS) lands. It travels south 

from the intersection of Segments B and F one mile east of the Antelope Valley California Poppy Reserve 

to the proposed Haskell Canyon Switching Station, located near the southern boundary of the ANF. It is a 

designated utility corridor containing LADWP‘s existing 230 kV BR-RIN and 500 kV PDCI lines. The 

BRRTP proposes to use its existing four-circuit structures for two miles, from towers 234-3 to 236-2 (see 

Figure 3).  

 

Segment 2a is seven miles long. It would bypass the unincorporated community of Green Valley and 

follow an existing fire road through ANF. Segment 2a would not parallel existing transmission facilities, 

and a new utility corridor would be required. 
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Segment H is 20 miles long and would parallel SCE‘s Antelope-Pardee line. It starts near SCE‘s 

Antelope Substation at the intersection of Segments F and I and traverses 13 miles of NFS lands to the 

proposed Haskell Canyon Switching Station. As requested by the USFS, all portions of this segment that 

fall within the northern and southern borders of the ANF would be constructed entirely by the use of 

helicopters. The helicopter construction requirement was established by the USFS for consistency of 

transmission line construction within the existing Antelope-Pardee transmission line corridor. No new 

access roads would be constructed except those required for pulling and tensioning sites or staging 

locations for construction materials. The addition of the 115
th
 Street Segment, described above, splits the 

Segment into H1 (northern portion) and H2 (southern portion). 

 

Segment I is 32 miles long. It begins near the Antelope Substation at the intersection of Segments F and 

H, and heads southeast through the City of Palmdale, parallel SCE‘s existing high voltage transmission 

lines (Midway-Vincent 500 kV, Antelope-Vincent 230 kV, and Antelope-Mesa 230 kV). The segment 

continues directly south to an existing LADWP transmission line corridor, then continues in a southeast 

direction to the proposed Haskell Canyon Switching Station, parallel LADWP‘s existing high voltage 

transmission lines (Victorville-Rinaldi 500 kV and Adelanto-Rinaldi 230 kV). A majority of this segment 

would be located outside of NFS lands. Two miles would be located on NFS lands.  

 

Segment J is located parallel to the southern portion of Segment D. Segment J would consist of a new 

single 230 kV circuit to be placed on existing double-circuit towers between Castaic Power Plant and the 

proposed Haskell Canyon Switching Station (see discussion in Section 1.4.2 below). 

 

Three-Circuit Tower Mitigation 

In areas where there are ROW expansion constraints and where LADWP has existing 230 kV 

transmission lines, LADWP is proposing to construct three-circuit towers within the existing ROW to 

carry the existing BR-RIN circuit and the two proposed Barren Ridge to Haskell Canyon (BR-HC) 

circuits. This would avoid various impacts, including the acquisition of residential property in the 

unincorporated communities of Willow Springs (milepost 27.1 to 27.6) and Elizabeth Lake and Green 

Valley (milepost 44.6 to 51.7). Refer to Figure 6 for an illustration of three-circuit tower types, and to 

Figure 7, the Three-Circuit Tower Mitigation Map, for proposed locations. 

 

FIGURE 6. THREE-CIRCUIT TOWER TYPES 
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FIGURE 7. THREE-CIRCUIT TOWER MITIGATION  
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LADWP must maintain the electrical service along the existing BR-RIN transmission line to avoid 

impacts to the hydroelectric power plants north of the Barren Ridge Switching Station. Therefore, a 

temporary transmission line would be constructed to keep the BR-RIN circuit energized during 

construction of the three-circuit towers. After the temporary line is constructed, the existing BR-RIN 

single-circuit towers would be removed to allow the new three-circuit towers to be constructed within the 

existing ROW. Once construction of the three-circuit towers is completed, the temporary transmission 

line would be removed. The temporary transmission line is expected to be in place from six to nine 

months. 

 

The temporary transmission line would be 7.5 miles long and would consist of wood and steel single 

poles with an average height of 95 feet, a 3-foot by 3-foot footprint, and an average of eight poles per 

mile. Construction would occur within a new temporary 80- to 100-foot ROW. The majority of the 

temporary transmission line would be constructed along San Francisquito Road. Portions would also be 

constructed along Elizabeth Lake Road and Johnson Road. Pole placement would be adjacent to public 

roadways wherever possible. If necessary, temporary ROW on private property would be needed where 

poles could not be placed within public road ROW. The majority of poles would be direct-embedded 

when set in place and would not require a permanent foundation. Where additional strength is necessary 

at larger angle points, steel poles would be required, which could require an excavation approximately 6 

feet in diameter by 20 feet deep to accommodate the concrete pier foundation that would be cast in place. 

Once all the poles have been constructed and the conductor installed, the existing BR-RIN circuit would 

be connected into the temporary line and energized. The construction would require establishment of a 

staging area, work areas around poles, and pull and tension sites. Access to pole sites and pull and tension 

sites would be from the adjacent roadways.  

 

Approximately seven miles of the existing BR-RIN single-circuit towers would be removed, with existing 

ROW utilized to access the existing towers. The new three-circuit towers would be placed within the 

existing ROW, utilizing existing access roads. Helicopter Mitigation, as described in this section below, 

would be applied in steeper terrain if additional access is required. The new three-circuit tower would 

require a 25-foot by 30-foot structure footprint and an average of seven structures per mile; the average 

structure height would be 170 feet, with a maximum tower-to-tower span length of 780 feet. The 

construction process for the new three-circuit towers would be the same as the double-circuit towers 

discussed above. After completion of construction of the three-circuit towers, the temporary transmission 

line would be removed and all temporary staging and work area land disturbances would be restored as 

close to previous conditions as possible and revegetated as required. 

 

Helicopter Mitigation 

Within the ANF where the terrain is steep and access is limited, the USFS would require that the new 

double-circuit 230 kV structures be constructed with the use of helicopters (such as the Hughes 500 or 

Bell 212, or Sikorsky Skycrane). Although no specific locations for this mitigation have been identified 

for the Proposed Action, as defined, it is expected USFS would require the helicopter mitigation for 

construction in any area more than 300 feet from an existing road and with slopes greater than 

approximately 25 percent. The use of helicopters for the construction of transmission tower structures 

would eliminate the need for new access roads to structure locations, and would therefore minimize land 

disturbance associated with crane pads, structure laydown areas, and the trucks and tractors used for 

delivery of structures to sites. However, the following site and ground disturbing construction activities 

would be required to construct the new transmission line within the identified helicopter construction 

areas: portable landing pads, helicopter fly yards/staging areas and associated access roads, tower 

structure vegetation clearing, guard structures at major crossings, and access road pullouts.  

 

Temporary 24-foot wide access roads would be required to access the helicopter fly yards/staging areas. 

The transmission line materials (tower steel, conductor reels, structure hardware, etc.) would be delivered 

by truck to the helicopter fly yards/staging areas. Vegetation clearing may be required at these sites to 

ensure safe working conditions. The fly yards/staging areas would serve as helicopter support yards for 
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fueling and maintenance, as well as for the transport of materials and personnel. Towers may also be 

assembled in sections at these yards prior to delivery to the tower sites. Heavy lift helicopters would then 

fly the towers from the yards to the tower sites. 

 

Portable landing pads would be located at each tower site. These pads would allow helicopters to load and 

unload personnel, tools, and equipment necessary for construction of foundations and assembly of tower 

structures. Helicopter-constructed towers that would not be in close proximity to existing access roads 

would utilize micropile foundations. For each tower leg, micropile foundations would use a group of three 

to eight 6- to 9-inch diameter casings that would be drilled and grouted into the ground. The exposed 

portion of the pile group would be encased in a reinforced concrete cap from the top of the casings to a 

depth anywhere from one to eight feet below the ground surface, depending on the terrain.  

 

Conductor installation would proceed in the same manner as the double-circuit tower installation. The 

equipment necessary for conductor installation would be large, heavy construction equipment that could 

only be brought in by truck. Some NFS roads could need maintenance or improvement to allow pulling 

and tensioning, but no new access or spur roads would be created for conductor installation on the 

helicopter-constructed towers. After Project completion, any maintained access roads to helicopter fly 

yards/staging areas to would be reduced to 16 feet. 

 

1.4.2 Addition of New 230 kV Circuit 

Between the proposed Haskell Canyon Switching Station and the existing Castaic Power Plant, LADWP 

proposes the addition of 12 miles of a new 230 kV transmission circuit onto existing Castaic – Olive 

230 kV Transmission Line structures. The circuit would cross the unincorporated communities of Castaic 

and Saugus and the city of Santa Clarita. A total of 300 feet of BLM-managed public lands and four miles 

of NFS lands would be traversed; however, the new circuit would not require a new or additional ROW. 

This new circuit would be called Castaic – Haskell Canyon #4 and would utilize the same conductor 

(bundled 715.5 kcmil ―Starling‖ ACSS/AW [aluminum conductor steel supported/aluminum-clad steel 

wire]) as that proposed for the new 230 kV transmission line between Barren Ridge and Haskell Canyon 

Switching Stations.  

 

The addition of a new circuit on existing towers would require many of the same construction activities 

associated with a new transmission line (refer to Appendix G for a description of each construction 

activity). However, all work would be within existing ROW and no new towers would be constructed. 

Some towers may need to be modified or reinforced to carry the additional weight of the new conductor. 

Specific towers requiring reinforcement would be determined following detailed design of the Project. 

Tower reinforcement would not alter the general design or the location of the structures. This process 

would generally include reinforced foundations or steel member replacements. Refer to Figure 1 for a 

map showing the location of the new 230 kV circuit. 

 

1.4.3 Reconductoring of Existing Transmission Line 

LADWP proposes the reconductoring of 76 miles of the existing BR-RIN 230 kV transmission line with 

larger conductors from the Barren Ridge Switching Station to Rinaldi Substation. Four miles of BLM-

managed public lands, 13 miles of National Forest System (NFS) lands, and 44 miles of private property 

would be traversed. The existing conductors (954/ 2,312 kcmil) would be replaced with a new 1,433.6 

kcmil ―Merrimack‖ ACSS/TW/HS (aluminum conductor steel supported/trapezoidal wires/high strength) 

conductor. The new conductor would have a larger diameter that allows for greater electrical capacity.  

 

The upgrade of the existing BR-RIN would also require many of the same activities of the new 

transmission line (surveying of right-of-way [ROW], rehabilitation of existing access and spur roads, 

clearing of ROW, conductor installation, and cleanup). Removal of the existing conductor would be used 

to string a pulling line, and this line would then be used to pull in the new conductor. All work would 

remain within the existing 250-foot-wide ROW, with no additional ROW required. Some of the towers 
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would need to be modified, replaced, and/or have foundations reinforced or replaced to carry the 

additional weight of the new heavier conductor. Refer to Figure 1 for the location of the reconductoring. 

 

1.4.4 Construction of New Switching Station 

As a component of the BRRTP, LADWP proposes the construction of a new switching station in Haskell 

Canyon, south of the Angeles National Forest on LADWP-owned property at the convergence of several 

existing and proposed 230 kV transmission lines (the existing BR-RIN, the proposed double-circuit 

Barren Ridge – Haskell Canyon, existing Castaic – Northridge, Castaic – Sylmar, Castaic – Olive, and the 

proposed Castaic – Haskell Canyon). Refer to Figure 1 for the location of the new switching station. 

 

The station would be approximately 500 feet by 600 feet to accommodate the necessary circuit positions, 

which are made up of equipment, such as steel support structures, circuit breakers, disconnect switches, 

and associated equipment, and a relay house and control house containing control and protective relaying 

equipment. The relay and control houses would each be approximately 30 feet long by 12 feet wide by 10 

feet high and constructed of gray concrete block. The station yard would include a paved internal access 

road approximately 16 feet wide and would be enclosed by chain-link fencing with barbed-wire extension 

for security. The preliminary grading plan for the station is located in Appendix G. 

 

Necessary pre-construction geotechnical investigation on-site would include six borings by a drill rig to 

investigate bedrock and soil stability and four cone penetration test locations after site grading to 

determine friction resistance for piers. The cone penetration test rig would be a small truck with a 

hydraulic ram assembly mounted on the back, which is used to push a 2.5-inch diameter cone into the 

ground to a depth up to 50 feet. Existing roads would be used to access the site.  

 

Construction of the new Haskell Canyon Switching Station would consist of preconstruction surveys, 

clearing and grading of access roads, site grading and drainage development, installation of concrete 

foundations and steel support structures, installation of below- and above-ground electrical conduits for 

equipment power and control, installation of below- and above-grade grounding conductors, and 

installation of control and relay houses. Equipment required for station construction would include 

graders and excavators, backhoes, drill rigs, water trucks, scrapers, sheep‘s foot compactors, front end 

loaders, concrete trucks, trucks, and flatbed trailers. Cranes, man-lifts, portable welding units, line trucks, 

and mechanic trucks would also be required. Construction would require an estimated 12 months with 

approximately 60 workers.  

 

Site preparation work for the station would involve clearing and grading of access roads, clearing of the 

switchyard site, the cut and fill grading of the site, and placement and compaction of structural fill that 

would serve as a base for switching station facilities. The site would be graded to maintain current 

drainage patterns as much as possible. A 16-foot-wide paved road and a 100-foot by 100-foot gravel 

parking area would be required. The yard would be covered with crushed-rock aggregate. Native 

vegetation would be re-established where possible outside the switchyard fence. 

 

Following site grading and development, reinforced concrete foundations would be installed to support 

the steel structures and electrical equipment and control facilities. It is estimated that 1,500 cubic yards of 

concrete would need to be delivered to the switching station site for the foundations. Foundation work 

would require approximately 180 trips to the site by 40-ton, 10-yard capacity concrete trucks over a 120-

day working period. Subsequent to the foundation installation, trenches would be dug to facilitate 

placement of copper conductors for the station grounding mat.  

 

Multiple transmission lines would be terminated into the switching station (i.e., the new and existing 

Barren Ridge – Haskell and Castaic – Haskell Canyon transmission lines) and would need support and 

require the installation of galvanized steel structures. An existing 115 kV transmission line may need to 

be relocated around the proposed station. High-voltage bus work consisting of aluminum jumpers and 

tubing would be installed within the station.  
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1.4.5 Expansion of Existing Switching Station 

LADWP proposes expansion of the existing Barren Ridge Switching Station to the east side by 235 feet 

by 500 feet, for a total station size of 485 feet by 500 feet (approximately 5.6 acres). The expansion area 

of the station would include electrical structures and equipment for the addition of transmission lines, a 

material staging area, roadway within the station, and a drainage area. The preliminary design layout for 

the station may be found in Appendix G. Refer to Figure 1 for the location of the existing switching 

station. 

 

Expansion of the existing switching station would be very similar to the construction of the Haskell 

Canyon Switching Station as described above. Expansion would consist of preconstruction surveys, site 

preparation and grading, installation of reinforced concrete foundations, installation of electrical conduits 

for equipment power and control, and installation of structures and equipment.  

 

Necessary pre-construction geotechnical on-site investigation would include two test pits excavated by a 

backhoe to investigate soil density and settlement, and four cone penetration test locations on-site to 

determine friction resistance for piers. The cone penetration test rig would be a small truck with a 

hydraulic ram assembly mounted on the back, which is used to push a 2.5-inch diameter cone into the 

ground to a depth up to 50 feet. Existing roads would be used to access the site.  

 

It is estimated that 700 cubic yards of concrete would need to be delivered to the switching station site for 

the foundations. Foundation work would require approximately 80 trips to the site by 40-ton, 10-yard 

capacity concrete trucks over a 90-day working period. Equipment required for station construction would 

include graders and excavators, backhoes, drill rigs, water trucks, scrapers, sheep‘s foot compactors, front 

end loaders, concrete trucks, trucks, and flatbed trailers. Cranes, man-lifts, portable-welding units, line 

trucks, and mechanic trucks would also be required. An estimated eight months with approximately 60 

workers would be required to expand the station.  

 

1.4.6 Project-Wide Mitigation Measures 

To address potential impacts of the Proposed Project to multiple resource areas as discussed above, the 

following project-wide mitigation measure would be applied: 

 

Three-Circuit Tower Mitigation (THREE-CIRCUIT) – A three-circuit lattice tower design would 

be implemented as described in Section 1.4.1 of this Technical Report, at the locations shown in 

Figure 7, Three-Circuit Tower Mitigation Map. 

 

Helicopter Mitigation (HELICOPTER) – Helicopter Mitigation shall be implemented, as 

described in Section 1.2.1 of this Technical Report, in steep areas of the Angeles National Forest 

where access is limited. For Alternatives 1 and 2a, implementation would occur at the locations 

shown on Figure 26, Identified Helicopter Mitigation Map. During final design of the Project, 

areas other than those shown on Figure 26, including Alternatives 2 and 3, may potentially 

require helicopter construction of the towers. This determination would generally be made where 

tower sites have no existing access roads within 300 feet and slopes are greater than 25 percent. 

Final identification of these tower sites would be determined and agreed upon by USFS, BLM 

and LADWP. 

 

1.4.7 Construction Work Force and Schedule 

The NEPA Record of Decision and CEQA Notice of Determination (anticipated in the early part of 2012) 

must be made before construction could begin. Therefore, construction of the BRRTP is anticipated to 

begin no sooner than summer 2012, with a target in-service date of early 2015. These dates are subject to 

change based on actual completion of design. 
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The following construction estimates were based on preliminary engineering and the number of workers 

and construction duration values are estimates; therefore, they are subject to change based on final 

engineering and design. The new double-circuit 230 kV transmission line from the Barren Ridge 

Switching Station to the proposed Haskell Canyon Switching Station would require 12.5 months and 134 

workers. The installation of a 230 kV circuit on existing double-circuit towers from the Castaic Power 

Plant to the proposed Haskell Canyon Switching Station would require a month and a half and 35 

workers. The upgrade and reconductoring of the existing BR-RIN would require eight months and 155 

workers. The construction of a new 400-foot by 600-foot Haskell Canyon Switching Station would 

require 12 months and 60 workers. The expansion of the existing Barren Ridge Switching Station would 

require eight months and 60 workers.  

 

The BRRTP components are anticipated to be constructed in the staggered sequence illustrated below in 

Tables 1 and 2. The construction of all Project components would take approximately two years and 447 

total workers, with 173 workers at the peak of construction. Table 2 summarizes the BRRTP‘s anticipated 

construction workforce and schedule based on the most current information available. To allow for any 

delays in the Project, three weeks of float time were included for the new 230 kV transmission line and 

reconductoring efforts, and an additional two weeks of float time were included for the stringing of the 

second circuit between Castaic Power Plant and Haskell Canyon. 

 

TABLE 1. ANTICIPATED CONSTRUCTION SEQUENCE 

PROJECT COMPONENT ANTICIPATED CONSTRUCTION SEQUENCE 

Expansion of Barren Ridge Switching 
Station 

 Weeks 8 – 73 

New Haskell Canyon Switching Station Weeks 1 – 67 

New 230 kV Transmission Line  Weeks 42 – 113 

Reconductor BR-RIN   Weeks 55 – 88 

Addition of 230 kV Circuit  
Weeks 
51 – 56 

 

 

TABLE 2. CONSTRUCTION WORKFORCE AND SCHEDULE 

PROJECT COMPONENT 
CONSTRUCTION 
(START AND END 

WEEKS) 

CONSTRUCTION 
DURATION 
(MONTHS) 

TOTAL # OF 
WORKERS 

PEAK # OF 
WORKERS 

AT ANY GIVEN 
TIME 

Expansion of Barren Ridge Switching 
Station 

8 – 73 15 60 38 

New Haskell Canyon Switching Station 1 – 67 15.4 63 38 

New 230 kV Transmission Line 42 – 113 16.5 134 131 

Reconductor BR-RIN 55 -88 9 155 120 

Addition of 230 kV Circuit 51 – 56 1.5 35 35 

ALL COMPONENTS Weeks 1 – 113 26.1 months 
447 Total 
Workers 

173* Peak 
Workers 

*The value represents the total for the staggered construction of the Project components; it is not reflective of the sum of all the 

components.  
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2.0 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

2.1 FEDERAL LAWS AND REGULATIONS 

Federal agencies with jurisdiction over public lands in the study corridor include the BLM, the USFS, and 

the Department of Defense. The BLM and the USFS have regulations pertaining to visual resources. 

BLM lands are administered by BLM Resource Management Plans (RMP) or BLM Management 

Framework Plans (MFP), while USFS lands are administered by USFS Forest Plans. 

 

The BLM and the USFS typically identify visual management objectives in their respective planning 

documents. Visual Resource Management Objectives (BLM) and Scenic Integrity Objectives (USFS) 

were provided by applicable agencies.  

 

2.1.1 United States Forest Service 

Angeles National Forest Land Management Plan 

The Angeles National Forest Land Management Plan (2005) was published as part of the Land 

Management Plan for the four southern California national forests, including Angeles National Forest 

(ANF), Cleveland National Forest, Los Padres National Forest, and San Bernardino National Forest. The 

Forest Plan is divided into three parts. Part 1 is the vision for the southern California national forests. It 

describes the USFS‘s national goals, the roles and contributions of national forests, the desired conditions 

within the national forests, and the evaluation/monitoring indicators that will be used to assess progress 

toward desired conditions. Part 2 is the strategy for the southern California national forests. It describes 

the objectives that the ANF intends to implement to progress toward the vision described in Part 1. Part 3 

is the design criteria. It includes the laws and standards and references other guidance that the southern 

California national forests use during project planning and implementation. Page numbers referenced 

below are from the online PDF version of the Forest Plan and may not match the print version. 

Program Strategies and Tactics related to landscape aesthetics included in Forest-specific Design Criteria, 

Place-specific Standards in Part 2 of the ANF Forest Plan that are applicable to the Project include the 

following:  

ANF S1 - Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail - Protect scenic integrity of foreground views as 

well as from designated viewpoints. Where practicable, avoid establishing nonconforming land 

uses within the viewshed of the trail (page 76). See Figure 21 for PCT foreground visibility.  

 

Strategies related to landscape aesthetics included in Appendix B in Part 2 of the Forest Plan that are 

applicable to the Project include the following:  

 

SD 2 - Wild and Scenic Rivers - Manage designated wild and scenic river segments to perpetuate 

their free-flowing condition and designated classifications, and to protect and enhance their 

outstandingly remarkable values and water quality (page 106). 

 

 For those eligible wild and scenic river segments, interim protection measures will be 

applied to the bed, bank, and one-quarter mile on either side of the ordinary high-water 

mark. 

 

LM 1 - Landscape Aesthetics -Manage landscapes and built elements to achieve scenic integrity 

objectives (page 113):  

 

 Use best environmental design practices (BEIG) to harmonize changes in the landscape 

and advance environmentally sustainable design solutions.  

 Mitigate ground disturbance to maintain scenic integrity objectives.  
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LM 2 - Landscape Restoration - Restore landscapes to reduce visual effects of nonconforming 

features (page 113):  

 

 Prioritize landscape restoration activities in key places. Integrate restoration activities with 

other resource restoration.  

 

LM 3 - Landscape Character - Maintain the character of key places to preserve their intact nature 

and valued attributes (page 113):  

 Maintain the integrity of the expansive, unencumbered landscapes and traditional cultural 

features that provide the distinctive character of the place.  

 Promote the planning and improvement of infrastructure along federal and state scenic 

travel routes.  

 Promote the consideration of key landscape character in other landscape analyses such as 

Fireshed.  

 

Part 2 of the Forest Plan identifies the Scenery Management System in the Land Management Plan 

Strategy, Suitable Land Uses section, page 17, as follows: 

 

The Scenery Management System (SMS) is a tool for integrating the benefits, values, desires, and 

preferences regarding aesthetics and scenery for all levels of land and resource management planning. 

People are concerned about the quality of their environment and the aesthetic values of landscapes, 

particularly the scenery and spiritual values. Scenic integrity objectives have been designated for all 

areas of the national forest. At the project level, all national forest activities are subject to review of 

the scenic integrity objectives. 

 

Part 2, Appendix B, of the Forest Plan includes a map of the ANF SIOs. Refer also to Appendix F, 

Angeles National Forest Scenic Integrity Objectives Map, for mapping of the ANF SIOs. Very High, 

High, and Moderate SIOs occur in the study area. Aesthetic Management Standards required by (36 CFR 

219) included in Part 3 of the Forest Plan that are applicable to the Project include the following:  

 

S9 - Design management activities to meet the Scenic Integrity Objectives (SIOs) shown on the 

Scenic Integrity Objectives Map (page 106).  

 

S10 - Scenic Integrity Objectives will be met with the following exceptions (page 106):  

 

 Minor adjustments not to exceed a drop of one SIO level are allowable with the Forest 

Supervisor‘s approval.  

 Temporary drops in more than one SIO level may be made during and immediately 

following project implementation providing they do not exceed three years in duration.  

 

The following terms are defined in the glossary of Part 2 of the Forest Plan.  

 

Scenic Integrity: The state of naturalness or, conversely, the state of disturbance created by human 

activities or alteration. Integrity is stated in degrees of deviation from the existing landscape character. 

 

Scenic Integrity Objectives: The objectives that define the minimum level to which landscapes are to be 

managed from an aesthetics standpoint. There are six objectives that describe the landscape in varying 

degrees from naturalness: Very High (Unaltered), High (Appears Unaltered), Moderate (Slightly Altered), 

Low (Moderately Altered), Very Low (Heavily Altered).  

 

Very High Scenic Integrity: This classification generally provides for ecological changes only. This 

refers to landscapes where the valued (desired) landscape character is intact with only minute, if any, 
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deviations. The existing landscape character and sense of place is expressed at the highest possible level. 

The landscape is unaltered. This is synonymous with the Preservation Visual Quality Objective under the 

original Visual Management System.  

 

High Scenic Integrity: This classification provides for conditions where human activities are not visually 

evident. This refers to landscapes where the valued (desired) landscape character ―appears‖ intact. 

Deviations may be present but must repeat the form, line, color, texture, pattern and scale common to the 

landscape character. The landscape appears unaltered. This is synonymous with the Retention Visual 

Quality Objective under the original Visual Management System. 

 

Moderate Scenic Integrity: This classification refers to landscapes where the valued (desired) landscape 

character ―appears slightly altered.‖ Noticeable deviations must remain subordinate to the landscape 

character being viewed. The landscape appears slightly altered. This is synonymous with the Partial 

Retention Visual Quality Objective under the original Visual Management System. 

 

Low Scenic Integrity: This classification refers to landscapes where the valued (desired) landscape 

character ―appears moderately altered.‖ Deviations begin to dominate the valued landscape character 

being viewed, but they borrow valued attributes such as size, shape, edge effect and pattern of natural 

openings, vegetative-type changes or architectural styles outside the landscape being viewed. Deviations 

must be shaped and blended with the natural terrain (landforms) so that elements such as unnatural edges, 

roads, landings and structures do not dominate the composition. The landscape appears moderately 

altered. This is synonymous with the Modification Visual Quality Objective under the original Visual 

Management System. 

 

Very Low Scenic Integrity: This classification refers to landscapes where the valued (desired) landscape 

character, ―appears heavily altered.‖ Deviations may strongly dominate the valued landscape character. 

They may not borrow from valued attributes, such as size, shape, edge effect and pattern of natural 

openings, vegetative-type changes or architectural styles within or outside the landscape being viewed. 

However, deviations must be shaped and blended with the natural terrain (landforms) so that elements 

such as unnatural edges, roads, landings and structures do not dominate the composition. The natural 

landscape character should appear as natural occurrences when viewed at background distances. The 

landscape appears heavily altered. This is synonymous with the Maximum Modification Visual Quality 

Objective under the original Visual Management System. 

 

Unacceptably Altered: A scenic integrity level (never an objective) where human activities of vegetation 

and landform alterations are excessive and totally dominate the natural or natural-appearing landscape 

character. Unacceptable alterations are ―what not to do to any landscape,‖ regardless of the distance from 

which the management activity may be observed. 

 

2.1.2 Bureau of Land Management 

California Desert Conservation Area Plan, as Amended 

The Ridgecrest Field Office is part of the California Desert District, which is included in the California 

Desert Conservation Area (CDCA). The California Desert Conservation Area Plan 1980 As Amended 

(1999) states in Chapter 3, Recreation Element, Visual Resources Management Program page 72 that: 

 

 ―Appropriate levels of management, protection, and rehabilitation on all public lands in the 

CDCA will be identified, commensurate with visual resource management objectives in the 

multiple-use class guidelines.‖ 

 ―Proposed activities will be evaluated to determine the extent of change created in any given 

landscape and to specify appropriate design or mitigation measures using the Bureau‘s contrast 

rating process.‖ 

 



POWER ENGINEERS, INC. 
BRRTP – VISUAL RESOURCES TECHNICAL REPORT 

ANA 032-153 (PER-02) BRRTP (AUGUST 2011) GF 115244  22 

 

West Mojave Plan 

 

The West Mojave Plan Record of Decision (2006) and the Final Environmental Impact Report and 

Statement for the West Mojave Plan (2005) do not include regulations or standards pertaining to visual 

resources. 

 

2.2 STATE REGULATIONS 

CEQA was enacted in 1970. CEQA provides a process for determining a project‘s potential effect on the 

environment and developing measures to minimize those effects. California Public Resources Code, § 

21060.5 states that ―Environment means the physical conditions which exist within the area which will be 

affected by a proposed project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, noise, objects of historic 

or aesthetic significance.‖  

 
To determine the significance of potential effects under CEQA, Appendix G of the act was consulted. The 

guidelines indicate that a project will have a significant effect on the environment in relation to visual 

resources if it will: 

 

 Have a substantial, adverse effect on a scenic vista. 

 Damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic 

buildings within a state scenic highway.  

 Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings. 

 Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime 

views in the area. 

 

2.3 COUNTY AND CITY PLANS AND POLICIES 

Jurisdictions crossed by the proposed Project include Kern County and Los Angeles County; and the 

Cities of Lancaster, Los Angeles, Palmdale, San Fernando, and Santa Clarita. 

  

2.3.1 Kern County 

Kern County General Plan 

Kern County has the discretion to designate local scenic routes if circumstances warrant such designation 

(Kern County General Plan - Circulation Element, 2007). A Scenic Route is any freeway, highway, road, 

or other public right-of-way, which traverses an area of exceptional scenic attractiveness. A scenic route 

must officially set as a Scenic Route by the Kern County Board of Supervisors, or the State of California. 

A route shall not be selected as scenic until a plan and program for the protection and enhancement of the 

adjacent roadside view shed is available for implementation. 

 

Implementation Measure D: The County has adopted a Scenic Corridor (SC) Combining District to 

designate areas which contain unique visual and scenic resources as viewed from a major highway or 

freeway and for the regulation of off-site advertising signs, where the siting of such signs need to be 

reviewed on a case-by-case basis to safeguard the scenic qualities of the natural environment and the 

visual qualities of primary entranceways into the County. 

 

2.3.2 Los Angeles County 

Los Angeles County General Plan 

Stated in the Los Angeles County General Plan – Scenic Highway Element (1974), ―It shall be the policy 

of Los Angeles County to:  

 Establish a countywide scenic highway system in urban and rural areas.  
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 Encourage utilization of appropriate existing roads as scenic highways rather than the 

construction of new routes.  

 Protect and enhance esthetic resources within corridors of designated scenic highways.  

 Establish and maintain rural scenic highways to provide access to scenic resources and serve 

recreational users.  

 Establish and maintain urban scenic highways to provide access to interesting and esthetic 

manmade features, historical and cultural sites, and urban open space areas.  

 Provide a comprehensive scenic highway system which safely accommodates various forms of 

transportation compatible with scenic highway criteria and standards.  

 Develop and apply standards to regulate the quality of development within corridors of 

designated scenic highways.  

 Remove visual pollution from designated scenic highway corridors.  

 Require the development and use of esthetic design considerations for road construction, 

reconstruction or maintenance for all designated scenic highways.  

 Increase governmental commitment to the designation of scenic highways and protection of 

scenic corridors.  

 Encourage the fair distribution of social and economic costs and benefits associated with scenic 

highways.‖  

 

Los Angeles County Draft General Plan 

Los Angeles County is now preparing the General Plan Comprehensive Update and Amendment (2008) 

with a vision for ―Shaping the Future 2025.‖ It is not yet adopted and therefore has no regulatory 

authority in relation to the project‘s consistency with the Los Angeles County General Plan‘s goals and 

policies.  

 

According to the draft General Plan, the new Circulation Element will rescind the adopted Scenic 

Highway Element. In its place, a scenic highway sub-element will be added to the Circulation Element. 

This revision will eliminate most urban routes depicted on the adopted Scenic Highway Element, and will 

in turn focus on the scenic qualities present in rural routes. Relevant goals and policies, and revised 

procedural practices will be incorporated into this sub-element. The draft Conservation and Open Space 

Element sets policy direction for the open space-related resources of Los Angeles County. These 

resources include land and water areas devoted to recreation, scenic beauty, conservation and use of 

natural resources, agriculture and mineral production.  

 

Relevant objectives and policies from the current Scenic Highway component of the Circulation Element 

will be incorporated as a sub-element of the updated Circulation Element. Following are goals and 

policies of the Draft Circulation Element.  

 C-6: A scenic highway system that preserves and enhances natural resources within its corridors 

while serving the public through various transportation modes and access to recreational 

opportunities.  

 C-6.1: Provide a comprehensive scenic highway system, as shown on the Scenic Highway Plan 

that safely accommodates various forms of transportation and provides access to scenic resources.  

 C-6.2: Protect and enhance aesthetic resources within corridors of designated scenic highways. In 

the Draft General Plan, as County policy, Circulation components include highways under the 

jurisdiction of Los Angeles County. Scenic highways are adopted by County policy, regardless of 

their regulating agency, in order to apply design standards and conditions to projects on 

surrounding County-regulated lands. 

 
The Draft Conservation and Open Space Element sets policy direction for the open space-related 

resources of Los Angeles County. These resources include land and water areas devoted to recreation, 

scenic beauty, conservation and use of natural resources, agriculture, and mineral production. The 
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Element‘s policies are based on the need to conserve natural amenities, protect against natural hazards 

and meet the public‘s desire for open space experiences. To protect areas of significant natural resources, 

the Element recommends the retention of these areas in non-urban or open space use. Special emphasis is 

placed on the protection of hillside character and Significant Ecological Areas (SEAs).  

 

Goals, Policies and Implementation Actions for Scenic Resources in the Conservation and Open Space 

Element include:  

 Policy C/OS 11.1: Identify and protect scenic resources 

 Policy C/OS 11.2: Identify and protect the County‘s scenic highways, corridors and routes 

 Policy C/OS 11.3: Manage development in hillside areas (25% slope or greater) to protect their 

natural and scenic character and minimize risks from natural hazards, such as fire, flood, erosion 

and landslides 

 (16) Manage hillside development to preserve significant scenic features and major ridges.  

 

2.3.3 Antelope Valley Areawide General Plan 

The Antelope Valley Areawide General Plan (1986) states in Part V. Policy Statements:  

 

Community Design  

 Compatibility and Proximity of Urban Activities - 62. Mitigate where possible undesirable 

impacts of adjacent land uses (i.e., noise interruption, visual intrusion, and airborne emissions) 

through utilization of appropriate buffers, building codes and standards.  

 Relationship of Urban and Natural Environments - 63. Carefully integrate physical land use 

development into the natural environmental setting.  

 Physical Appearance/Community Image - 65(b). Transmission lines should be located 

underground where feasible.  

 Scenic Highways - 93. Implement the County Scenic Highways Element (as amended) in stages 

as funds become available.  

 

2.3.4 Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan 

Community Design Element (County of Los Angeles, Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan, 1990) states: 

 

 Compatibility and Proximity of Urban Activities - 1.1 Mitigate where possible undesirable 

impacts of development on adjacent land uses through utilization of appropriate buffers, building 

codes and standards.  

 Relationship of Urban and Natural Environments - 2.1 Carefully integrate physical development 

in rural areas into the natural environment setting.  

 Physical Appearances – Community Image - 3.2(b) Transmission lines should be located 

underground where feasible.  

 

2.3.5 City of San Fernando 

City of San Fernando Revised General Plan 

The City of San Fernando most recently revised its General Plan in 2000. The General Plan does not 

include any goals, objectives, or policies pertaining to visual resources, with the exception of an Open 

Space/Conservation/Parks-Recreation Element goal to ―give aesthetic variety and distinction to the 

community by adding relief to developed areas through the conservation of existing and the development 

of new landscaping particularly along the urban corridors.‖ 
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2.3.6 City of Lancaster  

City of Lancaster 2020 General Plan 

The City of Lancaster most recently revised its General Plan in 2003. Part II of the General Plan is a Plan 

for the Natural Environment, including a section on Scenic Resources that states (City of Lancaster, 

1997):  

 Objective 3.8 - Preserve and enhance important views within the City, and significant visual 

features which are visible from the City of Lancaster.  

 Policy 3.8.1 - Preserve views of surrounding ridgelines, slope areas and hilltops, as well as other 

scenic vistas.  

 

Specific Actions:  

 

 3.8.1(a) Encourage creation of vistas and view corridors of community or neighborhood value 

during the development review process, through the siting of buildings to avoid blocking views 

and view corridors.  

 3.8.1(b) Through the implementation of the policies outlined in the Plan for Physical 

Development, ensure that the development of hillside lands is consistent with preserving their 

natural character.  

 

City of Lancaster General Plan 2030 

The City of Lancaster is in the process of updating the General Plan (Draft Policy Document, 2008). The 

Scenic Resources section is unchanged from the City of Lancaster 2020 General Plan currently in effect. 

 

2.3.7 City of Los Angeles 

City of Los Angeles General Plan  

The City of Los Angeles General Plan (2001), Conservation Element, Section 15: Land Form and Scenic 

Vistas states: 

 

 Objective: protect and reinforce natural and scenic vistas as irreplaceable resources and for the 

aesthetic enjoyment of present and future generations. 

 Policy: continue to encourage and/or require property owners to develop their properties in a 

manner that will, to the greatest extent practical, retain significant existing land forms and unique 

scenic features, and/or make possible public view or other access to unique features or scenic 

views. 

 Program 2: Planning and construction of roads, utilities and other public projects, especially 

projects that are within or impact natural terrain and/or scenic areas. 

 

The City of Los Angeles General Plan (2001), Transportation Element, Chapter IV, Goals, Objectives and 

Policies, Goal C: 

 

An integrated system of pedestrian priority street segments, bikeways, and scenic highways which 

strengthens the City‘s image while also providing access to employment opportunities, essential services, 

and open space. 

 

 Objective 11: Preserve and enhance access to scenic resources and regional open space. 

 Policy 11.1: Designate scenic highways and scenic byways which merit special consideration for 

protection and enhancement of scenic resources. 

 Policy 11.2: Provide for protection and enhancement of views of scenic resources along or visible 

from designated scenic highways through implementation of guidelines set forth in the 
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Transportation Element. 

 Policy 11.3: Consider aesthetics and scenic preservation in the design and maintenance of 

designated scenic highways and of those scenic byways designated in Community Plans. 

 Policy 11.4: Establish Scenic Corridor Plans, where appropriate, which set forth corridor 

boundaries and development controls in harmony with each corridor‘s specific scenic character. 

 

2.3.8 City of Palmdale  

City of Palmdale General Plan  

The City of Palmdale amended its General Plan on January 25, 1993. The Environmental Resources 

Element, Part G, includes a section on Scenic Roadway Designations that states (City of Palmdale, 1993):  

 The City shall protect scenic highways in the Planning Area. Scenic highways and roads have 

been identified in Policy ER 1.2.2 of Section 2. They include the Antelope Valley Freeway south 

of Avenue R, Barrel Springs Road, Tierra Subida Avenue, Sierra Highway (south of Avenue S), 

Elizabeth Lake Road, Pearblossom Highway, Bouquet Canyon Road, and Godde Hill Road. 

These roadways possess scenic qualities that have provided outdoor recreation experience to 

travelers and hikers.  

 

 The City should apply to the State Scenic Highway Advisory Committee for State designation of 

these roadways.  

 

 The City will establish design criteria for designated scenic highways that require specific design 

standards for nearby development. These standards could include the following: height limits to 

preserve view corridors, maintenance of roadside landscaping, limits on grading activities along 

highways, and the prohibition of overhead utility ROWs along scenic highways. In addition, a 

visual impact analysis may be required for developments within the overlay zone in order to 

preserve the visual qualities of scenic routes.  

 

2.3.9 City of Santa Clarita  

City of Santa Clarita General Plan 

The City of Santa Clarita adopted its General Plan on June 26, 1991. The Community Design Element 

states: 

 Statement of Issues, Ridgeline Protection - Ridgelines within the Valley are a significant design 

feature that should be protected. Development on significant ridgelines should be prohibited or 

severely limited. Significant ridgelines give the residents the feeling of protection and the country 

feeling. If these significant ridgelines are permitted to develop, with any intensity at all, this 

feeling will be lost forever. Major ridgelines should be identified and protected. In conjunction 

with significant ridgeline protection, consideration shall be given to the creation of a set of 

criteria to regulate development on hillsides adjacent to significant ridgelines and other prominent 

areas with the Valley.  

 Goals and Policies, Infrastructure - Goal 11: To achieve a coordinated and efficient infrastructure 

system which is visually unobtrusive while designed to meet the current and future needs of the 

planning area. Policies include: 

o 11.1 Encourage placement of transmission power lines and other mechanical equipment 

underground, where feasible, to maximize safety and minimize visual distraction.  

o 11.8 Examine the use of the land under high power transmission lines for landscaping, 

tree farms, additional safe recreation areas, and other appropriate feasible uses.  

o 11.9 Encourage single pole transmission towers and cellular poles, and avoid reinforced 

structural support bases.  
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Santa Clarita Beautification Master Plan 

The City Council adopted the Santa Clarita Beautification Master Plan on December 11, 2001. Under Part 

C. Citywide Improvement Projects, the master plan in Section 4 describes Utility Lines (Underground): 

 Description: This includes under-grounding all utility lines along primary and secondary 

corridors. 

 Assumptions: The City will periodically underground sections of [utility lines along] roadways as 

grant money allows, however these grants cannot finance all work. 

 Quantity: Unknown - Estimated Budget: Approximately $1 million/linear mile for lines below 66 

kV and $3 million/ linear mile for higher voltage.  

 

Rosamond CSD Park System Master Plan 

Section 4.4.3 Resource Zones of the Rosamond CSD Park System Master Plan (2007) identifies Resource 

Management areas on the Park and Open Space Influences Map (Figure 4-12), both within the CSD and 

within a ―Sphere of Influence.‖ These areas are defined as ―Primarily open space lands containing 

important resource values, such as wildlife habitat, scenic values, or watershed recharge areas. These 

areas may be characterized by physical constraints, or may constitute an important watershed recharge 

area or wildlife habitat or may have value as a buffer between resource areas and urban lands.‖ The Park 

System Master Plan does not include any goals, objectives, or policies pertaining to visual resources. 
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3.0 INVENTORY METHODS 

3.1 REGIONAL SETTING AND LANDSCAPE CHARACTER 

An inventory began by evaluating the physiographic provinces of the regional landscape. The regional 

setting of the study area was studied to classify, describe, and illustrate the regional landform, vegetation 

and water features; and to break the landscape outside of the ANF into units for evaluation of scenic 

attractiveness. This regional setting analysis provided an understanding of the physical and cultural 

attributes of the landscape that combine to create its identity. Cultural modifications were also mapped 

and evaluated. 

 

Dominant landforms, topography, and vegetation cover were identified and categorized from field 

observation, topographic maps, and aerial photography (National Agriculture Imagery Program 2005 and 

2009), and compared to physiographic regions detailed by Physiography of the Western United States 

(Fenneman 1931) and ecological subsections in Ecological Subregions of California (USFS Pacific 

Southwest Region n.d.). Physiography, also referred to as geomorphology, is the classification of 

landforms according to their geologic structures and histories into three tiers: divisions, provinces and 

sections. Patterns of cultural modification were identified and categorized from field observation and 

aerial photography.  

 

General landform feature types (e.g., mountains, canyons), referred to as landform types, were identified 

and categorized for areas crossed by the alternative route segments. Each landform type was further 

divided into smaller units of similar physiographic, visual, and cultural characteristics. These 

homogeneous landscape units, or scenic attractiveness rating units, were evaluated for scenic 

attractiveness using BLM criteria, with the exception of ANF lands, for which existing scenic 

attractiveness mapping was provided by ANF. Although landform types were observed for ANF lands, no 

mapping of landscape units or evaluation of scenic attractiveness was completed for ANF lands. The 

scenic value of culturally dominated landscape units outside public lands, referred to as visual quality, 

was evaluated using modified criteria.  

 

The ANF Forest Plan divides the forest into a series of geographical units called ―Places,‖ which each 

have their own ―landscape character.‖ The ANF defines landscape character as an overall visual and 

cultural impression of landscape attributes, the physical appearance and cultural context of a landscape 

that gives it an identity and ―sense of place.‖ Each of these places has a theme, which refers to images of 

the landscape that can be defined with a brief set of physical, visual or cultural attributes that encapsulate 

the sense of place; a setting, which provides a description of the landscape character of the place; a 

desired condition, which paints a picture of what the Place could be as the national forest implements 

activities to move toward the overall forest-wide desired conditions; and a Program Emphasis, which 

identifies priority activities the national forest will emphasize in the next three to five years.  

 

3.1.1 Private Lands and Public Lands Managed by the BLM 

The BRRTP visual study corridor extends three miles on either side of the assumed centerlines of the 

alternative route segments. Within the ANF, the study corridor was expanded to a 10-mile wide study 

corridor (five miles on each side of the centerline for each segment).Visual resource data was obtained 

from a regional study conducted by POWER in 2006-2008. Additionally, visual resource data was 

collected from agency publications, agency websites, existing POWER files, GIS data sets, aerial 

photography, field reconnaissance and agency contacts. This data included USFS SMS components such 

as ANF Places mapping, SIO mapping, and scenic attractiveness mapping; BLM VRM Classes; agency 

identified sensitive viewpoints and other potentially sensitive viewpoint locations.  

 

The alternative corridors cross a mosaic of federal, state, local and private lands. Federal lands include 

lands administered by the BLM and USFS. Information was requested from the BLM Ridgecrest Field 

Office and the ANF. Agency personnel were asked to provide existing visual resource mapping, including 
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VRM/SIO mapping, scenic attractiveness/scenic quality mapping, visual sensitivity mapping, and 

locations of sensitive viewpoints/scenic concern. Additional visual resource information was provided by 

the agencies through conversations and correspondence. 

 

There are no formal guidelines for managing visual resources on private, state or county-owned lands 

found within the 6-mile wide visual resources study corridor (8 miles wide on the ANF). Therefore, the 

methodology used in this study integrates the current BLM VRM system and the ANF SMS, but is 

modified to better address culturally dominated landscapes outside of the public lands administered by the 

USFS or BLM. This method provided a consistent inventory process across the project area for public and 

private lands. Refer to Figure 8 below for a flow diagram illustrating how the components of the BLM 

and USFS methodologies are utilized in the inventory methodology. 

 

The visual resources inventory consisted of the following sequence of study components: 

 Identification of agency management objectives (BLM VRM classes and USFS SIOs) and scenic 

attractiveness classifications if available (ANF Landscape Units and Scenic Attractiveness and 

BLM Scenic Quality Rating Units); 

 A review of the regional physiography, landscape setting, landscape character, and an inventory 

of existing regional landform, vegetation and water features  

 Development of scenic attractiveness/landscape rating units (where not established by agencies); 

 Inventory of scenic attractiveness and visual quality within landscape rating units (where not 

established by agencies); 

 Identification and mapping of sensitive viewpoints (USFS Travelways and Use Areas, and BLM 

Key Observation Points); 

 Sensitivity analysis of identified sensitive viewpoints (where not established by agency, i.e. USFS 

concern levels); and 

 Visibility and distance zone mapping (USFS Seen Areas and Distance Zones and BLM Mapping 

Distance Zones). 

 

3.1.2 ANF 

According to the Abstract of ―Landscape Aesthetics, A Handbook for Scenery Management‖ (SMS 

Handbook), the Scenery Management System (SMS) ―is to be used in the context of ecosystem 

management to inventory and analyze scenery in a national forest, to assist in establishment of overall 

resource goals and objectives, to monitor the scenic resource, and to ensure high-quality scenery for 

future generations.‖ The SMS is used for the inventory, analysis, and management of the aesthetic values 

of NFS lands. 

 

The process to determine compliance of the Project with ANF Forest Plan Standards and to determine 

compatibility of the Project with the ANF SIOs was developed with guidance from ANF personnel to 

follow the direction of the ANF Forest Plan. The ANF Forest Plan, Part 2 (page 20) states: 

 

―The Scenery Management System (SMS) is a tool for integrating the benefits, values, desires, 

and preferences regarding aesthetics and scenery for all levels of land and resource management 

planning. People are concerned about the quality of their environment and the aesthetic values of 

landscapes, particularly the scenery and spiritual values. Scenic integrity objectives have been 

designated for all areas of the national forest. At the project level, all national forest activities are 

subject to review of the scenic integrity objectives (see Appendix C, Scenic Integrity Objective 

maps).‖ 

 

This impact analysis process was applied to the ANF. The inventory methodology was the same for 

private/BLM and ANF lands. The methodology used is described in this section.  
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Because this Project is linear in nature, it will cross multiple jurisdictions and land uses. This Project 

crosses private lands and public lands managed by the BLM, in addition to the ANF. Comparison of the 

Proposed Project and its alternatives (i.e., routes) was done in a consistent manner while still adhering to 

the SMS procedures on the ANF. 

 

While the SMS methodology was not used for non-ANF lands, it is intended to be sufficiently similar to 

the BLM visual methods, which was used for all lands outside the ANF (i.e., private lands and public 

lands managed by the BLM within the study corridors). The concept of using the SMS outside of the 

ANF supports the fact that the BLM and USFS visual methodologies are similar in the Abstract of 

―Landscape Aesthetics, A Handbook for Scenery Management,‖ which states on page 12, ―the Scenery 

Management System may also serve needs for scenery management outside national forests in the United 

States and in other parts of the world.‖  

 

Forest-wide visibility based on GIS data obtained from the Region 5 GIS Clearinghouse Website 

(http://www.fs.fed.us/r5/rsl/clearinghouse/gis-download.shtml) was utilized on ANF lands. The 

geodatabase used (―SoCal_Visibility05_1‖ – Scenic Visibility) depicts concern levels, distance zones, and 

seen areas to determine potential project visibility, compliance with SIOs and potential Project-specific 

plan amendment areas. 

 

3.2 SCENIC ATTRACTIVENESS 

3.2.1 Private Lands and Public Lands Managed by the BLM 

The BLM uses a numerical rating system to determine scenic quality classes. Both systems classify the 

landscape into three levels of scenic attractiveness/scenic quality: Class A, Class B, and Class C. Scenic 

quality class mapping was not available from the BLM Ridgecrest Field Office. 

 

Existing scenic attractiveness mapping was not available for non-USFS lands within the study corridor. 

POWER developed scenic attractiveness mapping for these areas by rating the homogeneous landscape 

rating units (scenic attractiveness rating units) mapped from the divisions of landscape character types. 

USFS and BLM scenic attractiveness/scenic quality criteria were used for all private lands and public 

lands managed by the BLM.  

 

Landform, water, color, influence of adjacent scenery, scarcity of features, and cultural modifications are 

key elements used in the BLM system for rating scenic quality, and were observed and documented based 

on the criteria outlined in Tables A-3 and A-4 in Appendix A. Vegetation cover, exposed soil color, and 

any atypical features, such as an abundance of rock outcroppings or unique water features, were also 

observed and noted. These features were evaluated in terms of contributing to or minimizing the scenic 

attractiveness of the landscape. The sum of the numeric values for these elements determines the scenic 

attractiveness class. Ratings of Class A (Distinctive or Unique), B (Above Average), or C (Common or 

Representative) were assigned for BLM land, and are summarized in Appendix A, Table A-7. For natural 

scenic attractiveness rating units, scores of 25 or more receive Class A ratings, scores of 18 to 24 receive 

Class B ratings, and scores below 17 receive Class C ratings. An example of a scenic attractiveness field 

inventory rating form is included in Appendix B. 

 

With the exception of developed landscapes, the evaluation of scenic attractiveness performed for private 

land for the BRRTP visual resource study utilizes an approach consistent with agency visual resource 

inventory procedures. Because the USFS and BLM systems focus on natural landscapes, agricultural, 

urban, and developed lands were evaluated using visual quality criteria developed for the Project. The 

visual quality criteria are similar to the BLM and USFS criteria, but modified to address culturally 

dominated landscapes. The visual quality system was only applied to non-public lands.  

  

Visual quality is a measure of the scenic values of developed landscapes based on the degree to which the 

area is perceived to be ―complete‖ or unified and other factors including visual complexity, uniqueness, 

http://www.fs.fed.us/r5/rsl/clearinghouse/gis-download.shtml
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and vividness. Additional criteria include perception-based factors such as sense of neighborhood and 

place, degree of modification, and how the area blends with the surrounding landscape. The highest visual 

quality ratings are typically given to those developed landscapes that have moderate complexity, have a 

high degree of unity and coherence, retain a strong sense of place, and are vivid and memorable. As with 

natural scenic attractiveness, evaluation criteria such as water and vegetation are scored and used in the 

rating of units (See Tables A-5 and A-6 in Appendix A). Ratings of Class A, B, or C were assigned, and 

are summarized in Appendix A, Table A-7. For cultural landscapes, scores above 27 receive Class A 

ratings, scores between 20 and 26 receive Class B ratings, and scores below 19 receive Class C ratings. 

An example of a visual quality field inventory rating form is included in Appendix B. For the purposes of 

this report, scenic attractiveness and visual quality are collectively referred to as ―scenic attractiveness.‖ 

 

Table A-2 in Appendix A defines the USFS scenic attractiveness with BLM scenic quality classes.  

 

3.2.2 ANF 

The USFS system describes scenic attractiveness in terms of landform, vegetation, and water form to 

determine scenic attractiveness classes. Existing scenic attractiveness mapping for the alternative route 

segments was obtained from the USFS and used in the scenic attractiveness inventory, although scenic 

attractiveness impacts were not assessed because the effect on scenic attractiveness is captured with the 

SIO compatibility analysis. 

 

The glossary of the SMS Handbook defines landscape character and desired landscape character as the 

following: 

 

Landscape Character - Particular attributes, qualities, and traits of a landscape that give it an 

image and make it identifiable or unique. 

 

Desired Landscape Character – Appearance of the landscape to be retained or created over time, 

recognizing that a landscape is a dynamic and constantly changing community of plants and 

animals. Combination of landscape design attributes and opportunities, as well as biological 

opportunities and constraints. 

 

Mapping of the identified ANF Places and their associated landscape character types has been included in 

this report. The ANF Forest Plan divides the forest into a series of geographical units called ―Places,‖ 

which each have their own ‘landscape character.‘ The ANF Forest Plan, Part 2 (page 35) describes 

landscape character as an overall visual and cultural impression of landscape attributes, the physical 

appearance and cultural context of a landscape that gives it an identity and ‘sense of place.‘ Each of these 

Places has a theme, which refers to images of the landscape that can be defined with a brief set of 

physical, visual or cultural attributes that encapsulate the sense of place; a setting, which provides a 

description of the landscape character of the place; a desired condition, which paints a picture of what the 

Place could be as the national forest implements activities to move toward the overall forest-wide desired 

conditions; and a Program Emphasis, which identifies priority activities the national forest will emphasize 

in the next three to five years.  

 

The ANF Forest Plan Strategy LM3 on page 113 calls for maintaining the character of key places to 

preserve their intact nature and valued attributes. The Places were mapped in the study area in relation to 

the Project components, and are included in the Angeles National Forest Scenic Integrity Objectives Map 

below (Figure 9). The Places are described and illustrated with representative images (Figures 16 through 

19) in Section 4.2.2.  

 

Scenic attractiveness  was inventoried during the development of ANF SIOs, and impacts on scenic 

attractiveness on ANF lands are not part of this analysis.  
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3.3 VISUAL SENSITIVITY 

Visual sensitivity is defined as a measure of viewer concern for the scenic resource and potential changes 

to the landscape. Specific criteria were used to identify potentially sensitive viewpoints that could be 

impacted by the Project.  

 

3.3.1 Private Lands and Public Lands Managed by the BLM 

Visual sensitivity is referred to as Sensitivity Levels in the BLM VRM methodology. Sensitive 

viewpoints, referred to as Key Observation Points in the BLM VRM methodology, were identified 

through consultation with agency contacts, agency websites, land use data, and field investigation. 

Viewpoints considered include:  

 

 Residences.  

 Parks, recreation, and preservation areas – existing and proposed developed recreation sites, parks 

or areas used for camping, picnicking or other recreational activities. 

 Sensitive Travel routes – Proposed or designated scenic or historic highways or byways and 

recreation destination routes. 

 Sites listed on the National Register of Historic Places. 

 

These criteria were condensed into user type/attitude, duration of view, and use volume: 

 

User type/attitude considers the local, regional or national significance or importance of a 

viewpoint or viewed area. As an example, national park or wilderness area viewpoints are 

typically considered more sensitive than an interstate highway. 

 

Duration of view is defined as the length of time that a sensitive viewer would typically 

encounter a particular view. For example, a view from a residence is considered to be a high 

duration view because the landscape could be viewed at any time of day and for any length of 

time. Alternatively, the amount of time the commuter would see an area of landscape from a 

highway as they drive through the area would be very short, and thus would be considered a short 

duration view. 

 

Use volume considers the number of users. As an example, a busy arterial road would have a 

higher volume of users than a small local street. 

 

The combination of user type / attitude, use volume, and duration of view produced an overall sensitivity 

level of high, moderate, or low that was subsequently used in the visual analysis and initial impact level 

determination (see Table 4). See Table A-8 in Appendix A for a complete list of viewpoints and 

sensitivity levels. In this study, potential visual impacts were assessed for high sensitivity viewpoints. 

Table 3 defines what constitutes a high, moderate or low user type/attitude, duration of view, and use 

volume. These criteria are combined in Table 4 to determine visual sensitivity levels. 
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TABLE 3. VISUAL SENSITIVITY CRITERIA DEFINITIONS 

CRITERIA HIGH MODERATE LOW 

User Type/ 
Attitude  

High expectations for 
maintaining scenic 
attractiveness (i.e. 
residences). 

Users are concerned for scenic 
attractiveness but it is not the 
primary focus of their experiences 
(i.e., dispersed recreation areas, 
which are areas where recreation 
activities may be performed but 
no designated facilities exist, and 
general travel routes).  

Areas where the public has low 
expectations for maintaining scenic 
attractiveness. Generally commercial 
or industrial areas where human 
caused modifications dominate the 
landscape. 

Duration of 
View 

Fixed or continuous views 
– Long 

Intermediate views (i.e., open 
highway views)  

Brief or intermittent views (i.e. 
highway views in rolling landscapes) 
– Short 

Use Volume High Level of Use Moderate Level of use Low level of use 

 

 

TABLE 4. VISUAL SENSITIVITY LEVELS FOR VIEWPOINTS 

CRITERIA 
VISUAL SENSITIVITY LEVEL 

User Type/ Attitude Duration of View Use Volume 

High Long High High 
High Long Moderate High 
High Long Low High 
High Moderate High High1 
High Moderate Moderate High 
High Moderate Low High 
High Short High High 
High Short Moderate High1 
High Short Low High1 
Moderate Long High Moderate1 
Moderate Long Moderate Moderate 
Moderate Long Low Moderate 
Moderate Moderate High Moderate 
Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate 
Moderate Moderate Low Moderate 
Moderate Short High Moderate 
Moderate Short Moderate Moderate 
Moderate Short Low Moderate 
Low Long High  Moderate1 
Low Long Moderate Low1 
Low Long Low Low 
Low Moderate High Low1 
Low Moderate Moderate Low1 
Low Moderate Low Low 
Low Short High Low1 
Low Short Moderate Low1 
Low Short Low Low1 

1 These combinations of criteria did not occur within the study corridor. 
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3.3.2 ANF 

The USFS SMS refers to this measurement (visual sensitivity) as ―concern levels‖ and defines it as a 

measure of the degree of public importance placed on landscapes viewed from travelways and use areas 

(USFS 1995). Concern levels are a component of Landscape Visibility as defined by the SMS. Landscape 

visibility is a function of many interconnected considerations, but consist of three main elements:  

 

1) Travelways and Use Areas,  

2) Concern Levels, and  

3) Distance Zones.  

 

Concern levels are divided into three levels: Concern Level 1, Concern Level 2, and Concern Level 3. 

Sensitive viewpoints, are referred to as Travelways and Use Areas in the USFS SMS, were identified 

through consultation with agency contacts, agency websites, land use data, and field investigation. The 

SMS suggests using the following matrix as a guide for determining concern levels: 

 

Hierarchy of Concern Levels 
 

Interest in Scenery 

 High Moderate Low 

Primary Travelways/Use Area 
High Use 

1 2 2 

Primary Travelways/Use Area 
Moderate Use 

1 2 2 

Primary Travelways/Use Area 
Low Use 

1 2 3 

Secondary Travelways/Use Area 
High Use 

1 2 2 

Secondary Travelways/Use Area 
Moderate Use 

1 2 3 

Secondary Travelways/Use Area 
Low Use 

1 2 3 

 

Travelways, use areas, and other potentially sensitive viewpoints were included as viewpoints in the 

landscape viewshed analysis and were identified through consultation with ANF personnel, review of the 

ANF Forest Atlas and other mapping, review of agency websites, land use data, and field investigation. 

The mapped visual influence area was overlaid with the locations of the identified potentially sensitive 

viewpoints and with the ANF Atlas. ANF personnel reviewed the mapping and determined which 

viewpoints within the visual influence area are highly sensitive. Less sensitive viewpoints were 

eliminated from further analysis.  

 

Sensitive viewpoints for this study within the ANF included: 

 

 Recreation residences and occupied ANF facilities.  

 Recreation and preservation areas –camping areas, picnic areas, ANF points of interest, identified 

vista points, wild and scenic rivers study areas, trails, non-OHV trailheads, or other recreational 

areas. 

 Sensitive travel routes – proposed or designated scenic or historic highways or byways and 

recreation destination routes. 

 Sites listed on the National Register of Historic Places or other visually sensitive cultural sites. 

 

Refer to Appendix A, Table A-8 for a list of high concern viewpoints within the ANF.  
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A list of preliminary viewpoints were identified from the list of highly sensitive (high concern) 

viewpoints within the visual influence area based on their ability to exemplify visual resource impacts at a 

particular location as well as visual resource impacts to a particular landscape unit. Photographs were 

taken from these viewpoints to capture existing conditions. Descriptions/narratives of the existing 

conditions of the landscape and viewing circumstances for each viewpoint were produced. Simulations 

are used to illustrate the expected impacts to the concerned agencies and the public. 

 

The preliminary viewpoints were analyzed in detail in the field on April 27 and 28, 2010. The viewpoints 

are all located within the ANF and were selected by ANF personnel.  
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FIGURE 8. VISUAL RESOURCES INVENTORY FLOW DIAGRAM 
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3.4 VISIBILITY AND DISTANCE ZONES 

Visibility from sensitive viewpoints (private lands and public lands managed by the BLM) was generated 

by POWER‘s GIS using digital terrain data from the United States Geological Survey (USGS) and the 

sensitive viewpoints mapped for this study. Visibility from viewpoints of high concern (ANF) was 

obtained from the forest service (USFS 2011). Visibility is referred to as Seen Areas in the USFS SMS 

and as Distance Zones in the BLM VRM methodology. 

 

Because structures have not been sited and engineered for each alternative route, landscape visibility was 

mapped using a 195 foot uniform height for the centerline of each alternative corridor. The 195-foot 

height represents the maximum tower height that may be used, or ―worst case scenario,‖ and is not 

representative of the height expected for the majority of structures. Typical tower height is expected to be 

approximately 140 feet.  

 

Distance zones were established based upon perception thresholds and the standards in each the VMS and 

SMS. Perception of form, texture, color, and other visual elements in the landscape changes with 

increasing distance from a viewpoint. Landscape elements tend to become less obvious and detailed.  

 

3.4.1 Private Lands and Public Lands Managed by the BLM 

The BLM has similar distance thresholds as identified in the VRM methodology. These distance zones 

are as follows: 

 

 Foreground-Middleground Zone (0 to 3 - 5 miles): This is the area where management 

activities might be viewed in detail. The outer boundary of this distance zone is defined as the 

point where the texture and form of individual plants are no longer apparent in the landscape. 

 Background (3 - 5 to 15 miles): This is the remaining area which can be seen. Areas which are 

so far distant that the only thing discernible is the form or outline are not included. In order to be 

included within this distance zone, vegetation should be visible at least as patterns of light and 

dark.  

 Seldom Seen: These are areas that are not visible within the foreground-middleground and 

background zones, and areas beyond the background zones. 

 

For this project, a review of previous studies in similar geographical, topographical, and environmental 

settings was performed, and relevant visibility thresholds were established. Studies have been conducted 

(Jones and Jones 1976) on transmission line visibility identifying visibility threshold trends that correlated 

to tower type, corridor variables, and landscape settings. Distance zones identified for this project are as 

follows:  

 

 Immediate Foreground: 0 feet to 500 feet  

 Foreground: 500 feet to 0.5 mile 

 Middleground: 0.5 mile to 3 miles 

 Background: Beyond 3 miles 

 

Immediate foreground, foreground, and middleground visibility was mapped for all identified sensitive 

viewpoints located within the 6-mile wide visual resources corridor. Visibility was also mapped for 

identified sensitive viewpoints within the ANF that are located up to five miles from the centerline of 

each alternative route segment, where background views may occur. 

 

3.4.2 ANF 

To identify those areas of the ANF within the study area that would have views of the alternative 

segments, the visual influence area was mapped. Utilizing a Digital Elevation Model (DEM), the visual 
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influence area was determined by identifying all areas within the study area that would be visible from the 

centerline of each alternative corridor. Final impacts on the ANF were based on the change in the SIO. 

 

Because structures have not been sited and engineered for each alternative route, the visual influence area 

was mapped using a 195-foot uniform height for the centerline of each alternative corridor. The 195 foot 

height represents the maximum tower height that may be used, or ‗worst case scenario‘, and is not 

representative of the height expected for the majority of structures. Typical tower height is expected to be 

approximately 140 feet.  

 

The visual influence area was mapped up to eight miles from the centerline of each alternative route 

segment within the ANF. Distance thresholds or zones set by the USFS in the established SMS 

methodology are as follows (SMS 4-10): 

 

 Immediate Foreground (0 to 300 feet): At an immediate foreground distance, people can 

distinguish individual leaves, flowers, twigs, bark texture, small animals (chipmunks and 

songbirds), and can notice movement of leaves and grasses in light winds. They can also receive 

other sensory messages at an immediate foreground distance, such as sounds of small animals, 

birdcalls, wind whispering through leaves and grasses, and pungent odors or sweet smells. 

Texture is made up of individual leaves, needle clusters, bark patterns, and twig patterns. Details 

are important.  

 

 Foreground (0 to 0.5 mile): At a foreground distance, people can distinguish small boughs of 

leaf clusters, tree trunks and large branches, individual shrubs, clumps of wildflowers, medium-

sized animals (squirrels and rabbits), and medium-to-large birds (hawks, geese, and ducks). At 

this distance, people can also distinguish movement of tree boughs and treetops in moderate 

winds. At a foreground distance, people receive other sensory messages, such as sounds of 

medium-sized animals, birdcalls, a moderate wind whistling through branches, and smells of the 

forest. Texture is largely made up of boughs, large branches, and visible portions of trunks. 

Individual forms are dominant. 

 

 Middleground (0.5 to 4 miles): Middleground is usually the predominant distance zone at which 

national forest landscapes are seen, except for regions of flat lands or tall, dense vegetation. At 

this distance, people can distinguish individual treeforms, large boulders, flower fields, small 

openings in the forest, and small rock outcrops. Treeforms typically stand out vividly in 

silhouetted situations. Form, texture, and color remain dominant, and pattern is important. 

Texture is often made up of repetitive treeforms. In steeper topography, a middleground 

landscape perspective is similar to an aerial one. Because the viewer is able to see human 

activities from this perspective in context with the overall landscape, a middleground landscape 

having steep topography is often the most critical of all distance zones for scenery management. 

 

 Background (4 miles to horizon): At a background distance, people can distinguish groves or 

stands of trees, large openings in the forest, and large rock outcrops. Texture has disappeared and 

color has flattened, but large patterns of vegetation or rock are still distinguishable, and landform 

ridgelines and horizon lines are the dominant visual characteristics. As a result, the landscape has 

been simplified. The role of background in providing scenic attractiveness lies mainly in its 

capacity as a contrasting and softened backdrop, a pleasantly distant vista, or a strikingly 

beautiful focal point. 

 

 Seldom Seen Areas: Topography sometimes prevents portions of landscapes from being viewed 

at any distance from the selected travelways or use areas. These landscapes, not visible in the 

foreground, middleground, or background from any of the selected travelways or use areas, are 
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considered seldom-seen since we know they may be seen, at a minimum, from aircraft and by the 

occasional viewer wandering through the forest. 

 

Refer to Appendix F, ―Recreation and Travel Viewpoints and Impacts,‖ for distance zones from 

viewpoints of high concern on the ANF. Compliance with SIOs and resulting Scenic Integrity are shown 

in Appendix F on the Contrast, Scenic Attractiveness Impacts and Resulting Scenic Integrity. 

 

3.5 VISUAL MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES 

Visual management objectives (USFS SIOs and BLM VRM Classes) are designated in agency 

management plans for most of the public lands in the study corridor. These objectives define the 

acceptable degree of visual change allowed in the natural landscape. Both the USFS and the BLM derive 

visual management objectives for their lands by combining scenic attractiveness (e.g., landscape 

aesthetics), visual sensitivity, and visibility from sensitive viewpoints.  

 

3.5.1 Private Lands and Public Lands Managed by the BLM 

Visual resources on BLM lands are managed under the VRM system. The BLM has four VRM Classes to 

manage visual resources on public lands. As with the USFS system, the BLM utilizes the VRM system to 

establish standards on managed lands that allow for various levels of change as typically detailed in the 

agency RMPs. For a description of VRM class designations refer to Table A-1 in Appendix A. 

 

Although similarities exist between USFS and BLM visual objectives, the combination of components 

(scenic attractiveness, sensitivity level, and visibility) used to derive these objectives differ in the details 

between the two agencies. Where available, SIO or VRM data was provided by the agencies to POWER 

in the form of GIS shape files. SIO data was provided by the ANF. VRM data was provided by the BLM 

Ridgecrest Field Office.  

 

3.5.2 ANF 

Visual resources on USFS lands are managed under the SMS. The SMS establishes a framework for 

managing the aesthetics of National Forest System landscapes. SIOs are established on USFS lands, and 

are described in Table A-1 in Appendix A. 

 

The glossary in Appendix L of Part 3 the ANF LMP (page 112) defines Scenic Integrity Objectives 

(SIOs) as follows: 

 

Scenic Integrity Objectives – The objectives that define the minimum level to which landscapes 

are to be managed from an aesthetics standpoint. There are six objectives that describe the 

landscape in varying degrees from naturalness: Very High (Unaltered), High (Appears 

Unaltered), Moderate (Slightly Altered), Low (Moderately Altered), Very Low (Heavily Altered). 

 

These objectives have been identified and mapped in Appendix C, Scenic Integrity Objective maps, in 

Part 2 of the ANF Land Management Plan (LMP). The SIOs from the map were overlaid with the Project 

components. . SIOs were established and mapped for the ANF in the 2005 Land Management Plan for 

Southern California Forests. The five Scenic Integrity Levels that correspond to SIOs (Very High-Very 

Low) and the sixth level of landscape alteration not used as a management objective (Unacceptably 

Altered) are defined below. Additionally, the SIOs are described in Section 2.1.1 and in Table A-1 in 

Appendix A. The SIOs that would be potentially crossed by the Project are cataloged in Appendix G.  

 

The glossary of Landscape Aesthetics, A Handbook for Scenery Management defines scenic integrity as 

the ―state of naturalness or, conversely, the state of disturbance created by human activities or alteration. 

Integrity is state in degrees of deviation from the existing landscape character in a national forest.‖ 
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Existing conditions were inventoried and verified for the landscape visible from each preliminary 

viewpoint location during a field visit on April 27 and 28, 2010. The existing scenic integrity level for 

each viewpoint was determined through primary observations and using photography collected during the 

field visit. Scenic Integrity Level definitions, listed in the Glossary of Part 3 of the Angeles National 

Forest Land Management Plan, are as follows:  

 

Very High Scenic Integrity: This classification generally provides for ecological changes only. 

This refers to landscapes where the valued (desired) landscape character is intact with only 

minute, if any, deviations. The existing landscape character and sense of place is expressed at the 

highest possible level. The landscape is unaltered. This is synonymous with the Preservation 

Visual Quality Objective under the original Visual Management System.  

 

High Scenic Integrity: This classification provides for conditions where human activities are not 

visually evident. This refers to landscapes where the valued (desired) landscape character 

―appears‖ intact. Deviations may be present but must repeat the form, line, color, texture, pattern 

and scale common to the landscape character. The landscape appears unaltered. This is 

synonymous with the Retention Visual Quality Objective under the original Visual Management 

System. 

 

Moderate Scenic Integrity: This classification refers to landscapes where the valued (desired) 

landscape character ―appears slightly altered.‖ Noticeable deviations must remain subordinate to 

the landscape character being viewed. The landscape appears slightly altered. This is synonymous 

with the Partial Retention Visual Quality Objective under the original Visual Management 

System. 

 

Low Scenic Integrity: This classification refers to landscapes where the valued (desired) 

landscape character ―appears moderately altered.‖ Deviations begin to dominate the valued 

landscape character being viewed, but they borrow valued attributes such as size, shape, edge 

effect and pattern of natural openings, vegetative-type changes or architectural styles outside the 

landscape being viewed. Deviations must be shaped and blended with the natural terrain 

(landforms) so that elements such as unnatural edges, roads, landings and structures do not 

dominate the composition. The landscape appears moderately altered. This is synonymous with 

the Modification Visual Quality Objective under the original Visual Management System.  

 

Very Low Scenic Integrity: This classification refers to landscapes where the valued (desired) 

landscape character, ―appears heavily altered.‖ Deviations may strongly dominate the valued 

landscape character. They may not borrow from valued attributes, such as size, shape, edge effect 

and pattern of natural openings, vegetative-type changes or architectural styles within or outside 

the landscape being viewed. However, deviations must be shaped and blended with the natural 

terrain (landforms) so that elements such as unnatural edges, roads, landings and structures do not 

dominate the composition. The natural landscape character should appear as natural occurrences 

when viewed at background distances. The landscape appears heavily altered. This is 

synonymous with the Maximum Modification Visual Quality Objective under the original Visual 

Management System.  

 

Unacceptably Altered: A scenic integrity level (never an objective) where human activities of 

vegetation and landform alterations are excessive and totally dominate the natural or natural-

appearing landscape character. Unacceptable alterations are ―what not to do to any landscape,‖ 

regardless of the distance from which the management activity may be observed. 
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4.0 INVENTORY RESULTS 

As the 6-mile wide study corridor contains multiple adjoining jurisdictions (BLM and USFS), agency 

visual management designations may vary somewhat at adjacent jurisdictional boundaries or sometimes 

even between management units of the same agency. SIO/VRM designations crossed by the assumed 

centerline of the alternative route segments are listed in the data tables listed below by state and segment. 

 

A total of 4.9 miles of ―unknown‖ BLM VRM Class is crossed by the alternative route segments. Refer to 

Table A-1 in Appendix A for VRM Class descriptions. 

 

Most USFS lands crossed by the alternative route segments are designated as having a High SIO. A total 

of 50.5 miles of High SIO land are crossed by the alternative route segments. The High SIO classification 

requires the valued landscape character to ―appear‖ intact. Deviations may be present but must repeat the 

form, line, color, texture, and pattern common to the landscape character so completely and at such scale 

that they are not evident. Refer to Table 5 for a summary of High SIOs crossed listed by segment and 

milepost. See map below showing ANF SIOs in the study Area (Figure 9 - Angeles National Forest 

Scenic Integrity Objectives Map).  

 

A total of 0.5 miles of Moderate SIO is crossed by the alternative route segments. The Moderate SIO 

classification refers to landscapes where the valued landscape character ―appears slightly altered.‖ 

Noticeable deviations must remain visually subordinate to the landscape character being viewed. Refer to 

Table 6 for a summary of Moderate SIOs crossed listed by segment and milepost. Also refer to Table A-1 

in Appendix A for SIO descriptions. No Very High, Low, or Very Low SIO areas are crossed. 

 

TABLE 5. ANF HIGH SIO LANDS CROSSED  

SEGMENT SIO HIGH MILES CROSSED BY CENTERLINE TOTAL MILES 

D 
MP 23.2-23.5; 23.6-23.8; 24.3-24.6; 25.0-25.1; 25.2-34.7; 36.1-37.3; 43.2-
44.1; 44.3-44.4; 44.7-45.1; 46.5-48.0 

14.5 

G MP 6.3-8.5; 9.2-9.9; 10.4-20.8 13.3 

2a MP 0.9-6.6 5.7 

H2 MP 2.5-4.9; 5.4-7.3; 7.5-16.6 13.4 

I MP 16.9-17.8, 18.0-18.6, 23.5-25.6 3.6 

MP = mile post 

Notes:  

Segments were divided into tenth of mile increments for the purposes of calculating inventory and impact distances. Where 

Segments did not divide evenly into 0.1 mile increments, any remaining distance less than 0.1 mile was rounded up to 0.1 

mile. Thus totals in inventory and impact tables may add up to more than the actual distance of the Segments. 
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FIGURE 9. ANGELES NATIONAL FOREST SCENIC INTEGRITY OBJECTIVES 
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TABLE 6. ANF MODERATE SIO LANDS CROSSED  

SEGMENT SIO MODERATE MILES CROSSED BY CENTERLINE TOTAL MILES 

D MP 23.8-24.2; 24.6-24.7 0.5 

MP = mile post 

Notes:  

1. Segments were divided into tenth of mile increments for the purposes of calculating inventory and impact distances. 

Where Segments did not divide evenly into 0.1 mile increments, any remaining distance less than 0.1 mile was rounded 

up to 0.1 mile. Thus totals in inventory and impact tables may add up to more than the actual distance of the Segments. 

 

4.1 REGIONAL SETTING AND LANDSCAPE CHARACTER 

The study corridor is within the Great Basin Section and Sonoran Desert Section of the Basin and Range 

province, the Sierra Nevada Section of the Cascade-Sierra Mountains province, and the Los Angeles 

Ranges section and the California Coast Ranges Section of the Pacific Border province. The study 

corridor occupies three physiographic provinces: the Basin and Range province, the Cascade-Sierra 

Mountains province, and the Pacific Border province (Fenneman 1931). The characteristics of these areas 

are discussed below and Figure 20 illustrates the major physiographic provinces of the western United 

States. A separate discussion of cultural modifications (e.g., urban area, public lands management, and 

industrial development) is also included. 

 

The landform types found in the visual study corridor are: mountains, foothills, valleys, canyons, water 

bodies, and developed areas. Refer to Figures 10 through 15 below for photographs of the landform types. 

These photos illustrate the identified landform types and the physical and cultural attributes that create 

landscape identity. These landform types were identified and categorized for areas crossed by the 

alternative route segments for the purpose of dividing the study corridor into smaller units of similar 

physiographic, visual, and cultural characteristics. These smaller units were used to rate scenic 

attractiveness or visual quality in areas outside the ANF. 
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FIGURE 10. MOUNTAIN LANDFORM TYPE 
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FIGURE 11. FOOTHILLS LANDFORM TYPE 
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FIGURE 12. VALLEY LANDFORM TYPE 
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FIGURE 13. CANYON LANDFORM TYPE 
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FIGURE 14. WATER BODY LANDFORM TYPE 
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FIGURE 15. DEVELOPED AREA LANDFORM TYPE 

 
 

 

4.1.1 Basin and Range Province 

Great Basin Section - The Great Basin Section is characterized as ―isolated ranges (largely dissected 

block mountains) separated by aggraded desert plains‖ (Fenneman 1931). The region generally consists of 

an alternating pattern of linear mountain ranges and desert valleys, created by roughly north-south 

trending faults, with the mountains typically occupying half of the surface area. The ranges are typically 

50 to 75 miles in length, with jagged crests that tend to be relatively even in height and width. The Great 

Basin has no external outlet, consisting of independent basins with water features generally consisting of 

internally drained streams and ephemeral playa lakes on the valley floor of each drainage. Vegetation in 

the valleys tends to be sagebrush where absolute desert conditions do not occur. The mountains are 

typically desert, although pinyon or dwarf cedars, mountain mahogany, and yellow pine may occur on the 

slopes where conditions are favorable and adequate water is available.  

Predominant natural communities may include the Big sagebrush series, Singleleaf pinyon series, Utah 

juniper series, Low sagebrush series, Shadscale series, Mixed saltbrush series and Bristlecone pine series 

(USFS Pacific Southwest Region ND). 

 

Sonoran Desert Section - The Sonoran Desert Section is characterized as ―widely separated short ranges 

in desert plain‖ (Fenneman 1931). The area is composed of basin ranges and intervening desert plains. 

The ranges tend to be small and do not occupy more than a fifth of the area, and vary in scale from hills or 

buttes to ranges rising 4,000 ft. above sea level. Independent drainage basins, each with a central playa or 

sink, occur, although much of the region drains from basin to basin with eventual outlet. Precipitation is 

inadequate in most of the region for flows to reach the sea. Rocky ravines often continue from the 

mountain slopes out into the basins, forming arroyos. Where one basin drains into the next, the central 

axis of the basin is often occupied by the channel of an occasional stream or wash. 

Predominant natural communities may include the Creosote bush series, Creosote bush - white bursage 

series, Allscale series, Mixed saltbush series, Iodine bush series, Joshua Tree series, Shadscale series, 

Black bush series, Mesquite series, California Juniper series, Singleleaf pinyon - Utah juniper series and 

White fir series (high peaks) (USFS Pacific Southwest Region ND). 
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4.1.2 Cascade- Sierra Mountains Province 

Sierra Nevada Section - The Sierra Nevada Section is characterized as ―block mountain range tilted west; 

accordant crests; alpine peaks near east side‖ (Fenneman 1931). The area consists of a mountain barrier, 

with an average width of 50 to 60 miles, between the plateaus on the east and the Pacific valleys on the 

west. The range consists primarily of granitic rock. Unlike the northern portion of the Sierra Nevadas, the 

southern portion (where the Project area is located) contains little evidence of past glaciation.  

Predominant natural communities may include the Mixed conifer series, Ponderosa pine series, Jeffrey 

pine series, White fir series, Red fir series, Lodgepole pine series, Huckleberry oak series, Western 

Juniper series, Aspen series, Big sagebrush series, Mixed subalpine forest series, Mountain hemlock 

series, Whitebark pine series and Giant sequoia series (USFS Pacific Southwest Region ND). 

 

4.1.3 Pacific Border Province 

Los Angeles Ranges Section - The Los Angeles Ranges Section is characterized as ―narrow ranges and 

broad fault blocks; alluviated lowlands‖ (Fenneman 1931). The area is composed of lowlands and 

enclosing mountains, which trend east-west. Streams typically sink and disappear within a few miles of 

the mountain bases, beyond which they are often evident as dry washes. The lowlands tend to be 

intensively farmed due to the mild climate, rich soil, and use of irrigation.  

Predominant natural communities may include Mixed chaparral shrublands, Chamise series, Canyon live 

oak series, Coast live oak series, Ponderosa pine series, Jeffrey pine series, White fir series and Lodgepole 

pine series (USFS Pacific Southwest Region ND). 

 

California Coast Ranges Section - The California Coast Ranges Section is characterized as ―parallel 

ranges and valleys on folded, faulted, and metamorphosed strata; rounded crests of subequal height‖ 

(Fenneman 1931). The ranges of the southern portion (where the Project area is located) generally trend 

east and west. Predominant natural communities may include the Coast Live oak series, Blue oak series, 

Purple needlegrass series, Chamise series, Valley oak series and mixed chaparral shrublands (USFS 

Pacific Southwest Region ND). 

 

4.2 SCENIC ATTRACTIVENESS/SETTING AND DESIRED CONDITIONS 

The study corridor occupies four ANF designated Places: I-5 Corridor Place, Liebre-Sawmill Place, Santa 

Clara Canyons Place, and Soledad Front Country Place. The theme, setting (existing landscape character), 

and desired condition (desired landscape character), and program emphasis descriptions of each Place 

from the Forest Plan and representative photos of each Place are included below. The Agency 

Management Objectives and Compatibility Map (Figure 9) illustrates the boundaries of the ANF Places. 

Additional photos of each Place are located in Appendix D. Photographs were provided by ANF 

personnel. 

 

Cultural modifications are found throughout the 6-mile wide visual resources study corridor, with the 

heaviest densities occurring on the south end of the study corridor and the fewest cultural modifications 

found on the north end at the foot of the Tehachapi Mountains. Cultural modifications include 

communities, dispersed rural residences and agricultural facilities, agricultural lands, and numerous 

highways and other roads.  

 

The communities in the study corridors range in scale from substantial suburban cities to small rural 

establishments. Cities and towns in the study corridors include the cities of Los Angeles, San Fernando, 

Santa Clarita, Palmdale, California City, and Lancaster; and the unincorporated communities of Agua 

Dulce, Castaic, Mojave, and Quartz Hill. Small rural establishments in the study corridors include the 

unincorporated communities of Antelope Acres, Green Valley, and Elizabeth Lake. 
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Agricultural activities are located in the Antelope Valley, and are generally concentrated in the southern 

half of the valley near the Sierra Pelona Mountains, with less agriculture in the northern portion near the 

Tehachapi Mountains. 

 

4.2.1 Private Lands and Public Lands Managed by the BLM 

Within each landscape character type, homogeneous scenic attractiveness or visual quality rating units 

were delineated and mapped as a refinement of the analysis of landscape characteristics for areas that 

were outside of the ANF. Each rating unit was evaluated to determine a scenic attractiveness or visual 

quality class. Scenic attractiveness mapping provided by ANF was used in the scenic attractiveness 

analysis for ANF lands. The following section describes the results of the scenic attractiveness analysis. 

Complete data for scenic attractiveness/visual quality is presented in Appendix E, Visual Resources 

Inventory and Impact Data Table by route segment and milepost. 

 

Class A scenery is located in the Sierra Pelona Mountains; Castaic Lake, Elizabeth Lake, and Bouquet 

Reservoir; at Elizabeth Lake Canyon, San Francisquito Canyon, and Bouquet Canyon; and at Vasquez 

Rocks.  

 

Class B scenery is the dominant classification within the ANF. The majority of the Sierra Pelona 

Mountains within the visual resources study corridor is composed of Class B scenery. Class B scenery 

also included Portal Ridge, the Antelope Valley California Poppy Reserve area, portions of the Santa 

Susana Mountains, and the Placerita Canyon area. 

 

Class C scenery is the dominant classification within the study corridor, with the exception of the ANF 

lands. Included are developed areas, valleys, foothills, and indistinct mountainous areas. These landscapes 

lack unique or distinctive features and are common within the context of the region. 

 

See Table 7 for a tabulation of scenic attractiveness on private and BLM lands by alternative route 

segment. 

 

TABLE 7. SCENIC ATTRACTIVENESS INVENTORY BY ALTERNATIVE CORRIDOR SEGMENT  

SEGMENT 
MILES CROSSED BY CENTERLINE 

CLASS A CLASS B CLASS C 

A - - 13.3 
B - - 26.5 
C - - 21.7 
D 1.1 25.8 21.3 
E - 2.6 8.7 
F1 - - 0.9 
F2 - - 2.8 

115th Street - 0.8 4.0 
G 0.3 15.5 5.2 
2a - 6.6 - 
H1 - 0.6 2.2 
H2 3.9 11.7 1.5 
I - 14.8 17.4 

TOTAL 5.3 78.4 125.6 

 

4.2.2 ANF 

The study corridor occupies four ANF designated Places, each with their own landscape character: I-5 

Corridor Place, Liebre-Sawmill Place, Santa Clara Canyons Place, and Soledad Front Country Place. See 

Table 8 for a tabulation of ANF Places crossed by segment and alternative for those sections that are 
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located within the ANF. Figure 9 illustrate the boundaries of the ANF Places. Descriptions of the themes, 

settings, desired conditions, and management directions for each Place as detailed in the LRMP are 

presented below.  

 

TABLE 8. MILES OF STUDY CORRIDOR WITHIN THE ANF AND ANF PLACES CROSSED  

SEGMENT/ 
ALTERNATIVE 

ANF PLACES CROSSED BY CENTERLINE 
TOTAL MILES OF 
ANF CROSSED 

Segment D / 
Alternative 1 

I-5 Corridor: 9.0 miles; I-5 Corridor/Santa Clara Canyons: 1.1 miles; Santa 
Clara Canyons: 6.0 miles 

16.1 

Segment G / 
Alternative 2 

Liebre Sawmill: 0.3 mile; Liebre Sawmill/Santa Clara Canyons: 0.3 mile; 
Santa Clara Canyons: 12.7 miles 

13.3 

Segments 2a & G / 
Alternative 2a* 

Liebre Sawmill: 1.6 miles; Liebre Sawmill/Santa Clara Canyons: 0.8 mile; 
Santa Clara Canyons: 13.1 miles 

15.5 

Segment H2 
Liebre Sawmill: 0.7 mile; Liebre Sawmill/Santa Clara Canyons: 0.2 mile; 
Santa Clara Canyons: 12.5 miles 

13.4 

Segment I / 
Alternative 3 

 Santa Clara Canyons: 0.9 mile; Santa Clara Canyons/ Soledad Front 
Country: 0.2 miles; Soledad Front Country: 3.4 miles 

4.5 

Segment J Santa Clara Canyons:3.3 miles 3.3 

* Segments 2a & G/Alternative 2a MP summaries and mileage totals include the portions of Segment G that are part of 

Alternative 2a 

Notes:  

 Segments were divided into tenth of mile increments for the purposes of calculating inventory and impact distances. Where 

Segments did not divide evenly into 0.1 mile increments, any remaining distance less than 0.1 mile was rounded up to 0.1 

mile. Thus totals in inventory and impact tables may add up to more than the actual distance of the Segments. 

 ANF Places were cataloged within a 500 foot wide corridor for each segment. For areas where two ANF Places are crossed 

by the 500 foot wide corridor, the distance is listed for both for both ANF Places (e.g., I-5 Corridor/Santa Clara Canyons). 

 

I-5 CORRIDOR PLACE 

The I-5 Corridor Place functions as a scenic gateway and transition landscape for visitors to southern 

California. The flow of people and materials through this gateway landscape links the greater Los 

Angeles area, as well as southern California, to the rest of California and the nation. It also serves as an 

important wildlife corridor between the Angeles and Los Padres National Forests (see Figure 16). 

 

Setting:  The I-5 Corridor Place runs north and south along both sides of Interstate 5. This landscape is 

commonly defined as the area between Marple Canyon at the southern end, and the intersection of 

California State Highway 138 at the northern end. The east and west boundaries are defined by the ridges 

visible from Interstate 5. The western boundary of this Place is shared with the Los Padres National 

Forest.  

 

The elevations in the Place range from approximately 2,100 to 3,000 feet. The deep canyon of Pyramid 

Lake, along with its various lesser side canyons, dominates this landscape. Steep slopes with rounded 

summits and deep narrow canyons are other dominant landforms within this Place. 

 

All but the larger streams are dry through the summer. The predominant plant community at lower 

elevations is mixed chaparral. Chaparral is continuous on most slopes. Pine and juniper are present at 

higher elevations. Canyon and coast live oaks are present in dense woodlands along shaded slopes and 

canyons.  

 

The cultural landscape of the I-5 Corridor is generally rural and natural appearing. Human influence is 

most apparent in developed recreation sites and along travel routes. Human influences that create strong 

visual contrast to the natural landscape within this Place include: intensive administrative and recreation 

use areas, utility corridors, road cuts, and water retention basins. Most recreation, administrative facilities, 
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and paths are located along drainages, ridge tops, or cut into hillsides. The paths through this landscape 

lead visitors past dramatic canyon and rugged mountain background views. 

 

Hiking, backpacking, equestrian use, bicycling, mountain biking, hunting, OHV use, and water-based 

recreation are the most popular recreation activities occurring within this Place and require a support 

network of trails and roads. The dramatic changes in scenery and vegetation also provide for a viewshed 

that promotes driving for pleasure (especially along the Old Ridge Route). Recreation is centered at 

Pyramid Lake, with dispersed and developed recreation opportunities located in close proximity of major 

travel ways. Pyramid Lake offers year-round access to water-based recreation and also creates a 

downstream area for catch and release fishing. OHV opportunities exist within the Back Country 

Discovery Trail and a portal to the Hungry Valley State OHV Area. The demand for low elevation 

recreation along riparian areas (especially Frenchman‘s Flat) is reaching or exceeding capacity.  

 

Adjacent developments are creating their own social trails on National Forest System land (mainly illegal 

OHV trails). The Place is continually having problems due to trash, car dumping, graffiti, illegal OHV 

use, and partying, with minimum enforcement capability due to inadequate law enforcement coverage, 

especially at night. 

 

The I-5 Corridor Place is a major utility corridor for electricity, fiber optics, natural gas, and crude oil. 

Many of the utility service infrastructures that support the greater Los Angeles urban area are present 

within the Place, and have been constructed to conform to the natural integrity of the landscape. This 

highly engineered infrastructure has resulted in conflicts with other national forest resources such as 

heritage resources, water quality, and endangered species. Past oil and gas development has occurred in or 

near this Place, and there may be a potential for future oil and gas exploration and development. 

 

The Sespe Wilderness is located on the Los Padres National Forest (934 acres; see Los Padres National 

Forest Strategy, Appendix A). The Lower Piru is an designated Wild and Scenic River (Piru Creek 

Recreation River: area outside Sespe Wildness Area, and Piru Creek Wild River: within Wilderness Area) 

from 0.5 miles downstream of Pyramid Dam at the first bridge crossing to the boundary between Los 

Angeles and Ventura Counties (see Los Padres National Forest Strategy, Appendix A). 

 

Desired Condition:  The I-5 Corridor Place is maintained as a natural appearing landscape that functions 

as a scenic transportation gateway for visitors to southern California and corridor for utilities and water. 

The valued landscape attributes to be preserved over time are dramatic natural appearing canyon and 

rugged mountain views from the interstate, the presence of coast live oaks along shaded slopes and 

canyons, and a well-defined age class mosaic in chaparral.  

 

Management emphasis is expected to focus on an urban and forest infrastructure that is sustainable, 

sympathetic to the natural setting and integrity, and mitigates effects to species of management concern 

and their habitat, as well as heritage resources. The Old Ridge Route will be managed to maintain historic 

integrity for future interpretation of its role in southern California history. Community protection needs, 

boundary management and protection of open space in the urban interface will be recognized as a 

growing emphasis due to the increasing development along the national forest border. Working with the 

appropriate agencies and partners, the backcountry route to the Los Padres National Forest will be 

completed. 

 

 

 

  



POWER ENGINEERS, INC. 
BRRTP – VISUAL RESOURCES TECHNICAL REPORT 

ANA 032-153 (PER-02) BRRTP (AUGUST 2011) GF 115244 58 

FIGURE 16. I-5 CORRIDOR PLACE 

 
 

 

LIEBRE-SAWMILL PLACE 

The Liebre-Sawmill Place functions year-round as a low elevation open space for Los Angeles and 

Antelope Valley residents. It portrays a sense of remoteness due to its steepness and minimal use. Major 

drainages that flow into the Antelope Valley are focal points for water-based recreation and link the 

Mojave Desert to the Liebre Mountains. This desert interface landscape includes portals from the 

Antelope Valley to the Angeles National Forest as well as the northern entry point for the Pacific Crest 

National Scenic Trail into southern California. It is one of the ―Key Places‖ representing the most 

picturesque national forest locations, containing its own landscape character see (Figure 17). 

 

Setting: The Liebre-Sawmill Place rises up from the Mojave Desert at elevations from approximately 

3,500 feet up to 5,500 feet, reflecting a transition from the desert floor to the forest. This area is generally 

accessed from major entries along California State Highway 138 and County Road N2. The paths through 

this landscape lead visitors to dramatic desert panoramas and rugged fault-zone background views. A 

Botanical Special Interest Area for black oak is recommended within this area.  

 

The San Andreas Fault Zones defines the lower elevation edge. The higher elevation edge is marked by a 

series of peaks and ridges. Northern aspects include steep to very steep slopes with sharp to rounded 

summits and narrow canyons. The action of the San Andreas Fault greatly affects this landscape 

(including the presence of historic sag ponds, such as Lake Hughes and Elizabeth Lake). Canyons have 

steep rocky sides and are littered with large boulders. Year-round water is available only in the largest 

creeks. 

 

The climatic influence of the Mojave Desert affects vegetation types and water availability in the Liebre-

Sawmill Place. The predominant plant community at lower elevations is mixed sage. Pine and juniper are 

present at higher elevations. Sycamore and cottonwood are present in drainages and shaded canyons. The 

area marks a transition from desert floor to forest, characteristically defined by rolling oak-covered 
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hilltops. Mistletoe infestations are present on a large scale, especially in the black oaks within the 

recommended Special Interest Area.  

 

The cultural landscape of the Liebre-Sawmill Place ranges between semi-primitive and a modified natural 

appearance. Human influence is most apparent in the developed and dispersed recreation facilities and 

paths leaving the majority of the landscape subject to ecological change. Developed recreation is limited, 

focusing mainly on water-based recreation (boating, fishing, picnicking) at the Elizabeth Lake Day-Use 

Facility. Dispersed Recreation is the emphasis within the Place. Hiking, backpacking, equestrian use, 

bicycling, mountain biking, hunting, and OHV use are the predominant activities. The Pacific Crest 

National Scenic Trail follows an east-west course through the entire Place. 

 

Recreation uses and water extraction authorizations constitute the majority of the special-uses for the 

area. Other human influences exist within the Place and can create strong visual contrast within the 

landscape including road cuts, utility corridors and intensively used areas. Most facilities and trails are 

located along drainages, on flats or cut into hillsides. A recreation residence tract is present that is 

oriented to the lake. 

 

Residents in developments and ranches adjacent to the national forest are creating their own social trails 

on national forest land, and this unauthorized use is resulting in resource damage and degradation.  

 

A Special Interest Areas found on the Forest is the Liebre Mountain (3,357 acres). 

 

Desired Condition: The Liebre-Sawmill Place is valued as a desert-interface landscape and is identified 

as a ―key place‖ for the attractiveness of its landscape and is maintained as a natural appearing landscape 

that functions as year-round open space for Los Angeles and Antelope Valley residents. The valued 

landscape attributes to be preserved over time are the dramatic desert panoramas and rugged fault-zone 

background views, the marked transition of plant communities from desert to mixed sage, black oak, pine 

and juniper at higher elevations, visitor access to free-flowing water in drainages, and the undeveloped 

appearance of the landscape showing little visible human influence on the natural setting.  

 

The management emphasis is expected to focus on forest health, particularly on oak mortality and spotted 

owl habitat protection. It will also focus on those activities that maintain and promote the sense of 

remoteness and minimal use. The rural routes of the southern California Scenic Byway Interforest 

Transportation Route showcases key locations in the Place and connects the Angeles National Forest with 

the Los Padres National Forest. The PCT is managed to maintain spectacular vistas and a route through 

semideciduous oak forest. Intensive management of the Back Country Discovery Trail will be 

implemented. The national forest will focus on open space protection and boundary management in 

anticipation of adjacent development. 
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FIGURE 17. LIEBRE-SAWMILL PLACE 

 
 

 

SANTA CLARA CANYON PLACE 

The Santa Clara Canyons Place function year-round as a low elevation remote open space for the greater 

Los Angeles area and the Antelope Valley. Major drainages that flow into the Santa Clara River are focal 

points for water-based recreation. The Santa Clara River links the national forest to the Pacific Ocean. 

This canyon landscape offers visitors access to remote and semi-primitive experiences. The Pacific Crest 

National Scenic Trail is a portion of the place. It is one of the ―Key Places‖ representing the most 

picturesque national forest locations, containing its own landscape character (see Figure 18). 

 

Setting: The Santa Clara Canyons rise up from the Santa Clara River Basin at elevations starting at about 

1,200 feet and reaching up to 5,000 feet. This area is generally accessed from major portals along the 

Interstate 5, Interstate 14, and California State Highway 138 travel corridors. A recommended Special 

Interest Area focusing on a botanical theme (large tracts of black oaks) reflects the character of this area. 

The paths through this landscape lead visitors to dramatic canyon panoramas and rugged mountain 

background views. 

 

The southern aspect includes steep to very steep ridges with sharp to rounded summits, and deep narrow 

canyons. The lower elevation edge is marked by the urban interface with the community of Santa Clarita. 

The higher elevation edge is marked by a series of peaks and ridges. The steeper reaches of slopes are 

barren and show evidence of erosion. Canyons have steep rocky sides with large boulders. There are 

major north-south trending drainages such as San Francisquito, Bouquet Canyon, Elizabeth Lake, and 

Castaic. Two man-made lakes exist on the borders of this area (Bouquet Reservoir and Castaic Lake). 

 

Mixed chaparral is the most dominant plant community. Canyon and coast live oaks are present in dense 

woodlands along shaded slopes and canyons. Black oaks occur in dense patches at the higher elevations. 

Deciduous trees and shrubs occupy riparian areas. Year-round water is present only in the largest creeks 

and rivers. Mistletoe infestations are present on a large scale, especially in the black oaks present within 

the recommended Special Interest Area. Noxious weed infestations also occur within this Place. 
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The cultural landscape of the Santa Clara Canyons generally ranges between semi-primitive to a modified 

natural appearance. Human influence is most apparent in the developed and dispersed recreation facilities 

and paths, leaving the majority of the landscape subject only to ecological change. Developed recreation 

sites are limited, focusing mainly on remote camping and day-use facilities along the canyon bottoms. 

Dispersed recreation is the emphasis including hiking, backpacking, equestrian, bicycling, mountain 

biking, hunting, and OHV. OHV opportunities exist in designated areas. Other activities such as hunting 

and fishing occur. Water recreation is also present at Bouquet Canyon Creek, but there is a lack of 

sanitation and trash facilities along the streamside and chronic overuse is occurring. The condition of the 

trials varies, and infrastructure is aging, and does not meet Americans with Disabilities Act or the Built 

Environment Image Guide (BEIG) requirements, nor the needs and desires of the users. The magnitude of 

recreation use in the Place has resulted in conflicts on National Forest System roads and trails, as well as 

effects on other resources. 

 

A variety of special use authorizations exist in the Place that range from electronic sites to recreation 

residence tracts to shooting areas. This area of the national forest also has many existing activities that are 

not authorized. Problems related to human use exist in the Santa Clara Canyons including trash disposal, 

car dumping, graffiti, illegal OHV use, partying, gang activities, illegal fires, illegal parking, and 

maintaining closures.  

 

Historic mining has occurred in this Place. Mining operations are active in the Place, and stone quarries 

are present. Many of the utility service infrastructures that support the greater Los Angeles urban area 

(including the Los Angeles Aqueduct) are present within the landscape. Several country roads serve as 

major high-speed commuter routes from inland valleys and deserts, and the use exceeds infrastructure 

design criteria and creates potential unsafe conflicts. Past oil and gas development has also occurred in or 

near this Place, and there may be the potential for future oil and gas exploration and development. 

 

Urbanization is resulting in an increase of housing adjacent to national forest boundaries and is affecting 

national forest land. Adjacent developments are creating their own social trails on national forest land 

(including uncontrolled OHV use) and this unauthorized use is resulting in resource damage degradation. 

The urban development in the south is creating issues of community defense, as well as encroachment 

and unauthorized activities. There are multiple access points that go through the area. 

 

San Francisquito Canyon is an eligible Wild and Scenic River (13 miles). Other Special Interest Areas 

include Liebre Mountain (5,672 acres). 

 

Desired Condition:  The Santa Clara Canyons Place is identified as a ―Key Place‖ for its natural 

appearing and pastoral landscape that functions as a remote Back Country open space. The valued 

landscape attributes to be preserved over time are the dramatic canyon panoramas and rugged mountain 

background views, oak woodlands, a well-defined age class mosaic in chaparral, and the pastoral qualities 

of grazing activities, which is important to the interpretation to the examples of important Native 

American history and historic mining.  

 

The management emphasis is expected to focus on community protection, recreation use, and urban and 

forest infrastructure that is sustainable, sympathetic to the natural setting and integrity. The national forest 

will focus on protection of open space and boundary management in anticipation of future adjacent 

development. An unclassified roads/trails decommissioning plan will be developed and implemented. 
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FIGURE 18. SANTA CLARA CANYONS PLACE 

 
 

 

SOLEDAD FRONT COUNTRY PLACE 

The Soledad Front Country Place functions as a scenic backdrop and transitional landscape between the 

rapidly urbanizing Mojave Desert and Los Angeles Basin. The flow of people and materials through this 

transitional landscape links the greater Los Angeles area to the Mojave Desert. The growing communities 

along California Interstate 14 are transforming this area from rural to urban in character. Residents of 

these new communities have the scenic views of the San Gabriel Mountains from their homes and travel 

corridors. The Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail occurs on a portion of the Place (see Figure 19). 

 

Setting:  The Soledad Front Country Place runs northeast to southwest along both sides of California 

State Highway 14 along the Santa Clara and Soledad Rivers. This landscape is commonly defined as the 

area between California Interstate 5 at the southern end and the intersection of California State Highway 

138 at the northern end. The northwest and southeast boundaries are, in general, defined by the area 

visible from California Highway 14. There is a Special Interest Area that highlights the heritage resource 

values of the area. 

 

Elevations in the area range from about 2,100 feet to 3,000 feet. The broad floodplain of the Soledad 

River (with its various side drainages) dominates this landscape. The broad floodplain (which leads to 

steep slopes with rounded summits) is the most prevalent landform in this Place. 

 

The mostly hot to sometimes temperate climate affects vegetation types and water availability. The 

predominant plant community at the lower elevations is mixed chaparral. Pine and juniper are present at 

higher elevations. Chaparral is continuous on most slopes. The chaparral is seen as patterns of dense 

patches with large openings. Canyon and coast live oaks are present in dense woodlands along shaded 

slopes and in the canyons. All but the larger streams are dry through the summer. Several canyons, 

including Elsmere and Whitney, still exhibit pristine characteristics. However, human influences on the 

viewshed include the altered vegetation composition resulting from an increase in fire starts.  
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Most of the vegetative communities within the area are in the expected fire regime; however, there are 

areas that have a history of excessive fire occurrence. Wildland fires have resulted in high property and 

resources loss, and the numerous fire starts are moving vegetative communities towards type conversions. 

 

A rich diversity of plant and animal species is present within the Soledad Front Country. 

 

The cultural landscape of the Soledad Front Country is rapidly converting from rural to urban due to the 

development of housing tracts along the national forest boundary. Human influences, such as urban 

development, intensive use areas, transportation corridors, utility corridors, sand and gravel mining, road 

cuts and flood control channels are creating strong visual contrasts and user conflicts within this Place. 

Most facilities and trails are located along drainages, ridge tops or cut into hillsides. Urban development 

is affecting access to National Forest System roads and trails, and residents of adjacent developments are 

creating social trails on national forest land. Encroachment has increased due to urbanization resulting in 

problems of trespass, fire, and resource damage. 

 

Trailheads and travel routes offer visitors year-round access to the Angeles National Forest. The trails 

through the Place lead visitors by dramatic canyon and rugged mountain views. The area has a rich 

history and is known for a high occurrence of heritage resource sites. Recreation opportunities such as 

hiking the Pacific Crest National Scenic Trial and managed OHV areas occur within this Place. Facilities 

are aging and do not meet the National Forests and Grasslands Built Environment Image Guide (BEIG). 

Environmental education venues (including the Placerita Nature Center) are present in the area. 

 

This area accommodates other human uses and needs, such as providing the backdrop for movies and 

television shows, mining activities, electric utility and distribution lines, and water extraction. A variety 

of special-use authorizations exist in this Place that range from electronic sites to shooting areas. Past oil 

and gas development has also occurred in or near this Place, and there may be the potential for future oil 

and gas exploration and development. 

 

The Place has many existing activities that are not authorized. Problems in the canyons associated with 

human use, such as trash and car dumping, partying, graffiti, illegal OHV use, and closure maintenance 

are persistent.  

 

Special Interest Areas include the Aliso – Arrastre Middle and North (7,850 acres). 

 

Desired Condition:  The Soledad Front Country Place is identified as a ―Key Place‖ for its natural 

appearing area that functions as a scenic backdrop and transitional landscape. The valued landscape 

attributes to be preserved over time are the dramatic canyon and rugged mountain views, the presence of 

pine and juniper stands, and a well-defined age class mosaic with patches in chaparral. Private land 

between the two mountain ranges is acquired and the Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail is connected. 

 

Management emphasis is expected to focus on the protection of communities from the threat of fire, the 

management of high levels of recreation use, and the maintenance of urban and forest infrastructures 

(facilities). The success of this emphasis is dependent on a sustainable level of development and the 

delicate balance between the needs of people and the effects of those uses on the plant and animal 

communities in the national forest. Uses must be balanced to promote the conservation of valuable natural 

resources and to sustain the needs of people. Special emphasis will be given to acquiring private land 

between the San Gabriel and Sierra Pelona Mountain Ranges in order to connect the Pacific Crest 

National Scenic Trail. The national forest will focus on protection of open space and boundary 

management in anticipation of future adjacent development. 

 

Special emphasis will be given to acquiring private land between the San Gabriel and Castaic Mountain 

Ranges in order to connect the Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail. 
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FIGURE 19. SOLEDAD FRONT COUNTRY PLACE 
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FIGURE 20. PHYSIOGRAPHY  
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4.3 SENSITIVE VIEWERS 

4.3.1 Private Lands and Public Lands Managed by the BLM 

As described in Section 3.0 the 6-mile wide study corridor on private lands include:  

 

 Residences  

 Parks, recreation, and preservation areas – existing and proposed developed recreation sites, parks 

or areas used for camping, picnicking or other recreational activities 

 Sensitive Travel routes – Proposed or designated scenic or historic highways or byways and 

recreation destination routes. 

 

Sensitive viewpoints on private lands and public lands managed by the BLM are listed in Table A-8, 

Appendix A. 

 

4.3.2 ANF 

The viewpoints of high concern included in the inventory on the ANF are listed below: 

 

 Scenic Highways including I-15, the Old Ridge Route, Lake Hughes Road, Elizabeth Lake Road, 

San Francisquito Canyon Road, Bouquet Canyon Road, Spunky Canyon Road 

 Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail  

 Wild and Scenic Rivers Study Areas including eligible San Francisquito Creek Recreation River, 

and designated Piru Creek Wild River and Piru Creek Recreation River segments 

 Placerita Canyon State Park/Nature Center Trails that extend into the ANF 

 Sespe Wilderness 

 Non-OHV Forest Service Trailheads identified in the ANF Atlas, including San Francisquito 

Canyon Trailhead and a Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail Trailhead  

 Forest Service Points of Interest and Vista Locations identified in the ANF Atlas , including two 

unnamed Points of Interest located at Warm Springs Canyon and Soledad Canyon, and Templin 

Vista Point  

 Forest Service Campgrounds identified in the ANF Atlas including Bear Campground, Blue Point 

Campground (Los Padres National Forest (LPNF)), Cottonwood Campground, Green Valley 

Camp Site, Hardluck Camp Ground (LPNF), Los Alamos Campground, Oak Flat Campground, 

Spunky Campground, Streamside Campground, Upper Shake Campground, Zuni Campground, 

Los Alamos Group Campground, Ellis Apiary Camp Site (LPNF), Horse Trail Camp Site, Log 

Cabin Camp Site (LPNF), and Maxwell Camp Site 

 Forest Service Picnic Areas identified in the ANF Atlas including Elizabeth Lake Picnic Area, 

Emigrant Landing Picnic Area, Los Cantilles Picnic Area, Live Oak Picnic Area (LPNF), Serrano 

Picnic Area, Tin Cup Picnic Area, Vaquero Picnic Area, Vista del Lago Picnic Area, and Yellow 

Bar Picnic Area 

 Forest Service Occupied Facilities including Green Valley Facility, Los Alamos Fire Station, Oak 

Flat Fire Station, San Francisquito Fire Station, Texas Canyon Fire Station, and Santa Clara 

Mojave River Ranger District Office 

 Pyramid Lake Visitor‘s Center 

 St. Francis Dam Site State Historic Place 

 Bouquet Canyon Recreation Residence Corridor 

 

Specific viewpoints and their proximity to each alternative route segment are described in Section 4.4. 

The closest distance zone for which visibility occurs for a viewpoint is listed. For example, a viewpoint 

that is listed as being located within the immediate foreground distance zone of a segment may be within 
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the immediate foreground distance zone for the portion of the segment that is closest to the viewpoint, but 

may also be in additional distance zones for more distant portions of the segment.  

 

Background visibility (from 4 miles up to 8 miles) on ANF lands is noted for recreation and preservation 

viewpoints and sensitive travel routes within the ANF. 

 

4.4 VISIBILITY MAPPING 

4.4.1 Segment A 

Residences occur only within the middleground distance zone. State Hwy 14, an Eligible State Scenic 

Highway, is located within the middleground distance zone. No inventoried park, recreation, or 

preservation viewpoints occur within the corridor. 

 

4.4.2 Segment B 

Residences are located within all distance zones. State Hwy 14, an Eligible State Scenic Highway; and 

Lancaster Road, Munz Ranch Road, Fairmont-Neenach Road, 120
th
 Street West, West Avenue I, and 

110
th
 Street West, all Second Priority County Scenic Highways, are located within the middleground 

distance zone. The Antelope Valley California Poppy Reserve is located within the corridor in the 

middleground distance zone. 

 

4.4.3 Segment C 

Residences are located within the foreground and middleground distance zones. State Hwy 14, an Eligible 

State Scenic Highway, is located within the middleground distance zone. The Pacific Crest National 

Scenic Trail is located within the corridor in the immediate foreground distance zone. 

 

4.4.4 Segment D 

Residences are located within all distance zones. The Old Ridge Route, a First Priority County Scenic 

Highway, is crossed multiple times. Lancaster Road, a Second Priority County Scenic Highway, is 

located in the immediate foreground distance zone. Pine Canyon Road, a First Priority County Scenic 

Highway, and I-5 and Three Points Road, both Second Priority County Scenic Highways, are located 

within the middleground distance zone. 

 

The Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail is crossed by the segment. USFS Serrano, Vaquero, and Emigrant 

Landing picnic areas, Oak Flat Camp Ground, Templin Vista, Sespe Wilderness Area, and Piru Creek 

Recreation River are all located within the middleground distance zone. 

 

4.4.5 Segment E 

Residences are located within all distance zones. Lancaster Road, Munz Ranch Road, Fairmont-Neenach 

Road, 120
th
 Street West, West Avenue I, and 110

th
 Street West, all Second Priority County Scenic 

Highways, are located within the middleground distance zone.  

 

The Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail is located within the corridor in the immediate foreground 

distance zone. The Antelope Valley California Poppy Reserve is located within the corridor in the 

foreground distance zone. 
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FIGURE 21. PACIFIC CREST NATIONAL SCENIC TRAIL VISIBILITY 
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4.4.6 Segment F1 

Residences are located within the middleground distance zone. Lancaster Road, Munz Ranch Road, 

Fairmont-Neenach Road, 120
th
 Street West, West Avenue I and 110

th
 Street West, all Second Priority 

County Scenic Highways, are located within the middleground distance zone. The Antelope Valley 

California Poppy Reserve is located within in the middleground distance zone. 

 

4.4.7 Segment F2 

Residences are located within all distance zones. West Avenue I and 110
th
 Street West, both Second 

Priority County Scenic Highways, are located within the foreground distance zone. Lancaster Road, Munz 

Ranch Road, Fairmont-Neenach Road, 120
th
 Street West, West Avenue K, 80

th
 Street West, and Johnson 

Road, all Second Priority County Scenic Highways, are located within the middleground distance zone.  

 

4.4.8 115th Street Modification 

Residences are located within the foreground and middleground distance zones. West Avenue I and 

Johnson Road, both Second Priority County Scenic Highways, are crossed by the segment. 120
th
 Street 

West, a Second Priority County Scenic Highway, is located in the foreground distance zone. West 

Avenue K, 110
th
 Street West, Munz Ranch Road, and Elizabeth Lake Road, all Second Priority County 

Scenic Highways, are located in the middleground distance zone. 

 

4.4.9 Segment G 

Residences are located within all distance zones. Elizabeth Lake Road, a First Priority County Scenic 

Highway and a Palmdale Scenic Highway; and San Francisquito Canyon Road, identified by the ANF as 

a sensitive road, are crossed by the segment. Fairmont-Neenach Road and Johnson Road, both Second 

Priority County Scenic Highways, are crossed by the segment. Spunky Canyon Road, Lancaster Road, 

Munz Ranch Road, and 120
th
 Street West, all Second Priority County Scenic Highways, are located 

within the foreground distance zone. West Avenue I, 110
th
 Street West, and West Avenue K, all Second 

Priority County Scenic Highways, are located within the middleground distance zone. Lake Hughes Road, 

a Second Priority County Scenic Highway, is located within the middleground distance zone and also 

within the background distance zone on ANF lands. 

 

The San Francisquito Creek (Wild and Scenic River, moderate concern level) and the Pacific Crest 

National Scenic Trail are crossed by the segment (see Figure 21 above), and is within the area subject to 

the Forest-specific Design Criteria Place-specific Standard ANF S1 (Pacific Crest Trail) established to 

―Protect scenic integrity of foreground views‖ of the trail (0 to 1/2 mile). The ANF Green Valley Camp 

Site is located within the immediate foreground distance zone. The Antelope Valley California Poppy 

Reserve and the ANF Elizabeth Lake Picnic Area are located within the corridor in the middleground 

distance zone.  

 

4.4.10 Segment 2a 

Residences are located within all distance zones. San Francisquito Canyon Road, identified by the ANF 

as a sensitive road, is located within the immediate foreground distance zone. Elizabeth Lake Road, a 

First Priority County Scenic Highway and a Palmdale Scenic Highway, is located within the foreground 

distance zone. Lake Hughes Road and Spunky Canyon Road, both Second Priority County Scenic 

Highways, are located within the middleground distance zone.  

 

The Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail is crossed by the segment (see Figure 21 above), and is within the 

area subject to the Forest-specific Design Criteria Place-specific Standard ANF S1 (Pacific Crest Trail) 

established to ―Protect scenic integrity of foreground views‖ of the trail (0 to 1/2 mile). The San 
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Francisquito Creek (Wild and Scenic River) is located within the foreground distance zone. The ANF 

Elizabeth Lake Picnic Area is located within the corridor in the middleground distance zone.  

 

4.4.11 Segment H1 

Residences are located within all distance zones. West Avenue K, a Second Priority County Scenic 

Highway is crossed by the segment. 110
th
 Street West and Johnson Road, both Second Priority County 

Scenic Highways, are located in the foreground distance zone. Fairmont-Neenach Road, 120
th
 Street 

West, West Avenue I, and 80
th
 Street West, all Second Priority County Scenic Highways, are located in 

the middleground distance zone. 

 

4.4.12 Segment H2 

Residences are located within all distance zones. Spunky Canyon Road and Bouquet Canyon Road, both 

Second Priority County Scenic Highways, and Elizabeth Lake Road, a First Priority County Highway and 

Palmdale Scenic Highway, are crossed by the segment. Johnson Road, a Second Priority County Scenic 

Highway, is located in the foreground distance zone. A Second Priority County Scenic Highway, 80
th
 

Street West, is located in the middleground distance zone. 

 

The Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail would be crossed by the segment (see Figure 21 above), and is 

within the area subject to the Forest-specific Design Criteria Place-specific Standard ANF S1 (Pacific 

Crest Trail) established to ―Protect scenic integrity of foreground views‖ of the trail (0 to 1/2 mile). The 

USFS Streamside Campground and Veluzat Motion Picture Ranch are located in the foreground distance 

zone. The USFS Zuni Campground and the USFS Las Cantilles Picnic area are located in the 

middleground distance zone. 

 

4.4.13 Segment I 

Residences are located within all distance zones. Elizabeth Lake Road, a First Priority County Highway 

and Palmdale Scenic Highway; Godde Hill Road, a Second Priority County and Palmdale Scenic 

Highway; and West Avenue K and Vasquez Canyon Road, Second Priority County Scenic Highways, 

would be crossed by the segment. The Sierra Highway, a Second Priority County Scenic Highway, is 

located in the foreground distance zone. Second Priority County Scenic Highways, 80
th
 Street West and 

60
th
 Street West, are located in the middleground distance zone. 

 

The Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail would be crossed by the segment (see Figure 21 above), and 

would be non-compliant with Forest-specific Design Criteria Place-specific Standard ANF S1 (Pacific 

Crest Trail) established to ―protect scenic integrity of foreground views‖ of the trail (0 to 1/2 mile). Trails 

within the MRCA Ritter Ranch would be crossed by the segment. Trails within the Vasquez Rocks 

Natural Area are located in the middleground distance zone. Veluzat Motion Picture Ranch is located in 

the foreground distance zone. 

 

4.4.14 Segment J 

Segment J would involve the reconductoring of the existing structures. The Project is located in the 

middleground distance zone from the Old Ridge Route. It is also located in the foreground of the PFS 

Point of Interest Vista Point, and crosses the San Francisquito Canyon Road south of the ANF.   

 

4.5 PUBLIC AND AGENCY SCOPING COMMENTS 

LADWP, USFS, and BLM conducted a 31-day public scoping period to allow the regulatory agencies and 

the public an opportunity to comment. Comments and issues that arose over the Project were recorded at 

open houses, from telephone calls to federal, state, and local agencies, at town council meetings, and via 

an email address established for BRRTP, a toll-free Project Hotline, and by mail. Refer to the Scoping 
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Report for a full description of the public involvement process and for a complete listing of comments 

received. 

 

The Scoping Comments Summary in the Scoping Report identified the following specific visual resources 

concerns: 

 

 A significant concern from property owners in the project area were visual impacts to homes, 

communities, and business. Also of concern were impacts to public spaces like parks, trails, the 

ANF, Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail, and Antelope Valley California Poppy Reserve. 

 Concerns regarding Red Rock Canyon State park were also received. A commenter was 

concerned that the additional lighting from the towers and turbines would adversely affect 

astronomy clubs. 

 The ANF stated the desire for micro-pile construction to minimize visual impacts. 
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5.0 IMPACT ASSESSMENT METHODS 

5.1 INTRODUCTION 

A significant step in the process of selecting a preferred route for the Project is determining initial and 

residual impact levels of the various alternative route segments. Initial impacts are the impact levels 

determined prior to consideration of specific mitigation measures, while residual impacts are the impact 

levels that remain after specific mitigation measures have been considered. Impacts have been categorized 

as high, moderate, and low. Generally, high impacts are significant, moderate impacts could potentially 

be significant, and low impacts are not significant. 

 

While many sensitive features were avoided through the regional siting study completed in 2007 to 

identify alternative routes, it was not possible to avoid all sensitive features. Consequently, it was 

necessary to map all known sensitive features within the 6-mile wide study corridor (16-mile wide study 

corridor within the ANF) and carry out an impact assessment and mitigation planning process. 

 

For private lands and public lands managed by the BLM, visual impacts would result from the visibility 

of the Project from sensitive viewpoints and from the Project‘s visual contrast with the inherent aesthetic 

values of the landscape. On the ANF, the visual impact assessment considered the effects to the landscape 

as articulated by the impacts to the SIOs established for all lands managed by the ANF. 

 

Potential visual impacts tend to be greatest when there are high sensitivity levels coupled with close views 

and highly contrasting project elements. Potential temporary or short term visual impacts from the Project 

could also result from a variety of activities during the construction, operation and maintenance of the 

transmission line. Construction activities that would result in temporary visual impacts include: 

 

 Construction of new roads and upgrading existing roads for construction access 

 Ground disturbance at tower sites 

 Assembling and erecting towers 

 Pulling and tensioning sites, guard structures at major crossings, material staging sites, and 

concrete batch plants 

 Stringing conductors 

 

Construction-related visual impacts for the previously listed items would be temporary, and impact  

severity could be reduced with successful implementation of mitigation measures. Typical construction 

impacts would be related to the presence of construction vehicles, dust, vegetation removal, and exposure 

of soil and rock. 

 

Permanent disturbances from operation of the Project that would result in visual impacts include: 

 

 Presence of the towers, footings, and conductors 

 Presence of maintenance access roads 

 Ground disturbance/vegetation clearance at tower sites and access roads 

 

Visual impacts from the construction and operation of a 230 kV transmission line can be direct, adverse, 

and long-term. Five impact types were evaluated for this resource study: 

 

 Effects on views from residences and communities 

 Effects on views from parks, recreation, and preservation areas 

 Effects on views from travel routes 

 Effects on scenic attractiveness (on BLM and Private Lands) 
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 Compliance with ANF LMP visual/scenery management standards and policies (SIOs), and 

compatibility with BLM visual resources management policies (VRM Classes) 

 

The impact assessment for private lands and public lands managed by the BLM is based on the elements 

of the BLM Contrast Rating Process found in the BLM‘s 8400 Series Visual Resources Manual (BLM 

1986a). For the Proposed Action and Alternatives crossing of the ANF, the impact assessment methods 

are based on the USFS Scenery Management System found in the USFS Landscape Aesthetics: A 

Handbook for Scenery Management (USFS 1995). Refer to Figure 22 for a flow diagram illustrating how 

the components of the BLM were utilized in the impact assessment methodology on private and BLM 

lands, and refer to Figure 23 for a flow diagram illustrating how the components of the SMS were used to 

determine impacts on ANF lands. 

 

The analysis was assisted by the use of Environmental Systems Research Institute‘s (ESRI) ArcView GIS 

software to model seen areas and viewsheds, prepare maps and data tables of impacted areas, and 

otherwise document and provide an analysis tool to assess project visual impacts.  

 

The sequence of tasks used to study the visual impacts for all portions of the study corridor are: 

 

 Visual contrast analysis (which incorporates the elements of USFS Visual Absorption Capacity 

and BLM Visual Assessment/Contrast Rating) 

 Impact assessment (Scenic attractiveness impacts, viewer impacts, ANF desired landscape 

character impacts, and compatibility with ANF Scenic Integrity Objectives and BLM VRM 

objectives) 

 Mitigation planning 

 

 

5.2 VISUAL CHANGE AND CONTRAST 

Visual contrast, change or alteration incorporates the elements of BLM Visual Assessment/Contrast 

Rating into a single assessment process to define the degree of physical alteration of the landscape which 

would be perceived without regard to specific viewpoints or viewing conditions. How modifications are 

seen from sensitive viewpoints determines the viewer impacts for all private lands and public lands 

managed by the BLM. On the ANF, contrast (visual change) was used to help determine the resulting 

Scenic Integrity for determination of compliance with SIOs, and considered visibility and distance from 

various viewpoints of high concern. Overall contrast was used to determine resulting Scenic Integrity 

(SI), and the results compared to the SIO‘s established on the Forest to determine areas visual ―impact‖, 

locations for mitigation, areas of SIO ―underachievement‖. Specific viewing conditions were evaluated, 

such as whether the Project and Alternatives would be ―skylined‖ from the viewpoint or conversely 

―backdropped.‖ Elements of the USFS Visual Absorption Capacity were also used to identify the 

magnitude and extent of the visual impacts on the ANF and to determine compliance with SIO‘s. Overall 

contrast and resulting Scenic Integrity is depicted along Project Alternatives in Appendix F: Contrast, 

Scenic Attractiveness Impacts, and Resulting Scenic Integrity Map. 

 

Contrast is the change in form, line, color, texture, scale, and landscape position between the proposed 

action and the existing setting. Contrast levels are characterized as strong, moderate, or weak. Visual 

contrast is typically made up of three separate contrast components: 

 Landform contrast 

 Vegetation contrast 

 Structure contrast (BLM and Private lands) 

 

―Structure Dominance‖ was used in place of Structure Contrast on ANF lands. For the purposes of this 

study and in order to account for the ANF‘s desire to prevent the proliferation of transmission related 
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infrastructure on ANF lands, Structure Dominance was assumed to be high regardless of the presence of 

existing transmission lines or other related infrastructure. When combined with landform and vegetation 

contrast, overall contrasts were determined on the ANF as well.  

 

On the ANF, visual change or alteration to the Landscape Character/existing Scenic Integrity was 

determined by combining vegetation and landform contrasts, and the dominance of new transmission 

structures regardless of existing development. The overall change, or effect on desired condition, was 

compared with high concern viewpoint visibility and resulting SI levels to determine compliance with 

SIO‘s on ANF lands. On ANF lands, the SIOs (typically High SIO and Moderate SIO within the study 

corridors), were compared with the anticipated SI levels that would be created by the Project. In areas of 

the Forest with High SIOs, a Low Scenic Integrity would typically result in an underachievement of the 

SIO by two levels. A resulting Very Low SI level created by the Project in an area with Moderate SIO 

would represent an underachievement of  two levels. See the contrast analysis methodology and ANF 

impact methodology (Section 5.2) below.  

 

The individual components of visual contrast are described below and Visual Resources Impact 

Assessment Flow Diagram(s) in Figures 22 and 23. Appendix E, Visual Resources Inventory and Impact 

Data Table documents contrast levels by segment and milepost. 

 

5.2.1 LANDFORM CONTRAST 

Landform contrast is created by alteration of landform patterns, exposure of soil, erosion scars, slumping, 

and other disturbances due to the Project that are uncharacteristic of the natural landscape. Landform 

contrast is determined by the degree and duration of ground disturbance due to access roads and 

construction and soil erosion potential as defined and mapped by the Natural Resources Conservation 

Service soil surveys. The landform contrast model was used in both the BLM/private lands impact model 

and ANF impact model. 

 

Ground Disturbance 

LADWP has performed a review of the existing Barren Ridge-Rinaldi 230 kV transmission line design to 

establish ground disturbance estimates for the BRRTP. The following assumptions are estimated 

conservatively so as to avoid underestimating the ―design‖ disturbance and the actual disturbance during 

construction. The project area has two main types of terrain, flat (1-10% slope) and mountainous (10-30% 

slope). Both flat and mountainous terrains have an average of 5 towers per mile; with an average span 

length of 1,100 and 1,000 feet respectively. It is assumed that the new access roads will be graded to a 

travel service width of 16 feet wide (12 feet plus 2 feet of shoulder on either side); this is the same width 

used for the Antelope-Pardee project. All existing roads requiring maintenance are assumed to have some 

level of existing disturbance (approximately 8 feet), but will still require a 16 feet travel surface. 

Therefore, an additional 8 feet width will be used to account for new ground disturbance on existing 

roads. Each transmission tower, in both flat and mountainous terrain, will need one spur road and will be 

an average of 300 feet in length and 16 feet wide.  
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FIGURE 22. VISUAL RESOURCES IMPACT ASSESSMENT FLOW DIAGRAM (BLM AND PRIVATE LANDS) 
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FIGURE 23. SCENIC INTEGRITY OBJECTIVE ASSESSMENT FLOW DIAGRAM (ANF LANDS) 
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The construction, maintenance and operation of a transmission line will result in both temporary and 

permanent ground disturbance. Construction of the steel lattice towers would create a temporary 

disturbance that consists of: structure work area, pulling and tensioning sites, sleeving and stringing 

operations, guard structures, material staging sites, and concrete batch plants. Permanent disturbance for 

the steel lattice towers consists of the structure footprint and foundations, and access roads needed for 

operations and maintenance activities. The structure footprint and length of spur roads are roughly the 

same for both the flat and mountainous terrain. However, the complexity of constructing on mountainous 

areas requires a greater distance of access roads. For transmission line projects, the construction and 

maintenance of access roads creates the greatest potential for ground disturbing impacts. The existing 

access roads were inventoried and analyzed, and the incremental ground disturbance was calculated. 

 

Access/ground disturbance levels (extent of new road construction, improvements to existing roads and 

structures) used to determine landform contrast levels were defined as follows: 

 Helicopter – Helicopter construction. Structures, spur roads, and access roads would permanently 

disturb approximately 0.9 to 1.5 acres per mile of transmission line. 

 Level 1 – Use existing improved roads or agricultural roads. Ground disturbance for access roads 

would be temporary. Total new ground disturbance would be approximately 0.8 acre per mile of 

transmission line.  

 Level 2 – Use existing roads that require improvement and widening. Existing two-track or 

narrow unimproved roads would require improvement to make roads serviceable (e.g., mowing, 

grading) for construction. Structures, spur roads, and access roads would permanently disturb 

approximately 1.7 to 3.2 acres per mile of transmission line.  

 Level 3 – Construct new road in flat terrain (0 to 10 percent). Low to Moderate ground 

disturbance for new access road construction. Structures, spur roads, and access roads would 

permanently disturb approximately 2.7 to 5.6 acres per mile of transmission line.  

 Level 4 – Construct new road in sloping terrain (10 to 20 percent). Moderate ground disturbance 

for new access road construction, structures, spur roads, and access roads would permanently 

disturb approximately 6.0 to 8.9acres per mile of transmission line.  

 Level 5 – Construct new road in steep terrain (20 to 30 percent). Moderate to high ground 

disturbance for new access road construction. Structures, spur roads, and access roads would 

permanently disturb approximately 9.5 to 13.4 acres per mile of transmission line.  

 Level 6 – Construct new road in very steep terrain (over 30 percent). High to very high ground 

disturbance for new access road construction. Structures, spur roads, and access roads would 

permanently disturb approximately 13.7 to 17.6 acres per mile of transmission line. 

 

Soil Erosion 

Soil erosion potential was determined by the erosion hazard (off-road/off-trail) ratings produced by the 

National Cooperative Soil Survey, operated by the USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service. The 

ratings indicate the hazard of soil loss from off-road and off-trail areas after disturbance activities that 

expose the soil surface. The ratings reflect potential soil loss caused by sheet or rill erosion in areas where 

50 to 75 percent of the surface has been exposed by disturbance. The hazard is described as ―slight,‖ 

―moderate,‖ ―severe,‖ or ―very severe.‖ A rating of ―slight‖ indicates that erosion is unlikely under 

ordinary climatic conditions; ―moderate‖ indicates that some erosion is likely; ―severe‖ indicates that 

erosion is very likely; and ―very severe‖ indicates that significant erosion is expected, and loss of soil 

productivity and off-site damage are likely. 

 

Strong landform contrast levels typically occur in areas with high levels of ground disturbance where new 

roads would be constructed in steep terrain while weak landform contrast levels typically occur in areas 

with low levels of ground disturbance where existing roads may be used for access. High erosion 

potential may increase soil exposure in disturbance areas and thus increase the potential for strong 
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landform contrast levels. Low erosion potential may limit soil exposure and thus limit landform contrast 

to moderate or weak levels. Landform contrast levels were determined as shown in Table 9 matrix.  

 

TABLE 9. LANDFORM CONTRAST MATRIX (BLM/PRIVATE LANDS AND ANF) 

SOIL CONTRAST 

GROUND DISTURBANCE LEVEL 

6 5 4 3 2 1 H 

High Erosion Potential S S S M W W M 

Moderate Erosion Potential S S S M W W W 

Low Erosion Potential S S M W W W W 

H = Helicopter; S = Strong Contrast; M = Moderate Contrast; W = Weak Contrast 

 

5.2.2 VEGETATION CONTRAST 

Vegetation contrast is the change in vegetation cover and patterns that would result from clearing required 

for conductor clearance, road construction and improvements. Vegetation contrast is determined by the 

diversity, complexity and density of vegetation types and the vegetation clearing required. Strong 

vegetation contrast levels occur in areas where extensive clearing is required that will be highly visible 

and vegetation is uniform, dense, slow to recover, and may not be allowed to regrow due to height 

restrictions and safety constraints. Weak vegetation contrast levels occur in areas where vegetation cover 

is lacking or is sparse, has a high level of recoverability, is visually compatible with transmission lines 

and where little vegetation clearing is required. The vegetation contrast model was used in both the 

BLM/private lands impact model and ANF impact model. Vegetation contrast levels are defined in Table 

10. 

 

TABLE 10. VEGETATION CONTRAST MATRIX (BLM/PRIVATE LANDS AND ANF) 

VEGETATION COMPONENT 

GROUND DISTURBANCE LEVEL 

6 5 4 3 2 1 H 

Chaparral S S S M M W M 
Scattered Overstory M M M M W W W 
Scrub, Riparian and Wash M M M M W W W 
Grasslands and Agriculture M M W W W W W 
Bare Lands W W W W W W W 
Urban W W W W W W W 

H = Helicopter; S = Strong Contrast; M = Moderate Contrast; W = Weak Contrast 

 

Vegetation types in the area, identified and mapped by the biological resource team (see Biological 

Resources Technical Report), were grouped into categories that are representative of each vegetation 

type‘s basic form: 

 

 Chaparral – Densely growing vegetation dominated by woody shrubs 

 Scattered Overstory – Scattered Joshua trees, Coast Live Oak, Southern Sycamore-Alder 

 Scrub, Riparian and Wash – Scrub and shrub-dominated vegetation type, open with bare ground 

or herbaceous vegetation between shrubs. Riparian and Wash are found along intermittent 

drainages or washes associated with ephemeral drainage systems. 

 Grasslands and Agriculture – Native or introduced meadows, grasslands, marshes, and irrigated 

and non-irrigated agriculture 

 Bare Lands – Lands lacking vegetation cover, including exposed rock, sand barren lands, strip 

mines, and gravel pits 

 Urban – Developed urban or built-up areas 
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Vegetation communities crossed by the segments are summarized in the table below. 

 

TABLE 11. VEGETATION TYPES 

Segments and 
Alternatives  

Vegetation Types 

Chaparral 
(miles) 

Chaparral/ 
Scrub, 

Riparian and 
Wash 
(miles) 

Chaparral/ 
Urban 
(miles) 

Scrub, 
Riparian and 

Wash 
(miles) 

Scrub, 
Riparian and 
Wash/ Urban 

(miles) 

Urban 
(miles) 

Segment D/ Alternative 1 13.8 0.8 0 1.5 0 0 

Segment G/ Alternative 2 6.8 1.0 1.1 0.6 0 3.8 

Segments 2a & G/ 
Alternative 2a* 

11.4 1.0 0.7 0.6 0 1.8 

Segment H2 13.1 0.5 0 0.1 0 0 

Segment I/ Alternative 3 1 0.8 0 2.2 0.3 0.2 
* Segments 2a & G/Alternative 2a MP summaries and mileage totals include the portions of Segment G that are part of 

Alternative 2a 

Segments were divided into tenth of mile increments for the purposes of calculating inventory and impact distances. Where 

Segments did not divide evenly into 0.1 mile increments, any remaining distance less than 0.1 mile was rounded up to 0.1 mile. 

Thus totals in inventory and impact tables may add up to more than the actual distance of the Segments. 

 

Changes to chaparral vegetation types would result in a strong to weak contrast rating depending on the 

ground disturbance level. This vegetation type tends to be dense and generally visually homogeneous. 

Shrubs will be removed during initial construction of the transmission line corridor. Cleared areas will be 

revegetated except along maintenance roads and around the tower footings. Refer to the biological 

resources technical report for revegetation mitigation measures. Due to the density and homogeneous 

appearance of this vegetation type, areas of permanent clearing will be exposed and unnatural appearing. 

 

Changes to scattered overstory vegetation types would result in a moderate to weak contrast rating 

depending on the ground disturbance level. Although linear transmission lines require trees to be removed 

from the entire width of the transmission line corridor for fire safety, the generally scattered nature of the 

overstory vegetation will limit the visual prominence of any overstory clearing within the corridor. 

Clearing of overstory vegetation will be limited by the protected status of Joshua Trees and Coast Live 

Oak. Areas of understory vegetation removed during initial construction of a transmission line corridor 

will be revegetated, except along maintenance roads and around the tower footings where shrubs may be 

cleared. 

 

Changes to scrub, riparian and wash vegetation types would result in a moderate to weak contrast rating 

depending on the ground disturbance level. The generally scattered nature of the vegetation will limit the 

visual prominence of any clearing within the corridor. The scrub and shrub vegetation removed during 

initial construction of a transmission line corridor will be allowed to grow back into the right of way, and 

may fill in to their original density except along maintenance roads and around the tower footings. 

 

Changes to grassland and agriculture vegetation types would result in a moderate to weak contrast rating 

depending on the ground disturbance level. Agriculture typically has a high level of vegetation 

recoverability and is more visually compatible with transmission lines than many other vegetation types. 

Grasses tend to be shorter and less dense in content. Additionally, many grass types have light brown, tan, 

or gray colors that blend effectively with the soils from which the grasses are growing. While a road 

through grasslands would be visually obvious initially, grasses on either side of the road cut have the 

potential to blend with exposed soils. Grasses are also most easily reseeded and will typically grow back 

into the disturbed right of way more quickly. Impacts to grass vegetation tend to be short-term and less 

visually dominant. 
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Bare lands and many urban areas lack natural vegetation and would therefore result in weak vegetation 

contrasts. 

 

5.2.3 STRUCTURE CONTRAST 

Structure contrast examines the compatibility of transmission facilities with the existing landscape. 

Structure contrast would be greatest where there are no other structures (e.g., buildings, existing utilities) 

in the landscape. For the most part, structure contrast in the study corridor is determined by the presence 

or absence of existing parallel transmission lines. Structure contrast was identified for BLM and private 

lands. The structure contrasts of the proposed tower types with the existing transmission lines are shown 

in Table 12. 

 

TABLE 12. STRUCTURE CONTRAST MATRIX (PRIVATE AND BLM LANDS) 

 
 PROPOSED STRUCTURES  

 

 
No New Structures 

Proposed - Reconductoring  
(Segments A, B, G, K) 

No New Structures 
Proposed - New  

230 KV Circuit on 
Existing Towers 

(Segment J) 

230 kV Steel Lattice 
Structures (Segments A, 
B, C, D, E, F1, F2, 115th 

Street, G, H1, H1 I) 

E
xi

st
in

g
 S

tr
u

ct
u

re
s

 

230 kV Steel Lattice to be 
reconductored, to be rebuilt as 
multi-circuit structures, or to 
have additional circuit added 
(additional existing transmission 
structures may be present) 

Weak Weak N/A 

500 kV Steel Lattice 
(transmission lines may be AC 
or DC; multiple parallel 500 kV 
structures and other smaller 
structures may also be present) 

N/A N/A Weak 

230 kV Steel Lattice (multiple 
parallel 230 kV structures and 
other smaller structures may be 
present) 

N/A N/A Weak 

69 kV Structures N/A N/A Moderate 

No Structures  N/A N/A Strong 

 

Existing structures were compared to evaluate levels of contrast that would result from construction and 

operation of the 230 kV transmission line. For example, a new 230 kV steel lattice tower located next to 

an existing 230 kV steel lattice tower would create a weak contrast, or little structure change to the 

existing landscape, whereas a new 230 kV steel lattice tower located next to an existing 161 kV wood H-

frame structure and transmission line would create a moderate contrast, because the 230 kV line and 

structure are larger and bulkier than the 161 kV line and structure. The difference in structure contrast 

level is due to both the difference in heights and the substantial difference in appearance between the 

structures (refer to Table 12). 
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On ANF lands, the presence or absence of existing transmission structures and associated infrastructure 

was not considered. Structure ―dominance,‖ for the purposes of this report and to account for the ANF‘s 

desire to prevent the proliferation of transmission, is always high. 

 

5.2.4 CONTRAST LEVELS 

Visual contrast levels were assigned to the landscapes inventoried within the study corridor through the 

combination of landform, vegetation, and structure contrast on private and BLM lands (see Table 13). 

Three levels (weak, moderate, and strong) are used to describe the potential visual contrasts that would 

result from the construction and operation of the proposed transmission lines and substations. The 

following describes some of the conditions associated with each visual contrast level: 

 

Strong Visual Contrast 

 Contrasts caused by the construction of new access roads in steep terrain 

 Removal of chaparral vegetation for right-of-way clearing, tower sites, or access roads 

 A landscape with no existing transmission lines or substation facilities 

 

Moderate Visual Contrast 

 Contrasts caused by the construction of new access roads in rolling terrain with occasional short, 

steep slopes 

 Removal of chaparral, scattered overstory or scrub, riparian and wash vegetation for right-of-way 

clearing, tower sites, or access roads 

 A landscape where the proposed transmission line parallels a smaller existing line of a different 

structure type 

 

Weak Visual Contrast 

 Contrasts caused by the construction of short spur roads or crushed vegetation from overland 

access of tower sites 

 Minimal removal of vegetation 

 A landscape where the proposed transmission line parallels a larger or similar existing line 

 

TABLE 13. OVERALL CONTRAST MATRIX (PRIVATE AND BLM LANDS) 

 
VEGETATION CONTRAST 

Strong Moderate Weak 

Landform Component          

Strong S S M S M M S M W 
Moderate S S M S M W S M W 
Weak S M W S M W M M W 

Structure Contrast S M W S M W S M W 

S = Strong Contrast; M = Moderate Contrast; W = Weak Contrast 

 

ANF overall contrasts were derived from comparing structure dominance and combined landform and 

vegetation contrasts (see Table 14). Project contrasts on ANF lands, private lands, and BLM lands are 

shown in Appendix F: Contrast, Scenic Attractiveness Impacts and SIO Conformance. Visual changes, or 

resulting scenic integrity, created as a result of the Project on ANF lands were determined by comparing  

ANF overall contrasts with visibility (immediate foreground, foreground, middleground, etc.) from High 

Concern viewpoints (see Table 15). The resulting change was then used to determination compliance with 

SIOs (see Table 16) after viewing conditions and variables were taken into account (see Section 5.3 

below). A total of five viewing variables were identified for the Project: 

1) Project backdropped in a High VAC area 

2) Short viewing duration of the Project 

3) Viewer orientation away from Project 
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4) A majority of the Project is screened 

5) Inferior viewing position (substantially above viewer) 

 

If three or more variables were identified, the resulting Scenic Integrity result was adjusted upwards (see 

Table 15). For example, referring to Table 15, if a portion of the Project is within the seldom seen 

distance zone from a High Concern Viewpoint and the ANF Overall Contrast is Strong (Table 14), the 

initial resulting Scenic Integrity Level is Low. However, if the project is backdropped in a high VAC area 

(1), is viewed briefly along a travel corridor (2), and the Project is substantially above the viewer (5), an 

initial Low Scenic Integrity Project result becomes a Moderate Scenic Integrity Project result. Using 

Table 16, if the ANF SIO is High, the Project would be non-compliant. In this case, the drop of one SI 

level would be allowable with the Forest Supervisor‘s approval. 

 

TABLE 14. ANF OVERALL CONTRAST 

 Overall Contrast (Landform + Vegetation Contrast) 

Structure Dominance Strong Moderate Weak 

Dominant Strong Strong Moderate 

 

TABLE 15. FINAL RESULTING SCENIC INTEGRITY 

 High Concern Distance Zone Project Crossing  

Structure Dominance & Contrast 
Immediate 
Foreground/Foreground 

Middleground Background Seldom Seen 

Strong UL VL VL L 

Moderate VL VL L M 
* Resulting SI Modified by One Level if Viewing Variables present 
UL= Unacceptably Low 

VL=Very Low 

L=Low 
M=Moderate 

 

TABLE 16: SIO LEVEL CHANGE & COMPLIANCE 

Resulting SI 
Existing SIO 

H M 

H No Change/Compliant Compliant 

M -1/Non- Compliant* No Change/ Compliant 

L -2/Non-Compliant -1/Non- Compliant* 

VL -3 -2 

UL -4 -3 
* Allowable with Forest Supervisor approval 

 

5.3 VIEWER VARIABLES 

The criteria used to determine visual sensitivity consisted of use volume (number of potential viewers), 

user attitude (user expectations for maintaining scenic attractiveness), and duration of view (length of 

time viewer sees the landscape). Refer to Section 5.4, Visual Sensitivity and Sensitive Viewpoints, for 

additional discussion. Other important considerations for views of the Project are described below, and 

are known as viewer variables. These variables serve to take into account environmental conditions and 

the conditions of the viewer experience. 

 

5.3.1 Backdropping 

Under many viewing conditions, the effects of background influences visibility of introduced elements, 

especially lattice structures. Where the background is somewhat complex in terms of texture and line, the 

open lattice structures are absorbed into the viewshed, largely due to open web steel configuration of the 

towers and complexity of the introduced lines. 
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5.3.2 Viewing Duration 

Short viewing durations, typically occurring along travel corridors, reduce the visibility of introduced 

elements and contrasts in the landscape. As speed increases, the cone of vision decreases.  

 

5.3.3 Viewer Orientation and Position 

Viewer orientation is the degree to which a viewer‘s attention is directed toward or away from the Project 

in a particular viewing situation. This is determined by view angle, viewer position, and the location of 

distinctive landscape features (e.g., focal points, overlooks, interpretive sites) in relation to the Project. A 

perpendicular view angle will typically ―catch‖ the viewer‘s attention more quickly than an oblique view 

angle. A viewer‘s perception can be affected by elevation (viewing the Project from above or below the 

Project line of sight), and screening by foreground or intermediate trees, buildings or terrain. 

 

5.3.4 Screening 

The effects of the Project will be decreased where project elements are fully or mostly screened from 

view by vegetation, landform or other objects. The visibility modeling (FG-MG) does not account for 

vegetation, partial screening and other screening elements as actually observed on the ground.  

 

5.3.5 Atmospheric Conditions 

The climate of the Antelope Valley is buffered from ocean influence by the coastal ranges. The warm flat 

valley floor combined with low wind levels tend to make for reduced visibility due to hazy afternoon 

skies. Atmospheric conditions that may be present throughout the study corridor and have an effect of 

reduced visibility may occur during periods of humidity, fog, or visible haze caused by pollution or dust. 

 

5.3.6 Lighting Conditions 

Seasonal and daily (diurnal) patterns of natural lighting can affect the visual contrast of the Project when 

seen from particular directions or positions. Sunlight reflected by conductors and towers can make them 

more visible. This is usually the case when the sun is at the viewer‘s back and is reflecting from the 

surfaces of the project toward the viewer. This is known as a ―front lit‖ condition. ―Side lit‖ or ―back lit‖ 

situations typically would increase the visibility of a transmission line for a portion of the during dusk and 

dawn. For this analysis, lighting conditions are assumed constant and worst-case for assessing initial 

impacts for all the alternative route segments. 

 

 

5.4 VISUAL IMPACT LEVELS 

Using ESRI ArcView GIS software, visual impacts were documented for the following impact types 

identified in the inventory: 

 

 Compliance with SIOs 

 Residential viewpoints 

 High sensitivity recreation and preservation viewpoints and linear features and high sensitivity 

sites listed on the National Register of Historic Places 

 High sensitivity travel routes  

 Scenic Values 

 

To determine potential visual impacts, the contrast levels were overlaid with the visibility and distance 

zones from sensitive viewpoints (i.e., residences, recreation areas and travel routes) and with the scenic 

values (i.e., scenic attractiveness and visual quality). The impact levels were recorded in one-tenth (0.1) 

mile increments along each segment. Impact maps and supporting data tables were then derived.  
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Each potential impact was described and assigned specific, selectively committed mitigation measures to 

minimize impacts and to obtain a residual impact level (refer to Appendix E, Visual Resources Inventory 

and Impact Data Table documents each individual impact separately). Also refer to Figures 22 and 23 for 

an illustration of the impact assessment process. Tables 9 through 13 and Table 17 document the methods 

used to determine potential impacts to scenic values where Alternatives would cross private lands and 

public lands managed by the BLM (i.e., scenic attractiveness and visual quality).  

 

In addition, the Proposed Action and Alternatives would cross public lands managed by the BLM, and 

compliance with the visual resource management classes (VRM) was determined. Compliance with the 

VRM class definitions was determined using definitions for acceptable change.  

 

Refer to Appendix A, Table A-1 for descriptions of USFS SIOs and BLM VRM Classes. 

 

5.4.1 Private Lands and Public Lands Managed by the BLM 

Wherever a potential impact was identified within the immediate foreground distance zone of 0 to 500 

where Alternatives would cross private lands or public lands managed by the BLM, the impact of the 

230kV transmission line is generally considered to be so dominant so as to not be effectively mitigable.  

 

TABLE 17. SCENIC ATTRACTIVENESS IMPACTS (BLM AND PRIVATE LANDS) 

SCENIC ATTRACTIVENESS 

VISUAL CONTRAST 

Strong Moderate Weak 

A H H M 
B M M L 
C M L L 

H = High Impacts; M = Moderate Impacts; L = Low Impacts 

Scenic attractiveness impacts were assessed for private lands and public lands managed by the BLM 

 

 

TABLE 18. HIGHLY SENSITIVE VIEWER IMPACTS (BLM AND PRIVATE LANDS) 

DISTANCE/ VISIBILITY THRESHOLD 

VISUAL CONTRAST 

Strong Moderate Weak 

0 to 500 feet (IFG) H H H 
500 feet to 0.5 mile (FG) H M M 
0.5 mile to 3 miles (MG) M L L 

Beyond 3 miles (BG) L L L 
H = High Impacts; M = Moderate Impacts; L = Low Impacts; IFG = Immediate Foreground; FG = Foreground; 

MG = Middleground; BG = Background 
Viewer impacts to sensitive viewpoints were assessed for private lands and public lands managed by the BLM 

 

 

5.4.2 ANF 

The process described in this section was used to determine adverse visual effects that may result from 

the Project and Alternatives within the ANF. The scenic integrity levels that would occur as a result of the 

project and their compatibility with or deviation from the established ANF SIOs were determined for each 

segment/alternative.  

 

Table 19 below contains a matrix from page 2-6 of the SMS Handbook that provides a summary of 

integrity level descriptions. This table was used to determine the scenic integrity (SI) level(s) that would 

result if the Project or one of the Alternatives is approved. The desired conditions (including the desired 

landscape character) described for each Landscape Character Place in the ANF LMP were referenced to 

identify the valued landscape attributes to assess when determining the levels of deviation from the 

landscape character within each Landscape Character Place. Once the resulting SI levels are determined, 
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they were compared to the ANF LMP mapped SIOs, to determine where the Project meets SIO levels (in 

compliance) or does not meet SIOs (non-compliant). Appendix F: Contrast, Scenic Attractiveness 

Impacts, and Resulting Scenic Integrity illustrates where the Project would be in compliance with 

established SIOs.    

 

TABLE 19. SCENIC INTEGRITY SUMMARY MATRIX 

Criteria for 
Scenic 
Integrity of the 
Landscape 
Character 
Image/Sense 
of Place 

Scenic Integrity Level 

Very High High Moderate Low Very Low 
Unacceptably 

Low 

Dominance 
Landscape 
Character vs. 
Deviation 

Landscape 
Character 

Landscape 
Character 

Landscape 
Character 

Deviation Deviation Deviation 

Degree of 
Deviation 
From the 
Landscape 
Character 

None None Evident 
Evident but not 
dominant 

Dominant Very Dominant 
Extremely 
Dominant 

Intactness of 
the Landscape 
Character 

Landscape 
Character Fully 
Expressed 

Landscape 
Character 
Largely 
Expressed 

Slightly Altered 
and Character 
Expression 
Moderate 

Altered and 
Low 
Expression of 
Character 

Heavily Altered 
and Very Low 
Expression of 
Character 

Extremely 
Altered 

(Landscape Aesthetics, A Handbook for Scenery Management, Page 2-6) 

 

Chapter 2 of the SMS Handbook (page 2-4) states, ―The frame of reference for measuring achievement of 

scenic integrity levels is the valued attributes of the existing landscape character being viewed. In Natural 

or Natural appearing character this is limited to natural or natural appearing vegetative patterns and 

features, water, rock and landforms. Direct human alterations may be included if they have become 

accepted over time as positive landscape character attributes.‖ 

 

As shown on the Resulting Scenic Integrity Map in Appendix F, foreground views of the project where 

strong contrasts occur would result in an Unacceptably Low Scenic Integrity result. Unacceptably Low 

Scenic Integrity would occur because the Project would result in a deviation from the landscape character, 

would be extremely dominant, and landscape would appear as extremely altered as seen in the foreground 

view from High Concern viewpoints. Similarly, Very Low, Low or Moderate resulting Scenic Integrity 

would result based on seen areas, distance and project contrast in accordance with Table 19 as shown on 

the map. 

 

Project effects on ANF lands were determined by comparing contrast levels and resulting Scenic Integrity 

with the SIO level identified in the forest plan, and visibility from high concern viewpoints (as identified 

by the GIS data obtained from the Region 5 GIS Clearinghouse website). Visual change was determined 

by combining vegetation and landform contrasts and structure dominance as previously described. The 

overall change was compared with high concern viewpoint visibility and to determine SIO level 

compliances on ANF lands. On ANF lands, the SIO goals (typically High SIO and Moderate SIO within 

the study corridors), were compared the anticipated SI level of the Project. 

 

Two general concepts regarding the relationship between transmission lines and the natural landscape 

were used to apply the criteria in Table 19 to the Project and determine resulting scenic integrity levels. 
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 New transmission lines represent deviations from natural landscapes. A transmission line is a 

large scale structure that is generally highly visible due to its height and linear nature. 

Disturbance to the landscape for access and other activities is associated with construction and 

operation of transmission lines.  

 Existing transmission lines represent existing deviation from natural landscapes. When combined 

with new transmission lines, existing transmission lines contribute to cumulative levels of 

deviation from the landscape character. This cumulative level of deviation determines the overall 

scenic integrity levels for an area that would result from the project. 

 

Ground disturbance estimates and vegetation types (and clearing requirements for the Project) were also 

considered. The greater the ground disturbance level and total acres of disturbance, the greater the degree 

of deviation from the character of the existing landscape and the lower the expression of landscape 

character are likely to be. Clearing of dense, uniform vegetation types and clearing of vegetation types 

that are slow to mature following revegetation measures will result in a greater degree of deviation from 

the landscape character than clearing of sparse or fast growing vegetation types.  

 

Page 2-5 of the SMS Handbook identifies the following approaches for meeting integrity levels: 

 

 Usually the most effective way is to repeat form, line, color, texture, pattern and scale common to 

the valued landscape character being viewed. For example, in natural or natural appearing 

landscapes such deviations as created opening can sometimes be added by repeating size, shape, 

edge effect, surface color and pattern from natural openings common to the landscape character. 

Adding structures or structure additions to cultural landscapes can sometimes be done by 

repeating architectural form, line, color, texture, pattern, and scale. If repetition is accurate and 

well designed the deviation may blend so well the change is not evident (HIGH). It may only 

borrow well enough to be noticeable but visually subordinate (MODERATE). 

 Another approach is to borrow form, line, color, texture, pattern and scale from similar but 

different valued landscapes outside that being viewed. For example, it may be possible to borrow 

the size, shape, edge effect, surface color, and pattern of natural openings and repeat them in 

continuous textured landscapes where they do not presently exist. For structures in cultural 

landscapes it may be effective to borrow the dominance elements of different but compatible 

architectural styles from outside the landscape being viewed. Because these are introduced 

elements from landscape character outside the one being viewed these are usually evident 

(MODERATE) if not dominant (LOW). 

 An approach used for the VERY LOW level is to shape and blend only with the land forms. 

Harvest unit boundaries, for example, would follow draws where low branched trees and brush 

exist over ridge or hill tops to avoid dominance of unnatural appearing edges. Roads and landings 

would conform to folds and ridge lines in the landscape to avoid dominance. Harvest boundaries 

would normally utilize all breaks in topography to avoid excessive unit size. 

 The most difficult situation is where proposed deviations are in direct opposition to the 

dominance elements of valued landscape character being viewed. Examples include a horizontal 

road (line) in an otherwise vertical landscape above tree line or…a metal lattice work utility 

tower in the middle of a highly valued historic village. The first approach should be to relocate 

such deviations so they are not evident or can be subdued to be visually subordinate. Utility 

structures are often geometric, forceful, and large. In addition to careful location they can often be 

designed in simpler form to blend better with the setting or be more compatible with architectural 

styles of a cultural landscape. 

 

These approaches were reviewed when determining resulting scenic integrity levels. Mitigation measures 

that utilize these approaches may reduce the visibility of a transmission line, reduce deviation from the 

existing landscape character and reduce dominance of the deviation.  
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The cumulative level of deviation from the desired landscape character resulting from the project and 

existing transmission lines is described for each of the ANF Landscape Character Places crossed by the 

segments the Alternatives impact discussion (Section 7.4).  

 

5.4.3 Viewpoints of High Concern 

A final list of viewpoints of high concern was identified from the preliminary list during field visits in 

April and November, 2010. Photo-simulations were prepared for each of the final KOP locations. Refer to 

Section 6.5 for a description of the photo-simulation process. Simulations were used to demonstrate 

predicted visual impacts, to portray the effectiveness of recommended mitigation, and to illustrate the 

expected impacts to the concerned agencies and the public. New access roads have not been engineered, 

and were not modeled in the simulations. In some cases, the lack of new or improved access roads as 

depicted in the simulations may not capture some landform and vegetation contrasts, and therefore, 

underestimate the visual impacts created as a result of the Project. 

 

5.4.4 ANF Forest Plan Standards 

Aesthetic Management Standards required by (36 CFR 219) included in Part 3 of the Forest Plan that are 

applicable to the Project include the following:  

 

 S9 - Design management activities to meet the Scenic Integrity Objectives (SIOs) shown on the 

Scenic Integrity Objectives Map (page 106).  

 S10 - Scenic Integrity Objectives will be met with the following exceptions (page 106):  

o Minor adjustments not to exceed a drop of one SIO level are allowable with the Forest 

Supervisor‘s approval.  

o Temporary drops of more than one SIO level may be made during and immediately following 

project implementation providing they do not exceed three years in duration.  

 

Part 2, Appendix B, of the Forest Plan includes a map of the ANF SIOs. Refer also to Appendix F, for 

mapping of the ANF SIOs that would potentially be impacted by the project (Angeles National Forest 

SIO Map). 

 

The Project may be compatible with the established ANF SIOs and comply with ANF S9 if when 

determining the resulting Scenic Integrity levels the following situations apply and are also weighed in 

with the LMP direction for the Desired Landscape Character (Condition): 

 

 Land use zones that are identified as suitable for major utility corridors in designated areas by 

the ANF Land Management Plan. Land use zones, identified in Table 2.1.3 in the ANF Land 

Management Plan Part 2, were overlaid with the alternative route segments. The land use zones 

identified in the table as suitable for major utility corridors in designated areas include the 

Developed Areas Interface, Back Country, and Back Country Motorized Use Restricted zones.  

 Seldom Seen Areas - Seldom Seen Areas are defined in the glossary of the SMS HANDBOOK as 

areas of the landscape that are infrequently viewed by the public. Page 4-11 defines these areas as 

―Landscapes not visible in the foreground, middleground, or background from any of the selected 

travelways or use areas are considered seldom-seen since we know they may be seen, at a 

minimum, from aircraft and by the occasional viewer wandering through the forest.‖ For the 

purposes of this study, SS areas include those portions of the project components of the Project 

components from any identified viewpoint of high concern as identified in data obtained by the 

USFS. These areas were identified by overlaying the alternative route segments with the visibility 

mapping completed for the identified sensitive viewpoints, as described in Section 3.4.2 – 

Visibility and Distance Zones (ANF) above (see Appendix F). Where the Project is seen in 

seldom seen distance zones are also shown in Appendix E: Visual Resources Inventory and 

Impacts Data Table. Areas where the scenic integrity level that would result from the Project is 
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determined to meet the identified ANF SIO would be compatible. Mitigation measures, such as 

using darkened steel structures, may increase absorption of the Project in the landscape may have 

in the landscape; may reduce the degree of deviation from the Landscape Character that may 

occur; and may increase the intactness or level of expression of the Landscape Character that will 

potentially result from the Project. Mitigation measures are listed below in Section 5.4.5. 

 

In locations where the Project does not meet the established ANF SIO and would not meet ANF Forest 

Plan Standard S9, it may meet ANF Forest Plan Standard S10 if the following conditions are met:  

 

 The scenic integrity level that would result from the Project is determined to be no more than one 

level below the established ANF SIO. 

 An adjustment of one SIO is made with the Forest Supervisor‘s approval.  

 

Designated and Eligible Wild and Scenic Rivers 

Forest Plan standard SD 2 deals with Wild and Scenic Rivers. It states that the ANF should manage 

designated wild and scenic river segments to perpetuate their free-flowing condition and designated 

classifications, and to protect and enhance their outstandingly remarkable values and water quality (page 

106). For those eligible wild and scenic river segments, interim protection measures will be applied to the 

bed, bank, and one-quarter mile on either side of the ordinary high-water mark. 

 

The San Francisquito River is an eligible Wild and Scenic based on cultural and recreational values. 

Because scenery was not a classification for the River‘s eligibility, the project‘s potential impacts to 

visual resources comply with standard SD 2and would not affect the River's potential Wild and Scenic 

status. 

 

The Piru Creek Designated Wild and Scenic River is classified as Wild (4.25 miles) and Recreational (3.0 

miles), and includes outstanding values related to scenery, recreation fish and other resources. 

 

Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail 

Program Strategies and Tactics related to landscape aesthetics included in Forest-specific Design Criteria, 

Place-specific Standards in Part 2 of the ANF Forest Plan that are applicable to the Project include: 

 ANF S1 for the Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail. It states on page 76 that the ANF should 

―protect scenic integrity of foreground views as well as from designated viewpoints. Where 

practicable, avoid establishing nonconforming land uses within the viewshed of the trail.‖ 

 

The trail was identified as a high avoidance feature during the regional siting study and was considered in 

identifying the Alternative. Refer to Section 1.4.1 for a summary of the regional siting study process. 

 

Portions of the alternative route segments that are more than 0.5 mile from the Pacific Crest National 

Scenic Trail are outside the foreground distance zone and impacts would generally be minimized at this 

distance with ANF S1. However, crossings of the Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail would cause high 

impacts out to 0.5 miles from the crossing. Mitigation measures, listed below in Section 5.4.5, would be 

utilized as practicable to reduce the impact of the Project on the existing landscape character and on views 

from the Trail.  

 

5.4.5 Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation measures were developed to address and, as feasible, reduce the potential for adverse effects to 

visual resources by construction of the Project. A specific mitigation measure, or a series of mitigation 

measures, are recommended to reduce or eliminate adverse effects. Only mitigation measures that were 

determined to be effective in reducing impacts were recommended. Mitigation measures were determined 

to be effective if they would: 
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 reduce the level of dominance the Project may have in the landscape  

 reduce the degree of deviation from the Landscape Character that may occur  

 increase the intactness or level of expression of the Landscape Character that will result from the 

Project 

 reduce or eliminate visibility of the project from sensitive viewpoints 

 bring the Project closer to meeting the established SIOs 

 

Mitigation measures are implemented on a project-wide basis or in specific geographical areas. Project-

wide mitigation measures, termed General Mitigation Measures, are implemented as part of the project 

description and were considered to reduce potential visual impacts. Mitigation measures applied 

selectively are called Specific Mitigation Measures. 

 

Effective mitigation measures are those that reduce the visibility or weaken the contrast of the Project. 

Further, in assessing the impact of the proposed activity, it was determined that all Alternatives would 

have at least a ―low‖ impact since there would always be some level of identifiable impact to viewers as 

long as the transmission line is visible (and to the SIOs on the ANF). One or more of the relevant 

mitigation measures were recommended for impacts where they were determined to be effective. 

 

Applying specific mitigation is not typically expected to reduce initial impacts a full impact level because 

of the dominance of the structures; thus, residual impacts are typically the same level as initial impacts. 

However, mitigation is still effective in minimizing impacts to the extent practicable. When the Project is 

not viewed in the immediate foreground or foreground, mitigation measures may reduce impact levels 

and may help the Project reach or approach the established SIO. Visual mitigation measures are shown in 

the table below. 

 

TABLE 20. PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES FOR IMPACTS TO VISUAL RESOURCES 

Number Description 

VIS-1 

Crossing Linear Features - To reduce visual impacts at crossings of linear features identified as highly sensitive 
in the visual resources inventory, towers shall be placed at the maximum feasible distance from the crossing 
within limits of standard tower design. On ANF lands, to the extent practical, LADWP shall design and space all 
new transmission line structures at road crossings and trail crossings so that conductors are approximately mid-
span at the road or trail. Structures should be set as far back from the crossing as possible. When feasible, 
crossings should be made at right angles and the site chosen for the crossing should be the one that will result in 
the least disturbance or alteration of the natural landscape. 

VIS-2 
Feathered Vegetation Clearing - Where vegetative clearing is necessary, to the greatest extent possible, 
clearing edges shall be tapered and feathered to reduce the visual impact.  

VIS-3 

Existing Access Road Widening or Upgrades -  To the greatest extent possible, LADWP shall use existing and 
already maintained access roads and spur roads to perform project construction. Where erosion potential has 
been identified as severe or very severe in the visual contrast analysis, no widening or upgrading of existing 
access roads shall be undertaken in the area of construction and operation, except for repairs necessary to make 
roads passable and where the USFS has approved plans submitted by LADWP prior to construction. 

VIS-4 

Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail - Where the proposed transmission line route crosses the Pacific Crest 
National Scenic Trail, the transmission towers shall be engineered to be placed as far away from the Foreground 
viewshed (0.5 mile) of the Trail as feasibly possible within engineering constraints, and a minimum of 300 feet 
from the PCT if possible. 

VIS-5 

Clean Up Construction Related Areas - LADWP shall keep construction-related operations areas clean and tidy 
by storing building materials and equipment within the proposed construction staging areas and/or generally away 
from public view when feasible. LADWP shall remove construction debris, including temporary fencing when no 
longer needed, promptly and at regular intervals. For ANF lands, in areas where cleared vegetation would be 
visible from sensitive viewing locations, LADWP shall dispose of cleared vegetation and woody material off-site 
(not necessarily off-ANF land), or chip and store for restoration work, as approved by the USFS, in a manner that 
is not visually evident and does not create visual contrasts. 

VIS-6 Construction Site Clean Up and Restoration - When the construction period is over, construction sites shall be 
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Number Description 

cleaned up and their surfaces shall be restored as closely as possible to pre-construction conditions. 

VIS-7 

Fence Screening - All temporary chain-link fencing installed during the construction process shall be covered 
with screening fabric or slats and shall be maintained in good working condition until the fence is removed. This 
process will help provide screening from construction activities, equipment and materials. The fabric/slat colors 
shall be selected based on what best blends in to the immediate surroundings of where they are being used. 

VIS-8 

Reduce Glare and Light Spill - Where applicable, the lighting specified during the implementation of this Project 
shall be the minimum required to meet safety and security standards. All light fixtures shall be hooded to 
eliminate any potential for glare effects and to prevent light from spilling off the site or up into the sky. In addition, 
the fixtures shall have sensors or switches to permit the lighting to be turned off at times when not required. 

VIS-9 

Darkened Structure Treatment – LADWP shall implement darkened steel lattice structure treatment for selected 
locations within the ANF for the new 230 kV transmission line. For each alternative, treatment options and 
selected locations for the new 230 kV transmission line are as follows: 

 Alternative 1: dark grey, mileposts 58.2 – 73.8 

 Alternative 2: dark grey, mileposts 51.7 - 52.6, 54.9 – 58.5 

 Alternative 2a: in addition all the Alternative 2 treatment options and locations: medium grey, mileposts 
0.0 - 6.6  

 Alternative 3: none 

VIS-10 

Landscape Screening - To the extent practical, LADWP shall locate new transmission line structures in areas 
where they are screened by natural landscape features (e.g., behind a hill) so that they are seldom seen by ANF 
visitors or the general public. Natural topography lines should be followed in order to soften the visual impact of 
structures and of disturbances of soils and vegetation. Avoid placing lines in the center of valleys or draws where 
they would be even more prominent. To the extent feasible, the final locations of transmission structures shall be 
adjusted to avoid locations that place the structures in the middle of the line of sight from roads, trails and other 
important views. New routes should follow vegetative edges whenever possible for added screening and to soften 
the visual impact of the transmission line. 

VIS-11 
Avoid Skylining of Towers - To the extent practical, LADWP shall design and locate new transmission lines so 
that they do not break the skyline or are directly on the skyline when viewed from sensitive viewpoints. LADWP 
shall consult with the USFS to ensure that the objectives of this measure are achieved. 

VIS-12 

Minimize Vegetation Clearing - To the extent practical, LADWP shall keep modifications of the natural settings 
to what is minimally required for safe, efficient construction, operation, and maintenance of the Project. Areas that 
are cleared/opened solely for safe access during the construction stage and that exceed the need for permanent 
future access into the site shall be restored to the greatest extent possible. 

VIS-13 
Avoid Locating New Roads in Bedrock - Where feasible, re-opened and/or new access road and spur road 
locations on ANF land shall be designed to avoid bedrock cuts, and all road cuts shall be located in soil material 
to protect landscape character, ensure revegetation opportunities, and promote visual quality. 

VIS-14 

Excavated Materials Disposal - For ANF lands, LADWP shall dispose of excavated materials (excess soil and 
rocks, etc.) in disposal areas (either on ANF lands or off ANF lands) as designated by the USFS. Where 
applicable, any tower footings designated for removal (concrete, reinforcing steel, angle steel, anchor bolts, etc.) 
shall be disposed off ANF lands. 

VIS-15 

Construction Area Site Selection - To the extent feasible, the sites selected for use as construction yards, pull 
sites, helicopter landing zones, laydown areas, etc., shall be areas that are already flat, disturbed, and/or clear of 
vegetation, which would require the least amount of modification, clearing, and soil disturbance. To the extent 
feasible, these construction features shall be located in areas of low visual sensitivity. 

VIS-16 

Compensation for Impacts to Landscape Character and Visual Quality – All reasonable efforts shall be made 
to meet the Scenic Integrity Objectives (SIOs) shown on the SIO Map in the ANF Land Management Plan. Minor 
adjustments that exceed a drop of more than one SIO level are allowable, with the Forest Supervisor’s approval, 
for necessary projects that meet a greater public need and cannot be reasonably accommodated on non-NFS 
land. In areas where the SIOs cannot be met, LADWP and the Forest Supervisor shall reach a consensus on 
what is a commensurate amount of Visual/Scenery Management related restoration or compensation to the ANF 
to make up for the Project’s long-term visual impacts to the landscape character and visual quality, including but 
not limited to impacts to landscape character and visual quality of scenic highway and scenic trail viewsheds. 

VIS-17 
Span Matching of Existing Structures – To the extent practicable and within the limits of standard structure 
design, LADWP shall match existing structure spacing, spans and heights as closely as possible in order to 
reduce visual complexity as seen from high concern viewpoints. 

VIS-18 
Treat New Concrete Footings and any other permanent Project related structures with Visually 
Appropriate Color or Construction Materials in Selected Areas – Within the limits of normal construction 
practice and in areas on the ANF identified during final design by the ANF landscape architect and approved by 
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Number Description 

the Authorized Officer, LADWP shall apply a one-time treatment or application on the exposed surfaces of all new 
footings, and concrete structures using the vendor’s standard method (a concrete additive or stain, to be 
determined during final design). Up to three colors may be chosen by the ANF landscape architect; however, 
consideration would be given to apply the colors in a reasonable approach to limit the non-contiguous use of each 
color. Other construction materials used for permanent (3 years or more) visible Project related components (e.g., 
retaining walls, fences, gates, low water crossings) on the ANF must meet the guidelines in the Built Environment 
Image Guide and be approved by the ANF landscape architect and the authorized officer.   

 

Mitigation measures would be implemented on a Project-wide basis or in specific locations. Mitigation 

measures VIS-5, VIS-6, VIS-7, VIS-8, VIS-10, VIS-11, VIS-12, VIS-13, VIS-14, and VIS-15 would be 

implemented on a Project-wide basis. Mitigation measures VIS-1, VIS-2, VIS-3, VIS-4, VIS-9, VIS-16, 

VIS-17, and VIS-18 would be applied in specific locations. See the impact table (Appendix E) for 

locations where these mitigation measures would be implemented. 

 

Mitigation measure were applied as shown in Appendix E. The application of mitigation measures when 

the Project is viewed in the middleground and background distance zones will be most effective in 

preserving Scenic Integrity levels. In these distance zones, the resulting SI level adjusted accordingly, 

typically, one level. After viewing conditions were evaluated and SI results determined, selective 

mitigation measures were also considered, and SI levels adjusted upward. For example, if the initial 

assessment (considering Project visibility, contrast, and structure dominance, see Tables 9, 10, 14 & 15) 

determined that the resulting Project SI is Very Low, and viewing conditions adjusted the resulting SI to 

Low, mitigations measures implemented for the Project could result in a final SI of Moderate if the 

Project is seen in the middleground or background.  

 

5.4.6 Photo Simulations 

Digital imaging, GIS, computer aided design, and global positioning system (GPS) software assisted in 

the development of the photo-simulations. The software used in photo-simulation includes: 

 Adobe Photoshop CS3 – Used for photo manipulation and merging.  

 Autocad 2009 – Used for modeling transmission structures. 

 3D Studio 2009 – Used for lighting, materials and rendering. 

 Bentley Microstation v8.5 – Used for modeling of transmission structures, photo-matching, 

material patterning, and rendering.  

 Bentley Inroads v8.5 – Used for Digital Terrain Mapping (DTM) and modeling.  

 ArcView – Used for geographic information project data mapping.  

The process of photo-simulation began with taking field photographs, documenting viewpoint locations 

(coordinates) and weather conditions, and matching those photographs with project terrain models 

developed using Microstation. Computer models of the transmission lines and substation were introduced 

into the terrain model based on preliminary facility layouts developed in ArcView. The final image is a 

composite of the 3-dimentional structure modeling and the original photograph. The process ensured that 

spatial relationships, perspective, proportions and similar visual attributes were accurate and matched 

existing landscape conditions. 

 

The photographs were taken by a Canon DSLR Rebel XSI 12 megapixel digital camera with an 18mm-

55mm zoom lens. The camera was hand held at eye-level (approximately 5‘-6‖). The date, time of day, 

GPS coordinate (latitude/longitude) and weather conditions were documented.  

 

The proposed structure types were modeled based on engineering input from LADWP. Final engineering 

on the transmission line had not been completed during the environmental analysis phase of the project, 

and actual pole locations and configurations may deviate from the simulation if constructed (simulations 

are shown in Appendix C). New access roads have not been engineered, and were not modeled in the 
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simulations. In some cases, the lack of new or improved access roads as depicted in the simulations may 

not capture some landform and vegetation contrasts, and therefore, underestimate the visual impacts 

created as a result of the Project. 
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6.0 IMPACT ASSESSMENT RESULTS 

A variety of factors were taken into account when determining potential level of impact, including the 

extent of project visibility from sensitive viewpoints (e.g., residences, , parks, preservation areas, sensitive 

travel routes), the degree to which the various project elements would contrast with the existing 

landscape, the extent of changes in the landscape‘s composition and character, and the number and 

sensitivity of the viewers. Project conformance with BLM policies regarding visual management 

objectives was also taken into account.  

 

Permanent changes in the appearance of the Project area would result from the introduction of the new 

transmission line, roads constructed for maintenance access, and ground disturbance/vegetation clearance 

at tower sites. Potential visual impacts would be direct and long-term. The presence of the proposed 

transmission line will likely change the existing landscape character for the life of the Project. Indirect 

impacts may occur to additional sensitive viewers, including residences that may be constructed and 

recreation sites or trails that may be developed in the future. However, these indirect impacts that may 

result from the Project in the future cannot be determined at this time. 

 

Temporary construction-related visual impacts could result from the presence of equipment, materials and 

work crews along the transmission line route, ground disturbance at tower sites, and construction 

activities. Although these potential impacts would be relatively short-term and temporary in nature, they 

would be noticeable to local residents.  

 

The potential residual visual impacts associated with the proposed Project are summarized in this section. 

All references to impacts in this section refer to residual impacts. The residual impacts were determined 

after applying the specifically recommended mitigation measures to the initial impacts. While the 

recommended mitigation measures are expected to reduce impacts, they do not reduce impacts a full 

impact level (e.g. high to moderate). Refer to Table 31 for a summary of overall residual impacts by 

segment. Refer to Appendix E, Visual Resources Inventory and Impact Data Table for a complete list of 

initial impacts, specifically recommended mitigation measures, and residual impacts by segment and 

milepost.  

 

6.1 NEW 230 KV TRANSMISSION LINE 

6.1.1 SIO Compliance on the ANF 

Compliance with SIOs was determined using ANF specific analysis methods that were developed to 

follow the direction of the ANF Forest Plan based on the drop in SI levels resulting from the Project. 

Resulting Scenic Integrity was compared with the SIO as identified in the Forest Plan.  

 

Eight Land Use Zone designations have been established in the ANF LMP to identify suitable 

development in the ANF; Developed Area Interface (DAI), Back Country (BC), Back Country Motorized 

Use Restricted (BCMUR), Back Country Non-Motorized (BCNM), Critical Biological (CB), Existing 

Wilderness (EW), Recommended Wilderness (RW), and Experimental Forest (EF). Within each land use 

zone of the ANF are special designation overlays that identify suitable land uses. Special designation 

overlays include Wild and Scenic Rivers, Inventoried Roadless Areas, Research Natural Areas, Special 

Interest Areas, and Other Designations (communication sites, utility corridors, transportation corridors, 

recreation residence tracts, shooting areas, and sediment disposal sites). Land Use Zones crossed by the 

Project segments are shown in Table 21 below. 
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TABLE 21. LAND USE ZONES 

Segments and 
Alternatives  

Land Use Zones 

Suitable for Major Utility 
Corridors in Designated Areas 

Both Suitable and Unsuitable Land 
Uses Located within the 500 foot 

wide Corridor 

Not Suitable for 
Major Utility 

Corridors 

Developed Areas Interface, Back 
Country, and Back Country 

Motorized Use Restricted land use 
zones 

Includes both Back Country Non-
Motorized, which is an unsuitable land 

use zone, and a suitable land use zone. 

Back Country Non-
Motorized land use 

zone 

Segment D/ Alternative 1 13.9 0.5 1.7 

Segment G/ Alternative 2 13.3 0 0 

Segments 2a & G/ 
Alternative 2a* 

14.5 1 0 

Segment H2 13.4 0 0 

Segment I/ Alternative 3 4.5 0 0 
* Segments 2a & G/Alternative 2a MP summaries and mileage totals include the portions of Segment G that are part of 

Alternative 2a 

Notes:  

Segments were divided into tenth of mile increments for the purposes of calculating inventory and impact distances. Where 

Segments did not divide evenly into 0.1 mile increments, any remaining distance less than 0.1 mile was rounded up to 0.1 

mile. Thus totals in inventory and impact tables may add up to more than the actual distance of the Segments. 

 

 

As previously described, compliance with ANF SIOs were determined based on contrasts and visibility 

from high concern viewpoints. A summary of SIO compliance for each segment are shown in Table 22 

below. Distances within each segment where visibility from high concern viewpoints are in the seldom 

seen areas and that would make a Project-specific plan amendment unnecessary are shown in Table 22 

(also see Appendix F: Contrast, Scenic Attractiveness Impacts, and Resulting Scenic Integrity). 

Compliance with ANF SIOs are summarized below: 

 

 Segment A – Segment A would not cross ANF SIOs. 

 Segment B - Segment B would not cross ANF SIOs. 

 Segment C - Segment C would not cross ANF SIOs 

 Segment D - A total of 11.4 miles of SIO Non-Compliance would occur as a result of the project 

along Segment D and would require plan amendment. 

 Segment E - Segment E would not cross ANF SIOs. 

 Segment F1 - Segment F1 would not cross ANF SIOs. 

 Segment F2 - Segment F2 would not cross ANF SIOs. 

 115th St Modification - 115th St Modification would not cross ANF SIOs. 

 Segment G - A total of 10.3 miles of SIO Non-Compliance would occur as a result of the project 

along Segment G and would require plan amendment. 

 Segment 2a - A total of 5.7 miles of SIO Non-Compliance would occur as a result of the project 

along Segment 2a and would require plan amendment. 

 Segment H1 - Segment H1 would not cross ANF SIOs. 

 Segment H2 - A total of 13.4 miles of SIO Non-Compliance would occur as a result of the project 

along Segment H2 and would require plan amendment. 

 Segment I - A total of 3.6 miles of SIO Non-Compliance would occur as a result of the project 

along Segment I and would require plan amendment. 

 Segment J – Reconductoring of Segment J would cause short term underachievement of SIOs as a 

result of construction activities, but no long term (2 year +) underachievement would occur.  
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TABLE 22. USFS SIO NON-COMPLIANCE AREAS  

SEGMENT SI NON-COMPLIANCE  TOTAL MILES 

D MP 25.4-34.7, 36.1-37.3, 43.2-43.6, 46.5-47.0 11.4 

G MP 6.3-8.5, 9.2-9.9, 10.4-16.2, 19.2-20.8 10.3 

2a MP 0.9-6.6 5.7 

H2 MP 2.5-4.9, 5.4-7.3, 7.5-16.6 13.4 

I MP 16.9-17.8, 18.0-18.6, 23.5-25.6 3.6 

 

TABLE 23. SELDOM SEEN AREAS  

 

Segments and Alternatives  

Segment D Segment G 
Segments 2a 

& G* 
Segment H2 Segment I 

Seldom Seen Areas within the ANF1 
1.5 Moderate 

SIO 
0 0 0 

0.9 Moderate 
SIO 

* Segments 2a & G MP summaries and mileage totals include the portions of Segment G that are part of Alternative 2a 

Notes:  

Segments were divided into tenth of mile increments for the purposes of calculating inventory and impact distances. Where 

Segments did not divide evenly into 0.1 mile increments, any remaining distance less than 0.1 mile was rounded up to 0.1 

mile. Thus totals in inventory and impact tables may add up to more than the actual distance of the Segments. 
1 

As identified in Region 5 geodatabase (USFS, 2011) 

 

6.1.2 Scenic Attractiveness Impacts 

For private lands and public lands managed by the BLM, potential impacts to scenic attractiveness are 

based on the changes in quality and quantity of the visual resources inherent in the natural landscape, 

without regard to how it is seen from sensitive viewpoints. Strong or moderate visual contrast in 

combination with Class A scenic attractiveness usually resulted in potentially high initial visual impact 

levels. Weak visual contrast in combination with Class A scenic attractiveness and strong or moderate 

visual contrast in combination with Class B scenic attractiveness usually resulted in potentially moderate 

initial visual impact levels. Refer to the Appendix E, Visual Resources Inventory and Impact Data Table 

for detailed documentation of the potential visual impacts assessed for scenic attractiveness along the 

alternative route segments. 

 

While the majority of segments cross Class B and C scenic attractiveness landscapes (204.0 miles), Class 

A scenic attractiveness is crossed along Segments D (1.1 miles), G (0.2 mile) and H2 (3.9 miles). 

Potential residual impacts to areas crossing Class A scenery would be moderate.  

 

Areas of potential residual moderate impacts to Class B scenic attractiveness occur along Segments D 

(5.2 miles), G (1.3 miles), 2a (6.3 miles), 115th
 Street (0.6 mile), H2 (1.1 miles) and I (0.3 mile). 

 

No potential high impacts to scenic attractiveness were identified, and impacts on the ANF were not 

quantified. Refer to Table 24 for a summary of approximate miles of potential moderate impacts to scenic 

attractiveness landscapes along the proposed 230 kV transmission line segments on private and BLM 

managed lands. 
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TABLE 24. SCENIC ATTRACTIVENESS IMPACTS—NEW 230 KV TRANSMISSION LINE 

SEGMENT 
MILES OF MODERATE IMPACTS TOTAL MILES 

Class A Class B Class C MODERATE IMPACTS 

A 0 0 0 0 

B 0 0 0 0 

C 0 0 4.4 4.4 

D 1.1 4.5 1.5 7.1 

E 0 0 0 0 

F1 0 0 0 0 

F2 0 0 0 0 

115th Street 0 0.6 0 0.6 

G 0 0 0 0 

2a 0 0.8 0 0.8 

H1 0 0 0 0 

H2 0.2 0.6 0 0.8 

I 0 0.2 0.5 0.7 

J 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 1.3 6.7 6.4 14.4 
Notes: Segments were divided into tenth of mile increments for the purposes of calculating inventory and impact distances. 

Where Segments did not divide evenly into 0.1 mile increments, any remaining distance less than 0.1 mile was rounded up to 0.1 

mile. Thus totals in inventory and impact tables may add up to more than the actual distance of the Segments. A total of 

approximately 208.7 miles of transmission line segments were studied. No high impacts occurred. The remaining 182.6 miles 

resulted in low impacts to scenic attractiveness.  

 

6.1.3 Residential Viewer Impacts 

For private lands and public lands managed by the BLM, high impacts to views from residences are the 

result of all levels of visual contrast in the 0-500 feet immediate foreground distance zone and strong 

visual contrasts in the 500 feet – 0.5 mile foreground distance zone. Impacts to residences in the 

immediate foreground distance zone are assessed as a immitigable impact. The number of high impacts to 

residential views was initially minimized during the regional study, where the alternative route segments 

were sited to avoid residential areas.  

 

Refer to Table 25 for a summary of high and moderate impacts by segment. Refer to Appendix E, Visual 

Resources Inventory and Impact Data Table for detailed documentation of the visual impacts assessed for 

residential viewers for the study corridor.  

 

Potential high impacts are found along all segments except Segments A, F1, and 115th
 Street. High and 

moderate impacts to residences are scattered throughout the alternative route corridors due to numerous 

small clusters of residences and dispersed residences. Notable areas of potential high impacts due to 

larger concentrations of residences occur in the area where the California Aqueduct and the Los Angeles 

Aqueduct cross along Segment D, in the Elizabeth Lake area along Segment G, the Green Valley area 

along Segment G and Segment 2a, in the Agua Dulce area along Segment I, and in the Bouquet Canyon 

area of Segment I.  
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TABLE 25. RESIDENTIAL VIEWER IMPACTS—NEW 230 KV TRANSMISSION LINE 

SEGMENT 

Number of 
Residences in 
the Immediate 

Foreground 
Distance Zone 

MILES OF HIGH IMPACTS 
TOTAL 
MILES 

MILES OF MODERATE 
IMPACTS 

TOTAL 
MILES 

Immediate 
Foreground 

Distance 
Zone 

Foreground 
Distance 

Zone 

HIGH 
IMPACTS 

Foreground 
Distance 

Zone 

Middleground 
Distance Zone 

MODERATE 
IMPACTS 

A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

B 5 1.1 0 1.1 9.9 0 9.9 

C 0 0 1.0 1.0 3.1 3.4 6.5 

D 30 5.6 1.8 7.4 10.7 1.5 12.2 

E 0 0.4 0 0.4 4.3 0 4.3 

F1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

F2 1 0.3 0 0.3 1.6 0 1.6 

115th St  0 0 0.2 0.2 2.0 0 2.0 

G 29 4.7 0 4.7 4.6 0 4.6 

2a 0 0.1 0.3 0.4 0.3 3.3 3.6 

H1 2 0.8 0 0.8 1.8 0 1.8 

H2 0 0.3 0 0.3 5.3 1.4 6.7 

I 23 4.9 0 4.9 16.6 0.5 17.1 

TOTAL 90 18.2 3.3 21.5 60.2 10.1 70.3 

Notes: Segments were divided into tenth of mile increments for the purposes of calculating inventory and impact distances. 

Where Segments did not divide evenly into 0.1 mile increments, any remaining distance less than 0.1 mile was rounded up to 0.1 

mile. Thus totals in inventory and impact tables may add up to more than the actual distance of the Segments. A total of 

approximately 208.7 miles of transmission line segments were studied. The remaining 118.7 miles resulted in low impacts to 

residential viewers.  

 

6.1.4 Recreation Viewer Impacts 

Similar to residential impacts, potential high impacts to views from high sensitivity recreation viewpoints 

are found where all levels of visual contrast occur in the 0-500 feet immediate foreground distance zone 

and strong visual contrasts occur in the 500 feet - 0.5 mile foreground distance zone (other than on the 

ANF). The number of high impacts to recreation and transportation views was initially minimized during 

the regional study, where the alternative route segments were sited to avoid recreation sites. Recreation 

viewer impacts on the ANF are discussed below, and Compliance with ANF SIOs are discusses in 

Section 6.1.1.  

 

Refer to Table 27 for a summary of high and moderate impacts by segment, and to Appendix E, Visual 

Resources Inventory and Impact Data Table for detailed documentation of the visual impacts assessed for 

recreation and transportation viewers for the study corridor. 

 

 Segment A - No potential high or moderate impacts would occur. 

 Segment B - No potential high or moderate impacts would occur. 

 Segment C - A total of 0.7 mile of potential high impacts and 1.1 miles of potential moderate 

impacts would occur along Segment C due to views from the Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail 

(see Table 26 for PCNST visibility associated with each segment). 

 Segment D - A total of 6.6 miles of potential high impacts and 7.7 miles of potential moderate 

impacts would occur along Segment D due to views from the Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail, 

and the ANF Templin vista point.  

 Segment E - A total of 0.1 mile of potential high impacts and 0.5 mile of potential moderate 

impacts would occur along Segment E due to views from the Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail 

and the Antelope Valley California Poppy Reserve. 
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 Segment F1 - No potential high or moderate impacts would occur. 

 Segment F2 - No potential high or moderate impacts would occur. 

 115th St Modification - No potential high or moderate impacts would occur. 

 Segment G - A total of 1.7 miles of potential high impacts and 6.8 miles of potential moderate 

impacts would occur along Segment G due to views from the Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail, 

and the ANF Green Valley Camp Site.  

 Segment 2a - A total of 2.4 miles of potential high impacts and 3.7 miles of potential moderate 

impacts would occur along Segment 2a due to views from the Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail. 

 Segment H1 - No potential high or moderate impacts would occur. 

 Segment H2 - A total of 0.7 mile of potential high impacts and 2.6 miles of potential moderate 

impacts would occur along Segment H2 due to views from the Pacific Crest National Scenic 

Trail, the ANF Streamside Campground, and Veluzat Motion Picture Ranch. 

 Segment I - A total of 2.1 miles of potential high impacts and 4.8 miles of potential moderate 

impacts would occur along Segment I due to views from the Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail, 

trails within the MRCA Ritter Ranch, and Veluzat Motion Picture Ranch.  

 Segment J – No potential high or moderate impacts would occur. 

 

TABLE 26. PACIFIC CREST NATIONAL SCENIC TRAIL FOREGROUND VISIBILITY 

 

Segments and Alternatives  

Segment D Segment G 
Segments 2a 

& G* 
Segment H2 Segment I 

Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail 
Foreground Distance Zone Visibility (0.5 

mile) within the ANF 
0 1.5 2.8 1.2 0.8 

* Segments 2a & G MP summaries and mileage totals include the portions of Segment G that are part of Alternative 2a 

Notes:  

Segments were divided into tenth of mile increments for the purposes of calculating inventory and impact distances. Where 

Segments did not divide evenly into 0.1 mile increments, any remaining distance less than 0.1 mile was rounded up to 0.1 

mile. Thus totals in inventory and impact tables may add up to more than the actual distance of the Segments. 

 

TABLE 27. NON-ANF RECREATION VIEWER IMPACTS—NEW 230 KV TRANSMISSION LINE 

SEGMENT 

MILES OF HIGH IMPACTS 
TOTAL 
MILES 

MILES OF MODERATE 
IMPACTS  

TOTAL 
MILES 

Immediate 
Foreground  

Distance Zone 

Foreground  
Distance 

Zone 

HIGH 
IMPACTS 

Foreground 
Distance 

Zone 

Middleground 
Distance Zone 

MODERATE 
IMPACTS 

A 0 0 0 0 0 0 

B 0 0 0 0 0 0 

C 0.7 0 0.7 0.8 0.3 1.1 

D 6.1 0.5 6.6 6.5 1.1 7.6 

E 0.1 0 0.1 0.5 0 0.5 

F1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

F2 0 0 0 0 0 0 

115th St  0 0 0 0 0 0 

G 0.4 0 0.4 0.5 0 0.5 

2a 0 0 0 0.5 0 0.5 

H1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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SEGMENT 

MILES OF HIGH IMPACTS 
TOTAL 
MILES 

MILES OF MODERATE 
IMPACTS  

TOTAL 
MILES 

Immediate 
Foreground  

Distance Zone 

Foreground  
Distance 

Zone 

HIGH 
IMPACTS 

Foreground 
Distance 

Zone 

Middleground 
Distance Zone 

MODERATE 
IMPACTS 

H2 0 0.3 0.3 0.1 0 0.1 

I 1.8 0 1.8 3.8 0.5 4.3 

J 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 9.1 0.8 9.9 12.7 1.9 14.6 

Notes: Segments were divided into tenth of mile increments for the purposes of calculating inventory and impact distances. 

Where Segments did not divide evenly into 0.1 mile increments, any remaining distance less than 0.1 mile was rounded up to 0.1 

mile. Thus totals in inventory and impact tables may add up to more than the actual distance of the Segments. A total of 

approximately 208.7 miles of transmission line segments were studied. The remaining 167.2 miles resulted in low impacts to 

recreational viewers. 

 

6.1.5 Travel Route Viewer Impacts 

Travel route viewer impacts were identified for private lands and public lands managed by the BLM. 

Similar to residential viewer impacts, potential high impacts from viewers along high sensitivity travel 

routes have been identified where all levels of visual contrast occur in the 0-500 feet immediate 

foreground distance zone and strong visual contrasts occur in the 500 feet - 0.5 mile foreground distance 

zone. The number of high impacts to recreation and transportation views was initially minimized during 

the regional study, where the alternative route segments were sited to avoid high sensitivity travel routes. 

 

Refer to Table 28 for a summary of high and moderate impacts by segment. Refer to Appendix E, Visual 

Resources Inventory and Impact Data Table for detailed documentation of the visual impacts assessed for 

viewers along high sensitivity travel routes for the study corridor.  

 

 Segment A - A total of 0.5 mile of potential moderate impacts occurs along Segment A due to 

views from State Hwy 14, an Eligible State Scenic Highway. 

 Segment B - No potential high or moderate impacts occur along Segment B. 

 Segment C - A total of 0.4 miles of potential moderate impacts occur along Segment C due to 

views from State Hwy 14, an Eligible State Scenic Highway. 

 Segment D - A total of 12.5 miles of potential high impacts and 7.2 miles of potential moderate 

impacts occur along Segment D due to views from the Old Ridge Route, a First Priority County 

Scenic Highway; San Francisquito Canyon Road, identified by the ANF as a sensitive road; and 

Lancaster Road, the Old Ridge Route, I-5, and Lake Hughes Road, all Second Priority County 

Scenic Highways. 

 Segment E - No potential high or moderate impacts occur along Segment E. 

 Segment F1 - No potential high or moderate impacts occur along Segment F1. 

 Segment F2 - A total of 1.0 mile of potential high impacts occur along Segment F2 due to views 

from West Avenue I and 110th
 Street West, both Second Priority County Scenic Highways. 

 115th Street Modification - A total of 0.6 mile of potential high impacts and 3.6 miles of potential 

moderate impacts occur along the 115th Street Modification due to views from West Avenue I, 

110
th
 Street West, and Johnson Road, all Second Priority County Scenic Highways.  

 Segment G - A total of 4.8 miles of potential high impacts and 6.8 miles of potential moderate 

impacts occur along Segment G due to views from Elizabeth Lake Road, a First Priority County 

Scenic Highway and a Palmdale Scenic Highway; San Francisquito Canyon Road, identified by 

the ANF as a sensitive road; and Fairmont-Neenach Road, Johnson Road, Lancaster Road, Munz 

Ranch Road, and 120
th
 Street West, all Second Priority County Scenic Highways. 

 Segment 2a - A total of 0.7 mile of potential high impacts and 4.8 miles of potential moderate 

impacts occur along Segment 2a due to views from San Francisquito Canyon Road, identified by 

the ANF as a sensitive road. Lake Hughes Road and Spunky Canyon Road, both Second Priority 
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County Scenic Highways, and Elizabeth Lake road, a First Priority County Scenic Highway and a 

Palmdale Scenic Highway, are located within the middleground distance zone.  

 Segment H1 - A total of 0.7 mile of potential high impacts and 1.5 miles of potential moderate 

impacts occur along Segment H1 due to views from West Avenue K, 110
th
 Street West, and 

Johnson Road, all Second Priority County Scenic Highways.  

 Segment H2 - A total of 1.1 miles of potential high impacts and 7.8 miles of potential moderate 

impacts occur along Segment H2 due to views from Elizabeth Lake Road, a First Priority County 

Highway and Palmdale Scenic Highway, and Spunky Canyon Road, Bouquet Canyon Road, and 

Johnson Road, all Second Priority County Scenic Highways. 

 Segment I - A total of 1.6 miles of potential high impacts and 6.3 miles of potential moderate 

impacts occur along Segment I due to views from Elizabeth Lake Road, a First Priority County 

Highway and Palmdale Scenic Highway; Godde Hill Road, a Second Priority County and 

Palmdale Scenic Highway; and the Sierra Highway, Davenport Road, West Avenue K, and 

Vasquez Canyon Road, all Second Priority County Scenic Highways. 

 Segment J - No potential high or moderate impacts occur along Segment J. 

 

TABLE 28. NON-ANF TRANSPORTATION VIEWER IMPACTS—NEW 230 KV TRANSMISSION LINE 

SEGMENT 

MILES OF HIGH IMPACTS 
TOTAL 
MILES 

MILES OF MODERATE 
IMPACTS  

TOTAL 
MILES 

Immediate 
Foreground  

Distance Zone 

Foreground  
Distance 

Zone 

HIGH 
IMPACTS 

Foreground 
Distance Zone 

Middleground 
Distance Zone 

MODERATE 
IMPACTS 

A 0 0 0 0.5 0 0.5 

B 0 0 0 0 0 0 

C 0 0 0 0 0.4 0.4 

D 6.7 1.7 11.3 4.3 1.7 6.0 

E 0 0 0 0 0 0 

F1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

F2 0 0 0 0.9 0 0.9 

115th St  0.6 0.2 0.6 3.3 0 3.3 

G 2.1 0 4.3 2.3 0 2.3 

2a 0.1 0 0.7 0.4 0 0.4 

H1 0.7 0 0.7 1.5 0 1.5 

H2 0.7 0 1.0 1.5 0 1.5 

I 1.4 0 1.5 5.3 0.5 5.8 

J 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 12.3 1.9 20.1 20.0 2.6 22.6 

Notes: Segments were divided into tenth of mile increments for the purposes of calculating inventory and impact distances. 

Where Segments did not divide evenly into 0.1 mile increments, any remaining distance less than 0.1 mile was rounded up to 0.1 

mile. Thus totals in inventory and impact tables may add up to more than the actual distance of the Segments. A total of 

approximately 208.7 miles of transmission line segments were studied. The remaining 144.8 miles resulted in low impacts to 

viewers along sensitive travel routes. 

 

 

6.1.6 VRM Compatibility 

All BLM lands within the study corridor have been identified as VRM Class III or undefined (where no 

VRM has been identified). VRM Class III areas are compatible with all levels of visual contrast if 

mitigation measures are implemented. No VRM Class III lands are crossed along any segment. A total of 

4.9 miles along Segment A would cross BLM lands where no VRM Class has been identified 

.  
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FIGURE 24. BLM VISUAL RESOURCE CLASSES AND COMPATIBILITY 



POWER ENGINEERS, INC. 
BRRTP – VISUAL RESOURCES TECHNICAL REPORT 

ANA 032-153 (PER-02) BRRTP (AUGUST 2011) GF 115244 104 

6.1.7 Overall Impacts 

Refer to Table 29 for a summary of overall residual impacts. Refer to Appendix E, Visual Resources 

Inventory and Impact Data Table for a complete list of initial impacts, specifically recommended 

mitigation measures, and residual impacts by segment and milepost. 

 

TABLE 29. OVERALL RESIDUAL IMPACT BY ALTERNATIVE SEGMENT 

 
SEGMENT 

OVERALL RESIDUAL IMPACT (MILES) 

 High Moderate Low 

A
lt

er
n

at
iv

e 
S

eg
m

en
ts

  

A 0 0.5 12.8 

B 1.1 10.0 15.5 

C 1.7 6.7 13.3 

D 21.6 16.1 10.5 

E 0.7 4.6 6.0 

F1 0 0 0.9 

F2 0.3 1.6 0.9 

115th Street 0.6 3.6 0.6 

G 7.7 4.5 9.1 

2a 3.2 3.3 0 

H1 0.9 1.9 0 

H2 1.9 12.1 3.1 

I 8.1 18.9 4.9 

TOTALS 47.8 83.8 77.6 

Notes: Segments were divided into tenth of mile increments for the purposes of calculating inventory and impact distances. 

Where Segments did not divide evenly into 0.1 mile increments, any remaining distance less than 0.1 mile was rounded up to 0.1 

mile. Thus totals in inventory and impact tables may add up to more than the actual distance of the Segments. 

 

6.2 OTHER PROJECT COMPONENTS 

6.2.1 New 230 kV Circuit 

The addition of a new 230 kV circuit would occur on the existing Castaic-Olive 230 kV transmission line. 

Rehabilitation of existing access and spur roads and clearing or right-of-way would be required for 

access. Although potential temporary or short term visual impacts could result from activities during 

construction, no residual high or moderate impacts to visual resources are expected to occur due to the 

addition of the new 230 kV circuit. Overall contrast levels resulting from the new 230 kV circuit are 

expected to be weak, resulting in low visual impacts. 

 

6.2.2 Reconductoring 

The reconductoring of the existing BR-RIN 230 kV Transmission Line with larger capacity conductors 

would utilize existing towers to the maximum extent possible and occur along the existing right-of-way. 

Rehabilitation of existing access and spur roads and clearing of right-of-way would be required for 

access. Although potential temporary or short term visual impacts could result from activities during 

construction, no residual high or moderate impacts to visual resources are expected to occur due to 

reconductoring.  

 

Where the existing towers will be replaced in areas of heavy loading (Towers 186-1 to 190-3 and 219-4 to 

225-1), they will be replaced with similar towers in the exact same location after construction of the new 

double-circuit 230 kV towers. Thus structure contrast will be weak and additional ground disturbance will 

be low, resulting in low visual impacts.  

 

In areas of light loading (Towers 175-5 to 185-4, 190-4 to 219-3, and 225-2 to 234-1), the visual impact 

will be low due to minimal visual change from the reconductoring and minor modification to towers.  
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Visual impacts will be low for the existing 4-circuit structures (Tower 234-2 to 251-1). Tower 234-2 will 

be replaced by a similar tower in height and footprint. Thus weak structure contrast and low additional 

ground disturbance are expected, resulting in low visual impacts. Towers 234-3 to 251-1 will require only 

minor modifications, also resulting in low visual impacts. 

 

6.2.3 New Switching Station 

Contrast levels for the proposed Haskell Canyon switching station are expected to be weak due to 

multiple existing transmission lines that traverse the area surrounding the proposed site and expected low 

ground disturbance levels in an area of scrub vegetation. Low impacts to Class B scenic attractiveness are 

expected.  

 

Low impacts are expected to residences with middleground views located southwest of the proposed 

switching station site. Moderate impacts to the Veluzat Motion Picture Ranch may occur due to 

unobstructed foreground views; however existing transmission infrastructure traverse the area minimizing 

potential visual impacts.  

 

6.2.4 Expansion of Switching Station 

Due to the adjacent presence of the existing Barren Ridge Switching Station, contrast levels are expected 

to be weak. Although potential temporary or short term visual impacts could result from construction 

activities, no residual high or moderate impacts to visual resources would occur due to the expansion of 

the switching station.  

 

6.3 BLM VRM COMPATIBILITY AND ANF IMPACTS 

VRM designations that occur within the visual resources study area were examined to determine whether 

or not the level of visual change from construction and operation of the Project would meet the adopted 

visual management objectives on BLM lands. All levels of visual contrast (strong, moderate, and weak) 

are compatible with the BLM VRM Class III designation if mitigation measure are implemented.  

 

The Project would be compliant with ANF SIOs in areas of reconductoring. Short term drops of two 

classes would occur during construction, but no new towers, access roads, building pads, or other 

associated facilities that would occur for new construction would not occur for during the operation of the 

project with new conductors. Refer to Appendix A, Table A-1 for complete definitions of the USFS SIOs. 

The methodology used to determine whether the Project would meet the ANF SIOs is described in 

Section 5.4.2.  

 

6.4 MITIGATION PLANNING 

Mitigation measures were developed to address and, as feasible, reduce the potential for impacts to visual 

resources by construction of the Project. A specific mitigation measure can be applied or several 

mitigation measures can be combined to reduce or eliminate impacts. The impacts remaining after 

applying mitigation measures are termed residual impacts. Mitigation measures are recommended. 

 

When assessing the mitigation necessary for reducing impact levels, those factors which have contributed 

to the degree of impact must be identified. These project-related factors are landform contrast, vegetation 

contrast, and structure contrast. Effective mitigation measures are those that reduce the visibility or 

weaken the contrast of the project. Further, in assessing the impact of the proposed activity, it was 

determined that all alternative route segments would have at least a ―low‖ impact since there will always 

be some level of identifiable impact to viewers as long as the transmission line is visible. One or more of 

the relevant mitigation measures were recommended for high, moderate, or low impact levels, where 

effective, depending upon the particular situation. 
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Application of mitigation is not expected to reduce initial impacts a full impact level, thus residual 

impacts are the same level as initial impacts. Mitigation is still effective, although only in reducing 

impacts to a lower level within that interval.  

 

General mitigation proposed by LADWP were considered when assessing initial impacts. After initial 

impacts were determined, specific mitigation measures were recommended, as appropriate, to determine 

residual impact levels. Refer to Appendix E, Visual Resources Inventory and Impact Data Table for a 

complete list of initial impacts, mitigation measures, and residual impacts by segment and milepost. The 

total mileage of each mitigation measure assigned in specific locations is listed by segment in Table 30. 

 

Specific mitigation measures recommended to reduce potential visual impacts in specific locations (by 

milepost) include the following:   

 

VIS-1 Crossing Linear Features 

Recommended Mitigation Location: 

Segment D  

- Old Ridge Route: MP 20.6-20.9, 27.7-27.9, 29.0-29.2, 29.7-29.9, 31.0-31.2, 38.5-

38.8  

- San Francisquito Canyon Road: MP 46.1-46.4 

 

115
th

 Street  
- West Avenue I: MP 1.2-1.5  

- Johnson Road: MP 4.1-4.4 

 

Segment G  
- Fairmont-Neenach Road: MP 1.1-1.4  

- Johnsons Road: MP 5.1-5.3 

- Elizabeth Lake Road: MP 5.9-6.2 

- Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail 7.3-7.6  

- San Francisquito Canyon Road 12.1-12.4  

- San Francisquito Creek Recreation River12.6-12.8 

 

Segment 2a  

- Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail: MP 3.2-3.4 

 

Segment H1  
- West Avenue K: MP 1.1-1.3 

 

Segment H2  

- Elizabeth Lake Road: MP 1.4-1.7  

- Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail 3.6-3.9  

- Bouquet Canyon Road and Spunky Canyon Road 5.2-5.5 

- Bouquet Canyon Road 7.3-7.6 

 

Segment I  
- West Avenue K: MP 1.1-1.4  

- Godde Hill Road: MP 6.5-6.8  

- Elizabeth Lake Road: MP 8.0-8.2  

- Ritter Ranch Trails: MP 13.5-13.9  

- Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail: MP 18.5-18.8  

- Vasquez Canyon Road: MP 26.6-26.9 
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VIS-2 Feathered Vegetation Clearing 

Recommended Mitigation Location: 

Segment D  

- MP 16.3-17.4, 20.6-20.8, 22.5-35.3, 35.5-35.7, 36.8-38.2, 42.4-46.3, 47.0-47.6, 47.8-

47.9 

 

Segment G  

- MP 4.0-4.7, 8.0-9.2, 10.9-11.5, 12.6-20.0, 20.7-21.0 

 

Segment 2a  

- MP 1.6-6.5 

 

Segment H2  

- MP 1.9-16.9 

 

Segment I  

- MP 4.8-5.8, 6.4-7.5, 7.7-7.8, 7.9-8.6, 9.8-10.4, 11.1-12.7, 13.2-14.1, 20.5-23.1, 24.2-

26.1, 29.1-30.7 

 

VIS-3 Existing Access Road Widening or Upgrades 

Recommended Mitigation Location: 

Segment D  

- MP 16.3-16.6, 17.1-17.2, 20.4-20.5, 20.9-27.6, 28.0-28.2, 29.4-29.5, 30.0-30.9, 31.7-

32.4, 32.6-35.0, 36.4-37.9, 39.0-39.8, 40.5-41.1, 41.7-42.1, 42.3-42.6, 43.1-45.0, 

45.1-45.3, 46.5-46.8, 47.2-47.5, 47.9-48.2 

 

115
th

 Street  

- MP 2.9-4.1, 4.4-4.6 

 

Segment G  

- MP 3.5-3.6, 3.8-4.3, 4.6-5.0, 5.4-5.5, 5.6-5.8, 6.4-7.8, 7.9-8.1, 8.8-10.4, 10.6-10.8, 

11.9-12.1, 12.4-19.8, 20.9-21.2 

 

Segment 2a  

- MP 0.7-6.5 

 

Segment H1  

- MP 1.9-2.6 

 

Segment H2  

- MP 0.4-1.0, 1.3-1.4 

 

Segment I  

- MP 4.4-6.5, 7.0-7.9, 8.7-8.9, 10.5-18.2, 18.3-18.5, 23.4-26.6, 26.9-27.6, 28.7-31.9 

 

VIS-4 Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail 

Recommended Mitigation Location: 

Segment D  

- MP 0.0-2.4, 9.3-11.5, 12.5-13.7 

 

Segment G  

- MP 7.3-7.6 
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Segment 2a  

- MP 3.2-3.4 

 

Segment H2  

- MP 3.6-3.9 

 

Segment I  

- MP 18.5-18.8 

 

 

 

 

VIS-9 Darkened Structure Treatment 

Recommended Mitigation Location: 

Segment D  

- MP 23.2-38.8 

 

Segment G  

- MP 11.9-12.8, 15.1-18.7 

 

Segment 2a  

- MP 0.0-6.6 

 

VIS-16 Restoration/Compensation 

Recommended Mitigation Location: 

 

Segment D  

- MP 0.9-6.6, 23.2-23.5, 23.6-23.8, 24.3-24.6, 25.0-25.1, 25.2-34.7, 36.1-37.3, 43.2-

44.1, 44.3-44.4, 44.7-45.1, 46.5-48.0 

Segment G  

- MP 6.3-8.5, 9.2-9.9, 10.4-20.8 

Segment H2  

- MP 2.5-4.9, 5.4-7.3, 7.5-16.6 

Segment I  

- MP 16.9-17.8, 18.0-18.6, 23.5-25.6 

 

VIS-17 Span Matching with Existing Structures 

Recommended Mitigation Location: 

 

Segment A  

- MP 0.0-0.5 

Segment B  

- MP 1.2-2.0, 7.9-11.1, 13.2-21.0 

 

Segment D  

- MP 23.2-39.7, 41.5-48.2 

 

Segment E  

- MP 0.0-3.6, 6.7-8.3 

Segment F2  

- MP 0.9-2.8 

Segment G  

- MP 0.7-2.3, 4.5-21.0 
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Segment H1  

- MP 0.6-2.7 

 

 

 

Segment H2  

- MP 0.0-0.4, 1.0-15.5 

-  

Segment I 

- MP 0.0-0.7, 2.7-5.5, 6.2-9.4, 11.3-25.6, 26.7-32.0 

 

VIS-18 Treat Concrete Footings with Appropriate Colors 

Recommended Mitigation Location: 

Segment D  

- MP 23.2-34.7, 36.1-37.3, 43.2-45.1, 46.5-48.0 

 

Segment G  

- MP 6.3-8.5, 9.2-9.9, 10.4-20.8 

Segment 2A 

- MP 0.9-6.6 

-  

Segment H2 

- MP 2.5-4.9, 5.4-7.3, 7.5-16.6 

 

Segment I 

- MP 16.9-17.8, 18.0-18.6, 23.5-26.5 

 

THREE-CIRCUIT 

Recommended Mitigation Location: 

 

Segment G  

- MP 4.8-11.9, 20.3-21.0 

 

 

TABLE 30. MITIGATION MEASURES 

Segment VIS-1 VIS-2 VIS-3 VIS-4 VIS-9 VIS-16 VIS-17 
VIS-18 
(*TBD) 

THREE-
CIRCUIT 

A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

B 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

C 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

D 1.7 20.5 18.3 5.8 15.6 14.5 16.3 16.1 0 

E 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

F1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

F2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

115TH St. 0.6 0 1.4 0 0 0 0 0 0 

G 2.7 10.2 12.4 0.3 4.5 13.3 14.3 13.3 7.8 

2a 0.2 4.9 5.8 0.2 6.6 5.7 0 5.7 0 

H1 0.5 0 0.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 

H2 1.2 15 0.7 0.3 0 13.4 0 13.4 0 

I 1.8 12.1 18.3 0.3 0 3.6 2.2 4.5 0 
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6.5 PHOTO SIMULATIONS 

A total of 21 viewpoints for photo-simulations from ANF High Concern areas and other locations were 

identified in the study corridor (13 on private land and other lands and 8 on the ANF). Simulations were 

used to illustrate the expected impacts to the concerned agencies and the public. However, new access 

roads have not been engineered, and were not modeled in the simulations. In some cases, the lack of new 

or improved access roads as depicted in the simulations may not capture some landform and vegetation 

contrasts, and therefore, underestimate the visual impacts created as a result of the Project. See Appendix 

C for photo-simulations and mapping of photo-simulation viewpoint locations. The viewpoints of are 

briefly described below: 

 

 Photo-Simulation 1 – View from the off-ramp of Highway 58 to the northeast toward the 

Segment A alignment.  

 Photo-Simulation 2 – View from along Avenue D, north of the Antelope Valley Poppy Reserve 

east toward the Segment E alignment.  

 Photo-Simulation 3 – View from intersection of West Avenue I and 90
th
 Street at edge of 

residential subdivision in the Antelope Acres area southwest toward the Segment F alignment.  

 Photo-Simulation 4 – View from Littlehorn Drive, off Leadhill Drive to the southwest toward the 

Segment G alignment.  

 Photo-Simulation 5 (ANF)– View from the Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail to the southwest 

across San Francisquito Road toward the Segment G alignment. This view is located on ANF 

land, and shows the existing transmission corridor in a ―Developed Areas Interface‖ Land –Use 

Zone in the Santa Clara Canyons Place. The landscape in this view appears heavily altered, and 

deviations are strongly dominant in the existing landscape character. The overall landscape 

character is interrupted by the existing transmission structures. The existing size and scale of the 

structures dominate the natural landscape from this view, and reduces the existing landscape to an 

Unacceptably Low Scenic Integrity Level. The uniform, low growing chaparral vegetation and 

smooth, rounded hillsides are broken by the linear features imposed by the existing transmission 

structures, conductors and roads/road-cuts. The addition of Alternative 2 from this viewpoint will 

add both to the vertical and horizontal deviations already present in the landscape. The Project 

would not be compliant with High SIO from this viewpoint because the project would be seen in 

the foreground, and activities would be highly visually evident. Deviations would not repeat the 

form, line color and texture of the overall desired landscape character. The visual absorption 

capacity in this setting would be moderate to low, and the transmission lines in would create 

visual changes that would not meet the Desired Condition of natural-appearing landscape 

character or the High SIO. New access roads have not been depicted in this simulation, and some 

landform and vegetation contrasts are not as they would appear as a result of the Project. 

 Photo-Simulation 6 – View from the east side of San Francisquito Road in the community of 

Green Valley toward the Segment G alignment in an area where the segment would deviate from 

the alignment of the existing lines to avoid existing residences.  

 Photo-Simulation 7 – View from Elizabeth Lake Road approximately 2.2 miles east of San 

Francisquito Canyon Road. View is looking southwest where the Segment H alignment would 

parallel the Antelope Pardee transmission line.  

 Photo-Simulation 8 – View from Bouquet Canyon Road south of Bouquet Reservoir to the 

northeast where the Segment H alignment would parallel the Antelope Pardee transmission line.  

 Photo-Simulation 9 – View from the Sierra Highway at the Davenport Road intersection to the 

west toward the Segment I alignment. New access roads have not been depicted in this 

simulation, and some landform and vegetation contrasts are not as they would appear as a result 

of the Project. 

 Photo-Simulation 10 – View from the southwest corner of the Sierra Highway and Agua Dulce 

road to the northeast toward the Segment I alignment.  

 Photo-Simulation 11 – View of the Haskell Switching Station site. View is looking southeast 

from City Highline Motorway Fire Road/Forest Service Route 6N21 at a Forest Service gate 1 
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mile north of Pettinger Canyon Road. New access roads have not been depicted in this 

simulation, and some landform and vegetation contrasts are not as they would appear as a result 

of the Project. 

 Photo-Simulation 12 – View from a dock on the eastern shore of Castaic Lagoon north toward the 

Segments D and J alignment. New access roads have not been depicted in this simulation, and 

some landform and vegetation contrasts are not as they would appear as a result of the Project. 

 Photo-Simulation 13 – View from the Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail at the California 

Aqueduct and 270
th
 Street to the north toward the Segment D alignment.  

 Photo-Simulation 14 – View from Highway 138 (Lancaster Road) at 290
th
 Street east where the 

Segment D alignment would parallel the highway.  

 ANF Viewpoint of High Concern 1 is located on the road to the trailhead at Oak Flat 

Campground. The view captured is a panorama to the northeast toward I-5 and the Segment D 

alignment. The view from this point shows the Developed Area Interface Land-Use Zone in the I-

5 Corridor Place, and is characterized by the lower, undulating foothills covered in a fairly 

uniform pattern and color of vegetation with the more angular, steep and dissected mountains in 

the background. Visual variety and variability is more evident in the rockforms of the background 

mountains, and the vista visual integrity retains moderate existing integrity which is primarily 

modified by the horizontal cultural elements such as the highway and transmission line corridors 

that are subordinate in the overall landscape. The introduction of Segment D in this setting will 

impose substantial deviations in the form, line color or texture of the overall landscape character 

as viewed from this viewpoint. Deviations would not repeat the form, line color and texture of the 

overall desired landscape character from this high concern viewpoint. Although the visual 

absorption capacity in this setting would be moderate to high, the transmission lines in would not 

meet the Desired Condition of natural-appearing landscape character or the High SIO at this 

distance. The two simulations show the standard (dulled galvanized steel) towers or the 

application of Mitigation Measure VIS-9.  New access roads have not been depicted in this 

simulation, and some landform and vegetation contrasts are not as they would appear as a result 

of the Project. 

 ANF Viewpoint of High Concern 2 is located on the Old Ridge Route. The view captured is a 

panorama to the northwest of the Segment D alignment. The view from this point also shows the 

Developed Area Interface Land-Use Zone in the I-5 Corridor Place at the Santa Clara Canyons 

Place transition and appears heavily altered, with deviations that are strongly dominant in the 

existing landscape character imposed by the existing transmission structures and road. The 

existing landscape character is defined by generally uniform, low growing vegetation. Landforms 

are irregular with simple, angular linear features. Segment D as viewed from this high concern 

viewpoint would add to and the co-dominating with existing skylined structures and conductors. 

Deviations would not repeat the form, line color and texture of the overall desired landscape 

character. The visual absorption capacity in this setting would be moderate, and the transmission 

lines in would create visual changes that would not meet the Desired Condition of natural-

appearing landscape character or the High SIO at this distance. The two simulations show the 

standard (dulled galvanized steel) towers or the application of Mitigation Measure VIS-9. New 

access roads have not been depicted in this simulation, and some landform and vegetation 

contrasts are not as they would appear as a result of the Project. 

 ANF Viewpoint of High Concern 3 is located on an off road trail. The view captured is a 

panorama to the east toward the Segment G alignment. The irregular and undulation landscape is 

generally uniformly smooth and irregular with fine, low growing vegetation cover. Moderate 

deviations in the existing landscape character are apparent but subordinate in this vista, and are 

typically expressed by curvilinear road (San Francisquito Canyon Road) and geometric, angular 

aqueduct that contrast primarily in color and line. The introduction of Segment G at a distance of 

1.6 miles from this viewpoint in the middleground distance zone would not alter the existing 

character or create a noticeable change in form, line, color or texture. Deviations would not repeat 

the form, line color and texture of the overall desired landscape character. The visual absorption 

capacity in this setting would be moderate to high, and the transmission lines in would create 
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visual changes that would not meet the Desired Condition of natural-appearing landscape 

character or the High SIO at this distance. The two simulations show the standard (dulled 

galvanized steel) towers or the application of Mitigation Measure VIS-9. New access roads have 

not been depicted in this simulation, and some landform and vegetation contrasts are not as they 

would appear as a result of the Project. 

 ANF Viewpoint of High Concern 4 is located along San Francisquito Canyon Road. The view is a 

panorama to the northeast that captures the landscape along the Segment G alignment. This view 

shows an culturally altered landscape within the Santa Clara Canyons Place in a Developed Area 

Interface. The landscape from this viewpoint is consists of fairly steep, irregular hillsides with 

distinct zones of varying vegetation hues and textures ranging from dark green to olive green and 

from moderate to smooth texture. The exiting geometric and irregular cultural elements contrast 

to the exiting landscape primarily in color and line, with the aqueduct and water tower providing 

the primary color and line contrasts (with additional texture contrasts against the course oak 

hillside), and the existing transmission structures in the foreground providing line contrasts 

against the chaparral hillsides and against the sky. The addition of the additional and modified 

structures would cause some additional line and color contrasts against the sky and chaparral 

backdrop, but would not substantially alter the existing landscape character. Deviations would not 

repeat the form, line color and texture of the overall desired landscape character. The visual 

absorption capacity in this setting would be moderate to high, and the transmission lines in would 

create visual changes that would not meet the Desired Condition of natural-appearing landscape 

character or the High SIO at this distance. The two simulations show the standard (dulled 

galvanized steel) towers or the application of Mitigation Measure VIS-9. New access roads have 

not been depicted in this simulation, and some landform and vegetation contrasts are not as they 

would appear as a result of the Project. 

 ANF Viewpoint of High Concern 5 is located along San Francisquito Canyon Road. The view is 

to the southwest of the Segment G alignment. The dominant landscape character from this 

viewpoint of concern appears as a generally uniform cover of smooth vegetation covering 

irregular, angular, and generally horizontal landform lines interrupted by cultural modifications 

represented by road cuts, exiting transmission structures, and directional, straight lines of the 

conductors (wires). Color contrasts are in the existing condition are created by the tan road cuts 

against the uniform green vegetation, the grays and silvers of the structures and conductors, and 

the smooth, directional and curvilinear grays of the road in the where viewpoint of concern is 

located. The additional structure top and conductor wires introduced into this view would cause 

additional directional linear elements against the sky and smooth, dark backdrop hillside, and 

would largely be absorbed. These additions would not substantially alter the existing landscape 

character from this high concern viewpoint. Deviations would not repeat the form, line color and 

texture of the overall desired landscape character. The visual absorption capacity in this setting 

would be moderate to high, and the transmission lines in would create visual changes that would 

not meet the Desired Condition of natural-appearing landscape character or the High SIO. The 

two simulations show the standard (dulled galvanized steel) towers or the application of 

Mitigation Measure VIS-9. The two simulations show the standard (dulled galvanized steel) 

towers or the application of Mitigation Measure VIS-9. New access roads have not been depicted 

in this simulation, and some landform and vegetation contrasts are not as they would appear as a 

result of the Project. 

 ANF Viewpoint of High Concern 6 is located along the Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail. The 

view is a panorama to the northeast that captures the existing landscape of the Santa Clara 

Canyons Place and the Segment 2a alignment. In the foreground, the existing landscape character 

is appears as an undulating, uniformly textured, moderate to dark green color natural urban 

interface that is moderately coarsely textured, and has minor deviations caused primarily by forest 

roads. In the middleground and background, the cultural modifications in Leona Valley are seen 

as urban development is seen as the backdrop. The more visually diverse but disordered aspects 

of the valley development is much more patchy and random. The introduction of the transmission 

line as seen from this high concern viewpoint would largely be absorbed when seen against this 
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development, and the transmission line would be located off ANF lands in this view. The two 

simulations show the standard (dulled galvanized steel) towers or the application of Mitigation 

Measure VIS-9. New access roads have not been depicted in this simulation, and some landform 

and vegetation contrasts are not as they would appear as a result of the Project. 

 ANF Viewpoint of High Concern 7 is located off of ANF lands along the Sierra Highway near the 

Agua Dulce Road intersection. The view is to the northeast toward the Segment I alignment. The 

existing landscape character from this high concern viewpoint is highly modified by residential 

and other development. The existing structures in the middleground are skylined on ANF lands, 

and the new structures would contrast the color and texture of the backdrop sky, and add to the 

existing industrial character of the corridor from this view. New access roads have not been 

depicted in this simulation, and some landform and vegetation contrasts are not as they would 

appear as a result of the Project. 
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7.0 ALTERNATIVES 

NEPA and CEQA both require consideration of a reasonable range of alternatives to the Proposed Action 

that would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the Project, but avoid or substantially lessen any 

of the significant or adverse effects of the Project.  

 

7.1 DEVELOPMENT OF ALTERNATIVES 

A range of alternatives were identified through a siting analysis, the scoping process, and supplemental 

studies and consultations. A full discussion of alternatives development can be found in the Alternatives 

Development Report (POWER 2010).  

 

The regional siting analysis identified nine routing opportunities (Segments A through I) for the new 

230 kV transmission line between Barren Ridge Switching Station and the proposed Haskell Canyon 

Switching Station. Some of the routing opportunities or segments were adjusted or modified based on 

public input and preliminary environmental review, and preliminary electrical system studies. Each of the 

nine segments are discussed in detail, including impact analysis, in Section 6.0 of this report. Several of 

these segments were not used in the formation of alternatives as discussed below.  

 

Segment E was recommended for elimination from analysis in the EIS/EIR. The Segment would require 

an additional 6.5 miles of transmission line in comparison to the Proposed Action and would not 

significantly reduce or avoid impacts to air quality, biological, cultural, visual, and water resources. 

Segment H was also recommended for elimination, due to increased impacts to air quality and noise, 

along with safety concerns, related to helicopter construction. Cumulative effects for the Project would 

also increase because of the further disturbance of revegetated and rehabilitated areas and potential for 

impacts from three transmission line projects in the same vicinity.  

 

Eight routing opportunities (Segments A, B, C, D, F, G, 2a and I) were combined to create end-to-end 

routing alternatives for the proposed double-circuit 230 kV transmission line between Barren Ridge 

Switching Station and the proposed Haskell Canyon Switching Station. In addition to routing segments, 

each Alternative discussed within this section would include other Project components as discussed 

earlier within this report. These include the addition of a new circuit on existing towers between Castaic 

Power Plant and Haskell Canyon, reconductoring of the existing BR-RIN transmission line, construction 

of a new Haskell Canyon Switching Station, and expansion of the existing Barren Ridge Switching 

Station. Impact assessment and impact results for each of the other Project components listed above, and 

which are common to each of the Alternatives, are described in Section 6.0. Descriptions and impact 

assessment of the routing alternatives follow in the sections below. 

 

7.2 ALTERNATIVES DESCRIPTION 

The following alternatives were identified as a reasonable range of alternatives to the Project that would 

feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the Project, but avoid or substantially lessen any of the 

significant or adverse effects of the Project. 

 

7.2.1 Action Alternatives 

In addition to a new double-circuit 230 kV transmission line between the Barren Ridge and Haskell 

Canyon switching stations, whose route would vary among the action Alternatives, the four action 

Alternatives would include the following common components: the expansion of the existing Barren 

Ridge Switching Station, construction of a new Haskell Canyon Switching Station, reconductoring of the 

existing 230 kV transmission line from the Barren Ridge Switching Station to Rinaldi Substation, and the 

addition of a new 230 kV circuit on existing towers between the Castaic Power Plant and Haskell Canyon 

Switching Station. Refer to Figure 25. 
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FIGURE 25. ACTION ALTERNATIVES 
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Alternative 1 (Segments A, C, and D) 

The Alternative 1 230 kV double-circuit transmission line comprises the preliminary routing Segments A, 

C, and D, and is the longest Alternative, at 83 miles long. It would run from the Barren Ridge Switching 

Station to the unincorporated community of Mojave, while paralleling LADWP‘s existing 230 kV BR-

RIN and 500 kV PDCI transmission lines. It would continue south-southwest to parallel the Los Angeles 

Aqueduct to Lancaster Road, where it would travel west to the I-5 utility corridor. It would then run 

southeast along LADWP‘s existing Castaic – Rinaldi corridor to the proposed Haskell Canyon Switching 

Station.  

 

Helicopter Mitigation 

Within the ANF where the terrain is steep and access is limited, the USFS would require that the new 

double-circuit 230 kV structures be constructed with the use of helicopters (such as the Hughes 500 or 

Bell 212, or Sikorsky Skycrane). Refer to Figure 26, the Identified Helicopter Mitigation Locations Map, 

which illustrates the identified locations for this mitigation. The use of helicopters for the construction of 

transmission tower structures would eliminate the need for new access roads to structure locations, and 

would therefore minimize land disturbance associated with crane pads, structure laydown areas, and the 

trucks and tractors used for delivery of structures to sites. However, the following site and ground 

disturbing construction activities would be required to construct the new transmission line within the 

identified helicopter construction areas: portable landing pads, helicopter fly yards/staging areas, tower 

structure vegetation clearing, guard structures at major crossings, wire stringing sites, pullouts, and 

temporary access roads.  
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FIGURE 26. IDENTIFIED HELICOPTER MITIGATION LOCATIONS  
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Alternative 2 (Segments A, B, and G) –LADWP’s Proposed Action 

Alternative 2, LADWP‘s Proposed Action, comprises Segments A, B, and G and is 61 miles long. It 

begins at the Barren Ridge Switching Station and runs south, paralleling LADWP‘s existing 230 kV BR-

RIN and 500 kV PDCI transmission lines. It travels south from the unincorporated community of Mojave, 

California through the Antelope Valley and approximately one mile east of the Antelope Valley 

California Poppy Reserve before continuing onto National Forest System lands and ending at the 

proposed Haskell Canyon Switching Station. The entire route would remain within designated utility 

corridors and would parallel existing transmission lines. Refer to Section 1.4, Project Description, for a 

full description of this Alternative. 

 

Alternative 2a (Segments A, B, G and 2a) 

The 230 kV double-circuit transmission line in Alternative 2a comprises the preliminary routing 

Segments A, B, and G, but includes a re-route (Segment 2a) avoiding the unincorporated community of 

Green Valley. It is 63 miles long and would be very similar to the Proposed Action (Alternative 2), with 

56 miles of the same alignment. Alternative 2a would begin at the Barren Ridge Switching Station and 

run south, paralleling LADWP‘s existing 230 kV BR-RIN and 500 kV PDCI transmission lines. It would 

travel south from the unincorporated community of Mojave through the Antelope Valley and 

approximately one mile east of the Antelope Valley California Poppy Reserve before continuing onto 

NFS lands and ending at the proposed Haskell Canyon Switching Station. The route would remain within 

designated utility corridors and would parallel existing transmission lines, with the exception of the nearly 

seven miles that would be routed around the unincorporated community of Green Valley. Segment 2a 

would create a new utility corridor through the ANF. The re-route would rejoin Segment G south of the 

unincorporated community of Green Valley before continuing south and ending at the proposed Haskell 

Canyon Switching Station. 

 

Three-Circuit Tower Mitigation 

In areas where there are ROW expansion constraints and where LADWP has existing 230 kV 

transmission lines, LADWP is proposing to construct three-circuit towers to carry the existing BR-RIN 

circuit and two new BR-HC circuits. This would avoid various impacts including the acquisition of 

residential property in the unincorporated communities of Willow Springs (milepost 27.1 to 27.6) and 

Elizabeth Lake and Green Valley (milepost 44.6 to 46 and milepost 50.8 to 51.7). This mitigation would 

be utilized in the same areas that were identified for Three-Circuit Tower Mitigation for the Proposed 

Project, with the exception of approximately five miles through the unincorporated community of Green 

Valley, which would not utilize this mitigation. These areas are illustrated in Figure 7, the Three-Circuit 

Tower Mitigation Map. 

 

Helicopter Mitigation 

Within the ANF where the terrain is steep and access is limited, the USFS would require that the new 

double-circuit 230 kV structures be constructed by the use of helicopter. Refer to Figure 26, Identified 

Helicopter Mitigation Locations, which illustrates the identified locations for this mitigation. The use of 

helicopters for the construction of transmission tower structures would eliminate the need for new access 

roads to structure locations, and would therefore minimize land disturbance associated with crane pads, 

structure laydown areas, and the trucks and tractors used for delivery of structures to sites. However, the 

following site and ground disturbing construction activities would be required to construct the new 

transmission line within the identified helicopter construction areas: portable landing pads, helicopter fly 

yards/staging areas, tower structure vegetation clearing, guard structures at major crossings, wire 

stringing sites, pullouts, and temporary access roads. The estimated sizes of these auxiliary sites 

(temporary and permanent) and additional construction information is detailed above in the description of 

the Proposed Action (Alternative 2) and in Appendix G.  
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Alternative 3 (Segments A, B, F, and I) 

The proposed 230 kV double-circuit transmission line in Alternative 3 comprises preliminary routing 

Segments A, B, F, and I. It is 76 miles long and would begin at the Barren Ridge Switching Station and 

run south, paralleling LADWP‘s existing 230 kV BR-RIN and 500 kV PDCI lines. It would travel south 

from the unincorporated community of Mojave through the Antelope Valley and approximately one mile 

east of the Antelope Valley California Poppy Reserve before continuing southeast past SCE‘s Antelope 

Substation. The route would then travel toward the city of Palmdale, parallel to SCE‘s existing high-

voltage transmission lines. It would make a sharp turn to the south to parallel LADWP‘s existing 

Victorville – Rinaldi 500 kV and Adelanto – Rinaldi 230 kV transmission lines. This Alternative would 

then parallel these transmission lines west, crossing two miles of the ANF. The Alternative would then 

parallel LADWP‘s 500 kV PDCI line north to the proposed Haskell Canyon Switching Station.  

 

Three-Circuit Tower Mitigation 

In areas where there are ROW expansion constraints and where LADWP has existing 230 kV 

transmission lines, LADWP is proposing to construct three-circuit towers to carry the existing BR-RIN 

circuit and two new BR-HC circuits. This would avoid various impacts including the acquisition of 

residential property in the unincorporated communities of Willow Springs (milepost 27.1 to 27.6). Please 

refer to the small inset map on Figure 7. 

 

Avenue L Re-route 

To avoid acquisition of private property, a portion of Alternative 3 from mile marker 45.2 to 46.7 was 

moved to parallel a smaller distribution line south along 90
th
 Street West and then east along West 

Avenue ―L.‖ Refer to Figure 27, Avenue L Re-route on Alternative 3. 
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FIGURE 27. AVENUE L RE-ROUTE ON ALTERNATIVE 3  
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7.2.2 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the construction of a new 230 kV transmission line, the addition of a 

new circuit on existing structures from Haskell Canyon to the Castaic Power Plant, the reconductoring of 

the existing BR-RIN transmission line, the construction of a new Haskell Canyon Switching Station, and 

the expansion of the existing Barren Ridge Switching Station would not occur. LADWP currently 

maintains an estimated 147 miles of existing access roads in the Project area, 97 of which are located 

within the ANF. Current, on-going operation and maintenance activates for existing facilities in the 

Project area would continue. The EIS/EIR must address the resulting environmental effects from taking 

no action and compare them to the effects of permitting the Proposed Action or an Alternative to the 

Proposed Action. 

 

7.3 IMPACT ASSESSMENT—ROUTING ALTERNATIVES 

The potential impacts that were determined and identified in tenth mile increments for the alternative 

route segments, including potential impacts to scenic attractiveness and sensitive viewers and 

compatibility with or compliance with established agency management objectives (ANF SIOs and BLM 

VRM Classes), were tabulated for each routing alternative. Refer to Section 5.0 Impact Assessment – 

Segments for a detailed description of the methodology used to assess impacts.  

 

Residual impacts to visual resources are quantified by linear mile for each alternative route. Discrepancies 

may exist between the sum of residual impacts for each alternative route and linear mileage of route 

alignments. The discrepancies arise from numerical rounding and resource overlap based on the tenth 

mile scale used for impact analysis in GIS. 

 

7.4 IMPACT RESULTS—ROUTING ALTERNATIVES 

Results of the visual impact assessment for each routing alternative are described in the following section. 

Table 31 is a summary of these visual resource impacts by alternative. Table 32 is a summary of 

approximate ground disturbance estimates for each routing alternative. Refer to Appendix F for a graphic 

representation of the resource impacts. For detailed descriptions of the potential impacts, refer to Section 

8.0. 

 

Resulting Scenic Integrity created as a result of the Project is typically Very Low or Unacceptably Low. 

Areas of resulting Scenic Integrity and level of underachievement after mitigation measures are 

implemented are shown in Appendix E (Impact Table) and Appendix F: Contrast, Scenic Attractiveness 

Impacts, and Resulting Scenic Integrity. 

 

High impacts to high sensitivity viewpoints, including residential, recreation, preservation and travel 

route viewpoints, result from immediate foreground views of all contrast levels or foreground views of 

strong contrast areas along the routing alternatives. Moderate impacts to high sensitivity viewpoints result 

from foreground views of moderate or weak contrast levels or middleground views of strong contrast 

areas along the routing alternatives. High and moderate impacts to sensitive viewpoints are identified and 

discussed in these sections. 
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TABLE 31. VISUAL RESOURCE IMPACT SUMMARY 

    
 

Alternative 
1 (Segments 
A, C, and D) 

Alternative 
2 

(Segments 
A, B, and G) 
- LADWP's 
Proposed 

Action 

Alternative 
2a 

(Segments 
A, B, 2a, 
and G) 

Alternative 3 
(Segments 
A, B, F, and 

I) 

Total Length of Alternative 83.2 60.8 62.6 75.7 

Number of Residences within Immediate Foreground (500 
feet) 

29 63 32 23 

Visual Contrast Level 

Strong 9.4 0.1 1.6 0.8 

Moderate 52.4 13.2 18.0 6.8 

Weak 21.4 47.5 47.8 68.1 

USFS Resulting SI  

Moderate 4.7 3.0 3.0 0.9 

Low 3.5 3.7 4.4 2.1 

Very Low 7.5 6.6 7.3 1.3 

Unacceptably Low 0.4 0.0 0.8 0.2 

    
 

USFS SIO Non-Compliance (miles) 
(-1 to -4 SI/SIO Underachievement) 

 14.5 13.3 15.5 3.6 

Project-Specific Plan Amendment  
(-2 to -4 SI/SIO Underachievement)  

11.4 10.3 12.5 3.6 

SI Result Subject to Forest Supervisor’s 
Approval  
(-1 SI/SIO Underachievement) 

 
3.1 3.0 3.0 0.9 

Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail High Impact / Foreground 
Distance Zone within the ANF(miles) 

0.0 1.5 2.8 0.8 

Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail High Impact / Foreground 
Distance Zone outside the ANF(miles) 

5.5 0.0 0.0 0.5 

BLM Managed Land Without Established VRM Class 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.9 

Scenic Attractiveness Impacts (private 
lands and public lands managed by the 
BLM) 

Class A Moderate 
Impacts 

1.1 0 0 0 

Class B Moderate 
Impacts 

4.5 0 0.8 0.2 

Class C Moderate 
Impacts 

5.9 0 0 0.5 
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Alternative 
1 (Segments 
A, C, and D) 

Alternative 
2 

(Segments 
A, B, and G) 
- LADWP's 
Proposed 

Action 

Alternative 
2a 

(Segments 
A, B, 2a, 
and G) 

Alternative 3 
(Segments 
A, B, F, and 

I) 

Impacts to Sensitive 
Viewpoints 

Residences 

High 8.4 5.8 3.6 6.3 

Moderate 18.7 14.5 16 28.6 

Recreation and 
Preservation 
Viewpoints 

High 7.3 0.4 0 1.8 

Moderate 8.7 0.5 0.5 4.3 

Transportation 
Viewpoints 

High 8.3 2.1 1.2 1.5 

Moderate 7.0 2.7 2.8 7.0 

Overall Residual Impacts  
(Non-ANF Only) 

High 20.4 4.5 4.6 9.0 

Moderate 18.1 11.7 12.5 29.1 

 
Notes: Segments were divided into tenth of mile increments for the purposes of calculating inventory and impact distances. 

Where Segments did not divide evenly into 0.1 mile increments, any remaining distance less than 0.1 mile was rounded up to 0.1 

mile. Thus totals in inventory and impact tables may add up to more than the actual distance of the Segments. 
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TABLE 32. GROUND DISTURBANCE SUMMARY 

Ground Disturbance Level 

Alternative 1  
(Segments A, C, and D) 

Alternative 2  
(Segments A, B, and G) - 

LADWP's Proposed Action 

Alternative 2a 
(Segments A, B, 2a, and G) 

Alternative 3  
(Segments A, B, F, and I) 

Miles1 
Minimum 

Acres2 
Maximum 

Acres3 
Miles1 

Minimum 
Acres2 

Maximum 
Acres3 

Miles1 
Minimum 

Acres2 
Maximum 

Acres3 
Miles1 

Minimum 
Acres2 

Maximum 
Acres3 

1 (0.8 acres per mile) 33.1 26.48 26.48 52.4 41.92 41.92 50.3 40.24 40.24 47.4 37.92 37.92 

2 (1.7 to 3.2 acres per mile) 34.4 58.48 110.08 8.3 14.11 26.56 8.6 14.62 27.52 27.7 47.09 88.64 

3 (2.7 to 5.6 acres per mile) 6.4 17.28 35.84 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

4 (6.0 to 8.9 acres per mile) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

5 (9.5 to 13.4acres per mile) 0.4 3.8 5.36 0.1 0.95 1.34 0.1 0.95 1.34 0.5 4.75 6.7 

6 (13.7 to 17.6 acres per mile) 0.5 6.85 8.8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 1.37 1.76 

Helicopter  
(0.9 to 1.5 acres per mile) 

8.4 7.56 12.6 0 0 0 3.6 3.24 5.4 0 0 0 

Total* 83.2 120.45 199.16 60.8 56.98 69.82 62.6 59.05 74.5 75.7 91.13 135.02 

*Acreage totals do not include the minimal amount of ground disturbance that could occur in Ground Disturbance Level 1 areas. 
1 Miles of Transmission Line 
2 Minimum Acres of Disturbance 
3 Maximum Acres of Disturbance 

 

Notes: Segments were divided into tenth of mile increments for the purposes of calculating inventory and impact distances. Where Segments did not divide evenly into 0.1 mile 

increments, any remaining distance less than 0.1 mile was rounded up to 0.1 mile. Thus totals in inventory and impact tables may add up to more than the actual distance of the 

Segments. 
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No high impacts to scenic quality are expected to occur. Moderate impacts to scenic quality occur in areas 

of Class A, Class B and Class C scenery. Moderate impacts to Class A scenery occur in areas of weak 

visual contrast. Moderate impacts to Class B scenery occur in areas of strong or moderate visual contrast. 

Moderate impacts to Class C scenery occur only in areas of strong visual contrast. Specific areas of 

impacts to Class C scenery are not discussed in this section, but are identified in Appendix E, Visual 

Resources Inventory and Impact Data Table by segment and milepost. 

 

Some level of identifiable impact to scenic attractiveness would occur as long as the transmission line is 

present or would occur for viewers as long as the transmission line is visible. Overall low impact levels 

would occur for all areas of all Segments where a higher impact level was not identified and are not 

discussed in these sections. Low impact levels are identified in Appendix E, Visual Resource Inventory 

and Impact Data Table by segment and milepost, and are also identified in the Appendix F maps. 

 

Mitigation Measures would be effective in reducing impacts, but would not reduce the visual impacts a 

full level (i.e., high to moderate or moderate to low). Refer to Section 6.4 Mitigation Planning for a 

summary of identified locations for each mitigation measure by segment and milepost.  

 

7.4.1 Alternative 1 (Segments A, C, and D) 

From north to south, Alternative 1 passes through the Sierra Nevada Section of the Cascade-Sierra 

Mountains Province, the Great Basin Section of the Basin and Range Province, and the Los Angeles 

Ranges Section of the Pacific Border Province. Within the ANF, the alternative passes through the I-5 

Corridor Place and the Santa Clara Canyons Place. The I-5 Corridor Place is a major utility corridor for 

electricity, fiber optics, natural gas, and crude oil. The Santa Clara Canyons Place is identified as a ―Key 

Place‖ for its natural-appearing and pastoral landscape that functions as a remote Back Country open 

space. The alternative passes through Class A landscapes in the Castaic Lake area, Class B landscapes 

south of Quail Lake and throughout the ANF, and Class C landscapes throughout the Antelope Valley. 

Compliance with ANF SIOs is discussed below. 

 

The north portion of Alternative 1 (Segments A, C, and the north portion of D) is located in generally flat, 

open topography. Vegetation in these areas generally consists of grasslands and agriculture, scrub 

vegetation, and Joshua Tree woodland. After crossing through the Holiday Estates area and passing south 

of Quail Lake, Segment D extends southeast into the ANF and crosses through mountainous terrain. 

Areas of steep terrain where high levels of ground disturbance would be required would be crossed in this 

area, as noted in the ground disturbance summary in Table 32. Within the ANF where access is limited, 

helicopter construction shall be utilized as a mitigation measure to reduce the need for construction of 

new access roads to towers and to minimize ground disturbance. Helicopter construction would occur in 

areas of steep terrain for approximately 8 miles of the alternative. Vegetation in this area generally 

consists of chaparral with some areas of scrub vegetation. The Alternative would generally parallel 

existing transmission lines and would use existing access roads. 

 

Potential impacts to scenic attractiveness on private and BLM lands are generally low, with moderate 

impacts occurring in all Class A areas and some Class B and Class C areas with strong to moderate visual 

contrast levels. Mitigation Measures VIS-5, VIS-8, VIS-12, VIS-13, VIS-14, and VIS-15 would be 

generally implemented for the project to reduce scenic attractiveness impacts. In specific locations (see 

Appendix E), VIS-9, VIS-16, VIS-17, VIS-18, and THREE-CIRCUIT would be implemented to reduce 

scenic attractiveness impacts. (also refer to Appendix F, Contrast, Scenic Attractiveness Impacts, and 

Resulting Scenic Integrity).  

 

Cultural modifications are found throughout the visual resources study corridor and include communities, 

dispersed rural residences and agricultural facilities, agricultural lands, and numerous highways and other 
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roads. The cities of California City and Santa Clarita, and the unincorporated communities of Mojave, 

Holiday Estates, and Castaic are located along the Alternative.  

 

Potential impacts to sensitive viewers would generally range from predominantly low to areas of high and 

moderate impacts. Notable clusters of residences occur in the immediate foreground and foreground 

distance zones in the area where the California Aqueduct and the Los Angeles Aqueduct cross along 

Segment D resulting in high and moderate impacts. Mitigation Measures VIS-7, VIS-8, VIS-10, VIS-11, 

VIS-12, VIS-13, VIS-14 and VIS-15 would generally be used to minimize impacts on residences for this 

Alternative. In specific areas, VIS-2, VIS-3, VIS-9, and VIS-18 would be used to reduce contrasts created 

as a result of the project in areas of high residential visibility (refer to Appendix F, Residential 

Viewpoints Inventory and Impacts map).  

 

The alternative would parallel the Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail in the immediate foreground 

distance zone for several miles in this area. Due to the close proximity the alternative would dominate 

views from the trail, resulting in significant impacts. Alternative 1 would also cross the Pacific Crest 

National Scenic Trail, resulting in significant impacts to potential viewers along the trail, as well as high 

impacts to ANF SIOs. Middleground views from the USFS Templin Vista and San Francisquito Creek 

would result in moderate impacts to potential viewers. In specific areas where the project crosses linear 

features, such as the PCNST, VIS-1 would slightly reduce the dominance and contrast created as a result 

of the project. Other specifically applied mitigation measures, including VIS-2, VIS-9, VIS-17, VIS-18, 

and THREE-CIRCUIT would minimize the effects of the project on sensitive viewers in these areas. 

Refer to Appendix F, Recreation, and Travel Viewpoint Inventory and Impacts map.  

 

The Alternative would cross the Old Ridge Route, a First Priority County Scenic Highway, several times, 

resulting in significant impacts. The alternative would also cross Lancaster Road, a Second Priority 

County Scenic Highway, and San Francisquito Canyon Road, identified by the ANF as a sensitive road. 

Views from both roads would result in significant impacts to potential viewers. Views from Lake Hughes 

Road, Old Ridge Route, and I-5, all Second Priority County Scenic Highways, and State Hwy 14, an 

Eligible State Scenic Highway, would result in significant impacts to potential viewers. Mitigation 

measures VIS-5, VIS-6, VIS-7, VIS-8, VIS-10, VIS-11, VIS-12, VIS-13, VIS-14 and VIS-15 applied 

across the project would reduce contrasts and impacts on travel viewpoints. Other specifically applied 

mitigation measures, including VIS-1, VIS-2, VIS-9, VIS-17, VIS-18, and THREE-CIRCUIT would 

minimize the effects of the project on sensitive viewers in these areas. Refer to Appendix F, Park, 

Recreation, Preservation, and Transportation Sensitive Viewpoints Inventory and Impacts map. 

 

ANF SIO Compliance 

Alternative 1 would cross the second greatest distance of ANF managed lands and would have the second 

greatest distance of plan amendment SIO non-compliance, representing in 70.8% (11.4 miles) of the total 

16.1 mile line length on the ANF. SIO non-compliance subject to the Forest Supervisor‘s approval (-1 

SIO underachievement) would total 3.1 miles for this Alternative. Within the ANF, Alternative 1 would 

cross the I-5 Corridor Place and the Santa Clara Canyons Place. The alternative would have the following 

impacts on the desired condition of the landscape places:  

 

I-5 Corridor Place 

Alternative would alter dramatic natural appearing canyon and rugged mountain views of the I-5 

Corridor Place. It would have minimal impact on the presence of coast live oaks along shaded 

slopes and canyons, as this vegetation type has been avoided by the segment. It would have a 

moderate impact on preservation of a well-defined age class mosaic in chaparral due to clearing 

of chaparral to widen existing access roads, for spur roads, and for structures and construction 

activities that would create deviations from the desired landscape character.  
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Santa Clara Canyons Place 

The alternative would create deviations in the character of the dramatic canyon panoramas and 

rugged mountain background views of the Santa Clara Canyons Place. It would have minimal 

impact on oak woodlands, as this vegetation type has been avoided by the segment. It would have 

a minimal impact on the pastoral qualities of grazing activities. It would have a moderate impact 

on preservation of a well-defined age class mosaic in chaparral due to clearing of chaparral to 

widen existing access roads, for spur roads, and for structures and construction activities.  

 

Located entirely within a designated utility corridor on the ANF, the new transmission line would 

represent a dominant deviation from the desired landscape character and with the existing transmission 

lines would cumulatively result in altered landscape character with moderate to low character expression. 

Scenic integrity levels resulting from Alternative 1 would generally be Very Low to Unacceptably Low 

and would not meet the designated High SIOs or Moderate SIOs. See Appendix F: Contrast, Scenic 

Attractiveness Impacts and Resulting Scenic Integrity for resulting Scenic Integrity along each 

Alternative and SIO underachievement.  

 

The project would be seen in the immediate foreground, foreground and middleground distance zones, 

and deviations would not repeat the form, line color and texture of the overall desired landscape character. 

Contrasts would be moderate to strong, and the future desired character in these areas is to have the 

valued landscape character appear intact, with deviations repeating the form, line, color, texture and 

pattern common to the landscape character. However, compliance with SIOs in certain areas of the ANF 

would occur due to the distant or limited visibility of the project in the seldom seen distance zones from 

high concern viewpoints, and therefore deviations would not be apparent. The Project would be in 

compliance with SIOs for 1.6 miles. On the north end of the I-5 Corridor Place, this alternative would be 

located in the seldom seen distance zone in Moderate SIO areas. Visibility of the Project in these areas is 

shown in the Recreation and Travel Viewpoints Map and locations of resulting Scenic Integrity and SIO 

underachievement are located in Appendix F. 

 

The BRRTP would typically result in Very Low or Low SI, therefore High SIO would typically drop two 

to three levels and a Moderate SI would drop one to two levels, except in the seldom seen distance zones. 

The Project would result in Low SI for 3.5 miles and Very Low SI for 7.5 miles. Unacceptably Low SI 

levels would be created along 0.4 miles of Alternative 1, and Moderate SI along 4.7 miles. A plan 

amendment would be necessary for 11.4 miles of the alternative because the resulting drop of SIO levels 

(-2 to -4) and 3.1 miles of SIO underachievement would be subject to the Forest Supervisor‘s approval. 

Localized areas where Project visibility is limited, viewing variables are present, or mitigation measures 

reduce the impacts of the Project and results in SIO compliance (1.6 miles) as shown in Appendix E and 

F (Contrast, Scenic Attractiveness Impacts and Resulting Scenic Integrity Map).    

 

7.4.2 Alternative 2 (Segments A, B, and G) –LADWP’s Proposed Action 

From north to south, Alternative 2 passes through the Sierra Nevada Section of the Cascade-Sierra 

Mountains Province, the Great Basin Section of the Basin and Range Province, and the Los Angeles 

Ranges Section of the Pacific Border Province. Within the ANF, the alternative passes through the 

Liebre-Sawmill Place and the Santa Clara Canyons Place. The Liebre-Sawmill Place is valued as a desert-

interface landscape and is identified as a ―key place‖ for the attractiveness of its landscape and is 

maintained as a natural-appearing landscape that functions as year-round open space for Los Angeles and 

Antelope Valley residents. Refer to Alternative 1 for a description of the Santa Clara Canyons Place. The 

alternative passes through Class A landscapes northeast of Green Valley, Class B landscapes throughout 

the mountains of the ANF and Portal Ridge north of ANF, and Class C landscapes throughout the 

Antelope Valley and the Leona Valley.  
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Like Alternative 1, the north portion of Alternative 2 is located in the Antelope Valley where topography 

is generally flat and open and vegetation generally consists of grasslands and agriculture, scrub 

vegetation, and Joshua Tree woodland. Alternative 2 extends south through the Leona Valley and into the 

mountainous terrain of the ANF. Like Alternative 1, vegetation in this area generally consists of chaparral 

with some areas of scrub vegetation. The Alternative would generally parallel existing transmission lines 

and would use existing access roads. 

 

Cultural modifications are found throughout the visual resources study corridor and include communities, 

dispersed residences and agricultural facilities, agricultural lands, and numerous highways and other 

roads. The cities of California City and Santa Clarita, and the unincorporated communities of Mojave, 

Antelope Acres, Elizabeth Lake, and Green Valley are located along the Alternative. 

 

Visual impacts for the 230 kV triple-circuit sections and the 230 kV double-circuit sections of Alternative 

2 would generally be similar. The 230 kV triple-circuit structures will generally be taller than the double-

circuit structures and will have a shorter average span, resulting in more structures per mile. However, the 

triple-circuit line will replace the existing BAR-RIN line, resulting in a single line with taller, more 

frequent structures rather than two parallel 230 kV lines with similar structure types and spans. The 

contrast created by a single 230 kV triple-circuit line would be similar to or less than the contrast created 

by a new 230 kV line paralleling an existing 230 kV line. Expected ground disturbance would be 

somewhat less because the existing ROW will be utilized, with no additional ROW acquisition expected. 
 

Potential impacts to scenic attractiveness are generally low, with moderate impacts occurring in all Class 

A areas and some Class B areas with strong to moderate visual contrast levels. Mitigation Measures VIS-

5, VIS-8, VIS-12, VIS-13, VIS-14, and VIS-15 would be generally implemented for the project to reduce 

scenic attractiveness impacts. In specific locations (see Appendix E), VIS-9, VIS-16, VIS-17, VIS-18, 

and THREE-CIRCUIT would be implemented to reduce scenic attractiveness impacts (refer to Appendix 

F, Scenic Quality Inventory and Impacts Map). 

 

Potential impacts to sensitive viewers would generally range from predominantly low to areas of high and 

moderate impacts. A notable cluster of residences in the immediate foreground and foreground distance 

zones occurs in the Elizabeth Lake area and Green Valley area along Segment G. Mitigation Measures 

VIS-7, VIS-8, VIS-10, VIS-11, VIS-12, VIS-13, VIS-14 and VIS-15 would generally be used to 

minimize impacts on residences for this Alternative. In specific areas, VIS-2, VIS-3, VIS-9, and VIS-18 

would be used to reduce contrasts created as a result of the project in areas of high residential visibility 

(refer to Appendix F, Residential Viewpoints Inventory and Impacts map). 

 

Alternative 2 would cross the Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail resulting in significant impacts to 

potential viewers along the trail. The ANF Green Valley Camp Site would have immediate foreground 

views of the Alternative, resulting in significant impacts for potential viewers. Mitigation measures VIS-

5, VIS-6, VIS-7, VIS-8, VIS-10, VIS-11, VIS-12, VIS-13, VIS-14 and VIS-15 applied across the project 

would reduce contrasts and impacts on recreation and preservation viewpoints. In specific areas where the 

project crosses linear features, such as the PCNST, VIS-1 would slightly reduce the dominance and 

contrast created as a result of the project. Other specifically applied mitigation measures, including VIS-2, 

VIS-9, VIS-17, VIS-18, and THREE-CIRCUIT would minimize the effects of the project on sensitive 

viewers in these areas. Refer to Appendix F, Park, Recreation, Preservation, and Transportation Sensitive 

Viewpoints Inventory and Impacts map. 

 

The Alternative would cross Elizabeth Lake Road, a First Priority County Scenic Highway and a 

Palmdale Scenic Highway; San Francisquito Canyon Road, identified by the ANF as a sensitive road; and 

Fairmont-Neenach Road and Johnson Road, both Second Priority County Scenic Highways, resulting in 

significant impacts. Views from State Hwy 14, an Eligible State Scenic Highway; and Lancaster Road, 

Munz Ranch Road, and 120
th
 Street West, all Second Priority County Scenic Highways, would result in 



POWER ENGINEERS, INC. 
BRRTP – VISUAL RESOURCES TECHNICAL REPORT 

ANA 032-153 (PER-02) BRRTP (AUGUST 2011) GF 115244  131 

significant impacts to potential viewers. Mitigation measures VIS-5, VIS-6, VIS-7, VIS-8, VIS-10, VIS-

11, VIS-12, VIS-13, VIS-14 and VIS-15 applied across the project would reduce contrasts and impacts on 

travel viewpoints. Other specifically applied mitigation measures, including VIS-1, VIS-2, VIS-9, VIS-

17, VIS-18, and THREE-CIRCUIT would minimize the effects of the project on sensitive viewers in 

these areas. Refer to Appendix F, Park, Recreation, Preservation, and Transportation Sensitive 

Viewpoints Inventory and Impacts map. 

 

The temporary transmission line needed during the construction of multi-circuit towers, or Shoofly, 

would cross the Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail, resulting in temporary visual impacts. The 

foreground views from the trail would be impacted, and the Shoofly would not be compatible with ANF 

Forest Plan Standard ANF S1, although the impact would be temporary. 

 

Tree trimming/removal areas are parallel to San Francisquito Canyon Road and are generally short in 

length. The trimming and removal will result in an incremental change to the visual setting. While the tree 

trimming and removal will alter the visual setting for viewers from the roadway, the limited nature of the 

clearing and the location along the roadway, which is already a linear clearing in the canyon, will not 

result in significant impacts.  

 

ANF SIO Compliance 

Alternative 2 would result in the second shortest distance of non-compliance with SIOs, representing 

100%  (13.3 miles) of the 13.3 mile total line length on the ANF. The Forest Supervisor‘s approval would 

be necessary for 3.0 mile due to -1 SIO underachievement. Within the ANF, Alternative 2 would cross the 

Liebre-Sawmill Place and the Santa Clara Canyons Place. The alternative would have the following 

impacts on the desired condition of the landscape places:  

 

Liebre-Sawmill Place 

Alternative 2 would alter dramatic desert panoramas and rugged fault-zone background views. It 

would have minimal impact on the marked transition of plant communities from desert to mixed 

sage, black oak, pine and juniper at higher elevations and to visitor access to free-flowing water 

in drainages. The segment would alter the undeveloped appearance of the landscape and would 

increase the visible human influence on the natural setting. 

 

Santa Clara Canyons Place 

The alternative would alter dramatic canyon panoramas and rugged mountain background views 

of the Santa Clara Canyons Place. It would have minimal impact on oak woodlands, as this 

vegetation type has been avoided by the segment. It would have a minimal impact on the pastoral 

qualities of grazing activities. It would have a moderate impact on preservation of a well-defined 

age class mosaic in chaparral due to clearing of chaparral to widen existing access roads, for spur 

roads, and for structures and construction activities. 

 

Located entirely within a designated utility corridor on the ANF, the new transmission line would 

represent a dominant deviation from the desired landscape character and with the existing transmission 

lines would cumulatively result in altered landscape character with moderate to low character expression. 

Scenic integrity levels resulting from Alternative 2 would generally be Low to Very Low, and would not 

meet the designated High SIOs or Moderate SIOs. The Project would result in Moderate SI levels along 

3.0 miles of the Alternative in High SIO, Low SI for 3.7 miles and Very Low SI for 6.6 miles. Contrasts 

would be moderate to strong and the High and Moderate SIOs would not be achieved because the future 

desired character in these areas is to have the valued landscape character appear intact, with deviations 

repeating the form, line, color, texture and pattern common to the landscape character. The SIOs would 

not be met along 13.3 miles of this alternative. A plan amendment would be necessary for 10.3 miles of 

the alternative on ANF lands because the resulting drop in SIO levels (From High or Moderate SIO to 
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Low or Very Low SIO), and 3.0 miles would be subject to the Forest Supervisor‘s approval . See 

Appendix F: Contrast, Scenic Attractiveness Impacts and Resulting Scenic Integrity.  

 

7.4.3 Alternative 2a (Segments A, B, G and 2a) 

Alternative 2a actions are consistent with implementing Alternative 2 due to the similar Segments (A, B, 

and G). The main difference is Segment 2a, which skirts around the Green Valley community. Alternative 

2a would not follow the Section 368 Energy Corridor and USFS 1000-foot wide utility corridor 

containing LADWP‘s existing 230 kV BR-RIN and 500 kV PDCI lines and would replace the Alternative 

2 alignment from MP 6.3 to MP 11.3. Impacts to visual resources are increased due to this localized 

alternative.  

 

A total of 4.5 miles of helicopter construction would be utilized along Segment 2a where access is 

limited, Helicopter construction shall be utilized as a mitigation measure to reduce the need for 

construction of new access roads to towers and to minimize ground disturbance.  

 

The alternative passes through a Class B landscape in a mountainous, undeveloped area of the ANF. 

Cultural modifications generally do not occur along Alternative 2a. Potential impacts to scenic 

attractiveness are generally moderate with predominantly strong visual contrast levels. Mitigation 

Measures VIS-5, VIS-8, VIS-12, VIS-13, VIS-14, and VIS-15 would be generally implemented for the 

project to reduce scenic attractiveness impacts. In specific locations (see Appendix E), VIS-9, VIS-16, 

VIS-17, VIS-18, and THREE-CIRCUIT would be implemented to reduce scenic attractiveness impacts 

(refer to Appendix F, Scenic Quality Inventory and Impacts Map). 

 

Potential impacts to sensitive viewers would generally range from moderate to high. Residences are 

located at both ends of Alternative 2a, where it joins the Alternative 2 alignment. Alternative 2a would 

cross the Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail, resulting in significant impacts to potential viewers along 

the trail. Because Alternative 2a would roughly parallel the general alignment of the Pacific Crest 

National Scenic Trail for approximately two miles, the alternative would result in the greatest impacts to 

the trail within the ANF. Refer to Appendix F, Park, Recreation, Preservation, and Transportation 

Sensitive Viewpoints Inventory and Impacts map. Mitigation Measures VIS-7, VIS-8, VIS-10, VIS-11, 

VIS-12, VIS-13, VIS-14 and VIS-15 would generally be used to minimize impacts on residences for this 

Alternative. In specific areas, VIS-2, VIS-3, VIS-9, and VIS-18 would be used to reduce contrasts created 

as a result of the project in areas of high residential visibility 

 

Views from San Francisquito Canyon Road, identified by the ANF as a sensitive road, would result in 

significant impacts to potential viewers. Views from Elizabeth Lake Road, a First Priority County 

Highway and Palmdale Scenic Highway, and Lake Hughes Road, a Second Priority County Scenic 

Highway, would result in moderate impacts to potential viewers. In specific areas where the project 

crosses linear features, such as the PCNST, VIS-1 would slightly reduce the dominance and contrast 

created as a result of the project. Other specifically applied mitigation measures, including VIS-2, VIS-9, 

VIS-17, VIS-18, and THREE-CIRCUIT would minimize the effects of the project on sensitive viewers in 

these areas. Refer to Appendix F, Park, Recreation, Preservation, and Transportation Sensitive 

Viewpoints Inventory and Impacts map. 

 

The remainder of impacts with Alternative 2a is consistent with Alternative 2.  

 

ANF SIO Compliance 

Alternative 2a would have the longest distance non-compliance with SIOs, representing 100% of the total 

15.5 mile line length on ANF. Within the ANF, Alternative 2a would cross the Liebre-Sawmill Place and 

the Santa Clara Canyons Place. The alternative would have the following impacts on the desired condition 

of the landscape places:  
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Liebre-Sawmill Place 

Alternative 2a would alter dramatic desert panoramas and rugged fault-zone background views. It 

would have minimal impact on the marked transition of plant communities from desert to mixed 

sage, black oak, pine and juniper at higher elevations and to visitor access to free-flowing water 

in drainages. The segment would alter the undeveloped appearance of the landscape and would 

increase the visible human influence on the natural setting. 

Santa Clara Canyons Place 

The alternative would alter dramatic canyon panoramas and rugged mountain background views 

of the Santa Clara Canyons Place. It would have minimal impact on oak woodlands, as this 

vegetation type has been avoided by the segment. It would have a minimal impact on the pastoral 

qualities of grazing activities. It would have a moderate impact on preservation of a well-defined 

age class mosaic in chaparral due to clearing of chaparral to widen existing access roads, for spur 

roads, and for structures and construction activities. 

 

The new transmission line would represent a dominant deviation from the desired landscape character, 

and would not be located entirely within a designated utility corridor. Alternative 2a and the existing 

transmission lines would cumulatively result in altered landscape character with moderate to low 

character expression. Where no existing transmission lines are paralleled, the alternative would also result 

in altered landscape character with moderate to low character expression. Scenic integrity levels resulting 

from the alternative would generally be Low to Unacceptably Low and would not meet the designated 

High SIOs or Moderate SIOs. The Project would result in Low SI for 4.4 miles and Very Low SI for 7.3 

miles. Unacceptably Low SI levels would be created along 0.8 miles and Moderate SI levels along 3.0 

miles of Alternative 3. Contrasts would be moderate to strong and the High and Moderate SIOs would not 

be achieved because the future desired character in these areas is to have the valued landscape character 

appear intact, with deviations repeating the form, line, color, texture and pattern common to the landscape 

character. Non-compliance with SIOs would occur along 15.5 miles of this alternative. A plan 

amendment would be necessary for 12.5 miles of the alternative because the resulting drop of SIO levels 

(From High or Moderate SIO to Low, Very Low or Unacceptably Low SI), and 3.0 miles would be 

subject to the Forest Supervisor‘s approval. See Appendix F: Contrast, Scenic Attractiveness Impacts and 

Resulting Scenic Integrity. 

 

7.4.4 Alternative 3 (Segments A, B, F1, F2, and I) 

From north to south, Alternative 3 passes through the Sierra Nevada Section of the Cascade-Sierra 

Mountains Province, the Great Basin Section of the Basin and Range Province, and the Los Angeles 

Ranges Section of the Pacific Border Province. Within the ANF, the alternative passes through the 

Soledad Front Country Place, which is a ―Key Place‖ in the ANF for its natural-appearing area that 

functions as a scenic backdrop and transitional landscape. The Alternative passes through Class B 

landscapes in mountainous, undeveloped areas east and south of the ANF and Portal Ridge, and Class C 

landscapes throughout the Antelope Valley, the Leona Valley, and east of the ANF.  

 

Potential impacts to scenic attractiveness are generally low, with moderate impacts occurring in some 

Class B areas with strong to moderate visual contrast levels. Mitigation Measures VIS-5, VIS-8, VIS-12, 

VIS-13, VIS-14, and VIS-15 would be generally implemented for the project to reduce scenic 

attractiveness impacts. In specific locations (see Visual Resources Technical Report Appendix E), VIS-9, 

VIS-16, VIS-17, VIS-18, and THREE-CIRCUIT would be implemented to reduce scenic attractiveness 

impacts. (refer to Appendix F, Scenic Quality Inventory and Impacts Map). 

 

Cultural modifications are found throughout the visual resources study corridor and include communities, 

dispersed rural residences and agricultural facilities, agricultural lands, and numerous highways and other 
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roads. The cities of California City and Santa Clarita, and the unincorporated communities of Mojave, 

Antelope Acres, Palmdale, Lancaster, Quartz Hill, and Agua Dulce are located along the Alternative. 

 

Potential impacts to sensitive viewers would generally range from predominantly low to areas of high and 

moderate impacts. Notable clusters of residences in the immediate foreground and foreground distance 

zones occur in the Agua Dulce area and the Bouquet Canyon area of Segment I. Mitigation Measures 

VIS-7, VIS-8, VIS-10, VIS-11, VIS-12, VIS-13, VIS-14 and VIS-15 would generally be used to 

minimize impacts on residences for this Alternative. In specific areas, VIS-2, VIS-3, VIS-9, and VIS-18 

would be used to reduce contrasts created as a result of the project in areas of high residential visibility 

(refer to Appendix F, Residential Viewpoints Inventory and Impacts map). 

 

Alternative 3 would cross the Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail, resulting in significant impacts to 

potential viewers along the trail. The Alternative would also cross trails within the MRCA Ritter Ranch, 

resulting in significant impacts to potential viewers. The Veluzat Motion Picture Ranch would have 

foreground views of the Alternative, resulting in moderate impacts to potential viewers. Mitigation 

measures VIS-5, VIS-6, VIS-7, VIS-8, VIS-10, VIS-11, VIS-12, VIS-13, VIS-14 and VIS-15 applied 

across the project would reduce contrasts and impacts on recreation and preservation viewpoints. In 

specific areas where the project crosses linear features, such as the PCNST, VIS-1 would slightly reduce 

the dominance and contrast created as a result of the project. Other specifically applied mitigation 

measures, including VIS-2, VIS-9, VIS-17, VIS-18, and THREE-CIRCUIT would minimize the effects of 

the project on sensitive viewers in these areas. Refer to Appendix F, Park, Recreation, Preservation, and 

Transportation Sensitive Viewpoints Inventory and Impacts map. 

 

The Alternative would cross Elizabeth Lake Road, a First Priority County Highway and Palmdale Scenic 

Highway; Godde Hill Road, a Second Priority County and Palmdale Scenic Highway; and West Avenue 

K and Vasquez Canyon Road, Second Priority County Scenic Highways, resulting in significant impacts. 

Views from the Sierra Highway, Davenport Road, West Avenue I and 110th
 Street West, all Second 

Priority County Scenic Highways, would result in significant impacts to potential viewers. Mitigation 

measures VIS-5, VIS-6, VIS-7, VIS-8, VIS-10, VIS-11, VIS-12, VIS-13, VIS-14 and VIS-15 applied 

across the project would reduce contrasts and impacts on travel viewpoints. Other specifically applied 

mitigation measures, including VIS-1, VIS-2, VIS-9, VIS-17, VIS-18, and THREE-CIRCUIT would 

minimize the effects of the project on sensitive viewers in these areas. Refer to Appendix F, Park, 

Recreation, Preservation, and Transportation Sensitive Viewpoints Inventory and Impacts map. 

 

ANF SIO Compliance 

Alternative 3 would be in non-compliance with SIOs for the shortest distance of the Alternatives, 

representing 80.0% (3.6 miles) of the total 4.5 mile line length on the ANF. Within the ANF, Alternative 

3 would cross the Soledad Front Country Place. The alternative would have the following impacts on the 

desired condition of the landscape place:  

 

Soledad Front Country Place 

The alternative would generally not alter pine and juniper stands and would have minimal impact 

on preservation of a well-defined age class mosaic with patches in chaparral. The transmission 

line would alter dramatic canyon and rugged mountain views of the Soledad Front Country Place. 

 

Located entirely within a designated utility corridor on the ANF, the new transmission line would 

represent a dominant deviation from the desired landscape character and with the existing transmission 

lines would cumulatively result in altered landscape character with moderate to low character expression. 

Scenic integrity levels resulting from the alternative would generally be Moderate, Low, Very Low or 

Unacceptably Low and would not meet the designated High SIOs. The Project would result in Very Low 

SI for 1.3 miles and Low SI for 2.1 miles. Unacceptably Low SI levels would be created along 0.2 miles 
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of Alternative 3, and Moderate SI along 0.9 miles. Contrasts would be moderate to strong and the High 

and Moderate SIOs would not be achieved because the future desired character in these areas is to have 

the valued landscape character appear intact, with deviations repeating the form, line, color, texture and 

pattern common to the landscape character. Compliance with SIOs would not occur along 3.6 miles of 

this alternative, none of which is subject to the Forest Supervisor‘s approval (-1 SI underachievement). A 

plan amendment would be necessary for 3.6 miles of the alternative because the resulting drop of SI 

levels (From High or Moderate SIO to Moderate, Very Low, or Unacceptably Low SIO) except in 

localized areas where visibility is limited or the resulting SIO is met (0.9 miles). See Appendix F: 

Contrast, Scenic Attractiveness Impacts and Resulting Scenic Integrity. 

 

7.4.5 No Action Alternative 

No direct impacts to visual resource will result through the implementation of the No-Action Alternative. 

Under this alternative the Proposed Project components would not be constructed and the visual character 

of the area and viewing conditions would remain unchanged.  

 

7.5 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

7.5.1 Introduction 

Cumulative environmental impacts refer to two or more individual effects which, when considered 

together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts. Cumulative 

impacts may be considerable when the incremental impacts of the Project are viewed in combination with 

other related past, present, and reasonable foreseeable future projects or activities. Please see Figure 28 

for a map of cumulative projects in the BRRTP area. 

 

Generally, the first manmade objects in a natural setting cause the most noticeable change because of the 

contrast of form, line, color and texture with the surroundings. Each successive change becomes less 

noticeable than the first. However, the sum of all the changes (e.g., form, line, color and texture) is more 

evident to the casual observer. Likewise, the first transmission line in a natural area normally causes the 

greatest incremental change. The cumulative visual impact of a corridor increases with the addition of 

each new line. Hence, a multi-line corridor would be more visible at greater distances than a single 

transmission line because of the cumulative contrast with the natural landscape. 

 

The Project would combine with the visual effects of existing transmission lines, cumulatively resulting 

in increased structure sizes and causing an increase in structure prominence and alteration of landscape 

character and a comparable decrease in the scenic attractiveness of impacted landscapes. These increases 

in structure prominence could result in significant cumulative impacts. The Project would also combine 

with the visual effects of other types of present and reasonable foreseeable actions, including generation 

projects, transportation and public facilities, and community and recreation developments that would 

contribute to the cumulative contrast with the existing landscape and resulting visual effects.  

 

7.5.2 Impact Area 

The BRRTP visual study corridor was used as the geographic boundary for the analysis of cumulative 

impacts to visual resources. The study corridor extends three miles on either side of the assumed 

centerlines of the alternative route segments. Within the ANF, the visual study corridor was expanded to a 

10-mile wide study corridor (five miles on each side of the centerline for each segment).  
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FIGURE 28. CUMULATIVE PROJECTS 
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7.5.3 Present and Reasonable Foreseeable Actions 

Projects identified within the BRRTP visual study corridor that could contribute to cumulative visual 

impacts include proposed transmission lines, transportation and public facilities, applications for 

generation projects like wind energy and solar farms, and large-scale community developments and 

recreation projects.  

 

Refer to the chart below for a list of projects in the visual study corridor that could contribute to 

cumulative impacts to visual resources.  

 

Project Type Projects 

Transmission Projects Antelope Transmission Project; Tehachapi Renewable Transmission Project 

Generation Projects (Wind and 
Solar) 

Alta East Wind Project; Alta Wind Energy Center; Alta-Oak Creek Mojave Project; 
Antelope Valley Solar Project; AV Solar Ranch One; Beacon Solar Energy Project; 
Catalina Renewable Energy Project; Clearvista Wind Project; Edwards Air Force Base 
Solar Project; Lower West Wind Energy Project; Monte Vista Solar Array; North Sky River 
Wind Project; Pacific Wind Energy Project; PdV Wind Energy Project; Pine Canyon Wind 
Project; Pine Tree Solar Project; Ridge Rider Solar Park Project; Rising Tree Wind Farm; 
Rosamond Solar Array Project; Rosamond Solar Project; Sand Canyon Wind Projects; 
Willow Springs Solar Array Project; Windstar Wind Energy Project; proposed wind and 
solar projects on BLM land  

Transportation and Public 
Facilities 

California High Speed Rail; Pacific Pipeline Storm Relocation Project and Access Road 
Repairs; Antelope Valley Water Bank Project; Soledad Canyon Cemex Project 

Community Development Centennial, California 

 

 

7.5.4 Direct and Indirect Impacts Summary 

The proposed Project, in addition to future development/disturbance throughout the study corridor, may 

increase direct and indirect impacts to visual resources. Cumulative visual contrast levels increase as 

man-made features are added, vegetation is cleared, or landforms are disturbed or altered. The resulting 

visual effects accumulate with each successive project constructed. Cumulative impacts may occur for the 

following: 

 

 Scenic Attractiveness 

 Sensitive Viewpoints (Residences, Recreation and Preservation Sites, Transportation Corridors, 

Visually Sensitive Cultural Sites) 

 Compatibility with Agency Management Objectives 

 

Visual impacts from the construction and operation of a 230 kV transmission line are typically direct. 

Cumulative visual impacts would result from the visibility of the Project and other actions from sensitive 

viewpoints and from the visual contrast of the Project and other actions with the inherent aesthetic values 

of the landscape.  

 

The significance of the cumulative impact would depend on the level of visual contrast between the 

existing surroundings and the Project, the degree to which the scenic quality of the surroundings was 

diminished, visibility of the Project and other actions from sensitive viewers, and compatibility of 

contrast levels with Agency Management Objectives. Potential visual impacts tend to be greatest when 

there are high sensitivity levels coupled with close views and highly contrasting project elements.  
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7.5.5 Cumulative Effects Evaluation 

All segments, with the exceptions of Segments 2a (Alternative 2a), C (Alternative 1), and part of D 

(Alternative 1) would parallel existing transmission lines. Generally, the first manmade objects in a 

natural setting cause the most noticeable change because of the contrast of form, line, color and texture 

with the surroundings. However, each successive change becomes less noticeable than the first. The sum 

of all the changes (e.g., form, line, color and texture) is more evident to the casual observer. Likewise, the 

first transmission line in a natural area normally causes the greatest incremental change. The cumulative 

visual impact of a corridor increases with the addition of each new line. Hence, a multi-line corridor 

would be more visible at greater distances than a single transmission line because of the cumulative 

contrast with the natural landscape. 

 

The Project would combine with visual effects of existing transmission lines and would cumulatively 

result in increased structure sizes that would cause a significant increase in structure prominence and 

alteration of landscape character, and a comparable decrease in the scenic attractiveness of impacted 

landscapes. Sensitive viewers with views of the existing transmission corridors are already impacted by 

the cumulative effects of the existing lines. These increases in structure prominence could be considerable 

and could result in substantial cumulative impacts. 

 

All alternative routes would contribute to cumulative effects on scenic attractiveness and to sensitive 

viewers. North of the ANF, cumulative impacts would be increased where the alternatives cross or are in 

close proximity to the Antelope Transmission Project, the Tehachapi Renewable Transmission Project, 

Beacon Solar Energy Project, the Alta Wind Energy Center, the Windstar Wind Energy Project, the PdV 

Wind Energy Project, the AV Solar Ranch One Project, other projects shown in the above table, and any 

development on lands included in BLM applications for wind or solar generation. These projects would 

potentially result in structure contrast due to highly visible wind turbines, solar collectors, and 

transmission towers and conductors; and landform and vegetation contrast created by vegetation clearing 

and grading for access roads and construction areas. The California High Speed Rail and the Antelope 

Valley Water Bank Project would contribute to cumulative impacts in this area due to landform and 

vegetation contrast created by vegetation clearing and grading. The Centennial, California project would 

also result in landform and vegetation contrast due to clearing and grading and structure contrast due to 

the addition of large numbers of structures. Within the ANF, Alternative 1 the Pacific Pipeline Storm 

Relocation Project and Access Road Repairs project would contribute to cumulative effects. The project 

would potentially create landform and vegetation contrast due to vegetation clearing and grading. 

 

Scenic Attractiveness 

Cumulative impacts to scenic attractiveness would result from the visual contrast of the proposed Project 

and other actions with the inherent aesthetic values of the landscape. While cumulative impacts would 

occur for Scenic Attractiveness Class C areas, these impacts would generally be low. Greater impacts 

would occur for Scenic Attractiveness Class A and Class B areas, which include a Class A area in the 

Castaic Lake area and Class B areas including the ANF, the Leona Valley, the Ritter Ranch Area, the 

Antelope Valley Poppy Reserve area, areas west and south of Castaic Lake, and areas between the ANF 

and Agua Dulce. The majority of cumulative impacts to scenic attractiveness would result from the 

combination of the proposed Project with the visual effects of existing transmission lines. Present and 

reasonably foreseeable actions combined with the proposed Project would contribute to cumulative 

impacts to Class B Scenic attractiveness, and include the Pacific Pipeline Storm Relocation Project and 

Access Road Repairs, and AV Solar Ranch One. 

 



POWER ENGINEERS, INC. 
BRRTP – VISUAL RESOURCES TECHNICAL REPORT 

ANA 032-153 (PER-02) BRRTP (AUGUST 2011) GF 115244  141 

Sensitive Viewpoints 

The proposed Project and other projects discussed above that would be visible from the same sensitive 

viewpoint or viewed in sequence along a sensitive transportation corridor would contribute to cumulative 

impacts for sensitive viewers.  

 

Viewers that would potentially be impacted by the combination of the proposed Project and other actions 

are primarily residences. Viewers along State Highway 14, an eligible state scenic highway, would 

potentially be impacted by the Project in combination with development on lands identified in BLM 

applications for wind or solar generation and with the California High Speed Rail Project. Cumulative 

impacts would potentially occur for the Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail due to views of Alternative 1 

in combination with the PdV Wind Energy Project and the Antelope Valley Water Bank Project. Views 

from the Antelope Valley California Poppy Reserve would potentially be impacted by the Project in 

combination with the Antelope Valley Water Bank Project. Views from several sensitive roadways, 

including Lancaster Road and the Old Ridge Route, both Second Priority County Scenic Highways, 

would be potentially impacted by views of Alternative 1 in combination with the Centennial, California 

project. 

 

Within the ANF, Alternative 1 would increase cumulative impacts to sensitive viewpoints where it would 

be in close proximity with the Pacific Pipeline Storm Relocation Project and Access Road Repairs 

project, which would create landform and vegetation contrast due to vegetation clearing and grading. 

Sensitive viewpoints that would potentially be impacted include the Templin vista point; Old Ridge Route 

, a First Priority County Scenic Highway; and I-5, a Second Priority County Scenic Highway. 

 

Agency Management Objectives 

Forest Plan Part 3, S9 is as follows: 

 

S9: Design management activities to meet the Scenic Integrity Objectives (SIOs) shown on the 

Scenic Integrity Objectives Map.  

 

The majority of the ANF that would be crossed by the Alternatives is designated as having a High SIO. A 

transmission line is not typically compatible with the High SIO classification. Neither the existing 

transmission lines that would be paralleled by the Project within the ANF nor the Project are compatible 

with the established High SIO. Mitigation measures, listed in Section 6.4 may be effective at decreasing 

the visual contrast of the Project, however, they will not be adequate to achieve the High SIO. A Project-

Specific Plan Amendment is required for the Project to cross High SIO areas of the ANF.  

 

Forest Plan Part 2, ANF S1 is as follows: 

 

ANF S1 -Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail -Protect scenic integrity of foreground views as well 

as from designated viewpoints. Where practicable, avoid establishing nonconforming land uses 

within the viewshed of the trail.  

 

Within the ANF, Alternative 1, Alternative 2, Alternative 2a, and Alternative 3 would contribute to 

cumulative impacts to the Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail where it is crossed and where foreground 

views of the Project would occur. Neither the existing transmission lines that would be paralleled by the 

Project within the ANF nor the Project meet the Plan Standard. Mitigation measures, listed in Section 6.4, 

may be effective at decreasing the impact of the Project to the trail, however, they will not be adequate to 

meet the Plan Standard. A Plan Amendment is required for the areas of the Project that would impact the 

trail. 
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9.0 LIST OF APPENDICES 

Appendix A 

Table A-1 BLM Visual Resource Management Classes and USFS Scenic Integrity Objectives 

Table A-2 BLM Scenic Quality/USFS Scenic Attractiveness 

Table A-3 Scenic attractiveness Criteria 

Table A-4 Scenic attractiveness Inventory and Evaluation Chart 

Table A-5 Visual quality Criteria 

Table A-6 Visual quality Inventory and Evaluation Chart 

Table A-7 Scenic attractiveness and Visual quality Classes 

Table A-8 Sensitive Viewpoints and ANF High Concern Viewpoints 

 

Appendix B 

Scenic attractiveness Rating Unit Sheet 

Visual quality Rating Unit Sheet 

 

Appendix C 

Photo Simulation Locations 

Photo-Simulation 1 

Photo-Simulation 2 

Photo-Simulation 3 

Photo-Simulation 4 

Photo-Simulation 5 

Photo-Simulation 6 

Photo-Simulation 7 

Photo-Simulation 8 

Photo-Simulation 9 

Photo-Simulation 10 

Photo-Simulation 11 

Photo-Simulation 12 

Photo-Simulation 13 

Photo-Simulation 14 

Photo-Simulation 15 - ANF Viewpoint of High Concern 1 

Photo-Simulation 16 - ANF Viewpoint of High Concern 2 

Photo-Simulation 17 - ANF Viewpoint of High Concern 3 

Photo-Simulation 18 - ANF Viewpoint of High Concern 4 

Photo-Simulation 19 - ANF Viewpoint of High Concern 5  

Photo-Simulation 20 - ANF Viewpoint of High Concern 6 

Photo-Simulation 21 - ANF Viewpoint of High Concern 7 

 

Appendix D  

Visual Photo Location Points 

Representative Viewpoints 

 

Appendix E 

Visual Resources Inventory and Impacts Data Table 

 

Appendix F 

ANF Existing SIO Map 

Overall Residual Impacts Map 

Contrast, Scenic Attractiveness Impacts, and Resulting Scenic Integrity 



POWER ENGINEERS, INC. 
BRRTP – VISUAL RESOURCES TECHNICAL REPORT 

ANA 032-153 (PER-02) BRRTP (AUGUST 2011) GF 115244  145 

Recreation and Travel Viewpoints Inventory and Impacts Map 

Residential Viewpoints Inventory and Impacts Map 

 

Appendix G 

Detailed Construction, Operations and Maintenance Process 
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