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In accordance with Chairman Woodall’s November 15, 2006, electronic request,
Southern California Edison Company (“SCE”) submits the attached excerpts from the
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (“EIR/EIS”) that it
may reference during its oral closing argument. SCE’s excerpts include the summary of
Final EIR/EIS conclusions, discussions of alternatives considered, responses to
comments of the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service relating to the Kofa National Wildlife
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Devers—Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

processes within their respective states, while the BLM will conduct permitting on federal land in both
states. This Executive Summary (ES) provides an overview of the Proposed Project and alternatives con-
sidered, and the environmental findings and mitigation measures of the EIR/EIS.

1.2 Summary of Braft-Final EIR/EIS Conclusions

This EIR/EIS analyzes the environmental impacts of SCE’s Proposed Project as well as alternatives that
were developed as a result of public and agency input during the scoping process. Full analysis is pre-
sented in the EIR/EIS for seven alternatives to the Devers-Harquahala segment of the Proposed Project,
including one project alternative and one alternative to the upgrades proposed west of Devers Substa-
tion. As documented in detail in the Alternatives Screening Report (Appendix 1 to the Draft—Final
EIR/EIS), 26 additional alternatives were also considered but eliminated from detailed consideration.

Based on comparison of the environmental impacts of the Proposed Project and alternatives, the Envi-
ronmentally Superior Alternative/Environmentally Preferable Alternative is identified. Based on com-
parison of the environmental impacts of the Proposed Project and alternatives, the Environmentally Supe-
rior Alternative/Environmentally Preferable Alternative has been identified as follows (see additional
detail in Section ES.5 of this Executive Summary):

e Harquahala Junction Switchyard (the project would begin at this point)

e Proposed Project route from Harquahala Junction Switchyard to east of Alligator Rock
e Alligator Rock-North of Desert Center Alternative to west of Alligator Rock

e Proposed Project route from west of Alligator Rock to Devers Substation

e Proposed West of Devers upgrades unless determined to be infeasible, in which case the Devers-Valley
No. 2 Alternative would be constructed.

The following sections provide the reader with a brief description of the Proposed Project and alterna-
tives (including alternatives analyzed in detail and those eliminated from detailed consideration), a sum-
mary of environmental impacts in each environmental issue area, a summary of the comparison of alter-
natives, and tables listing all impacts identified in the Braf-Final EIR/EIS.

1.3 Description of the Proposed Project

SCE proposes to construct a new 230-mile, 500 kV electric transmission line between Devers Substa-
tion in California and Harquahala Generating Substation in Arizona (referred to as “Devers-Harquahala”
or D-H) and also to replace 48.2 miles of 230 kV transmission lines in California (referred to as “West
of Devers” or WOD upgrades). The upgraded lines would connect directly to the Devers 230 kV bus. The
entire project would span 278 miles, with approximately 176 miles in California and 102 miles in Arizona.
Section B presents a detailed description of the Proposed Project; the general location is illustrated in
Figure ES-1.

The proposed route for the DPV2 transmission line is located generally parallel to SCE’s existing DPV1
transmission line route. The majority of the proposed Devers-Harquahala 500 kV transmission line
would be constructed within the 130-foot-wide ROW on public land granted in perpetuity to SCE for
the DPV2 project by the BLM in 1989. The ROW was granted for a total of 149.9 linear miles of pub-
lic land between Devers and PVNGS, 57.2 miles in California and 92.7 miles in Arizona, including
land managed by the BLM, USFWS, U.S. Department of Defense (DOD), and U.S. Bureau of Reclama-
tion (BOR). Each of the components is described below.
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Devers—Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

o Noise: Permanent noise levels along the ROW would increase due to corona noise from operation
of the transmission lines.

While the environmental impacts of the Proposed Project would be less than those of the Devers-Valley
No. 2 Alternative, the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative is feasible and would be constructed within an
existing transmission corridor.

Conclusion: Based only on environmental factors, the West of Devers portion of the Proposed Project
is preferred over the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative. However, the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative
would also be in an existing transmission corridor, and it would be feasible to construct. If the Proposed
Project is found to be infeasible, the alternative would meet project objectives and allow the entire DPV2
Project to be successfully constructed.

5.2.3 Definition of Environmentally Superior/Preferred Alternative and BLM Agency Preferred
Alternative

The conclusions described above for the various alternatives result in the following environmental superior and
BLM agency preferred alternative:

¢ Harquahala Junction Switchyard (the project would begin at this point)

e Proposed Project route from Harquahala Junction Switchyard to east of Alligator Rock
o Alligator Rock-North of Desert Center Alternative to west of Alligator Rock

e Proposed Project route from west of Alligator Rock to Devers Substation

e The SCE Midpoint Substation and the Midpoint-DSW Substation are equally environmentally
superior/preferable

e Proposed West of Devers upgrades unless determined to be infeasible, in which case the Devers-
Valley No. 2 Alternative would be constructed.

The environmentally superior/preferred transmission line route is illustrated in Figures ES-4a and ES-4b.

5.2.4 No Project Alternative vs. the Environmentally Superior Alternative

The No Project Alternative is described in Section 2.2.4 above, and although no specific development
scenario is envisioned, certain consequences can be identified without undue speculation. The absence of
the Proposed Project may lead SCE or other developers to pursue other actions to achieve the objectives
of the Proposed Project. The events or actions that are reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable
future would primarily result from operation of gas-fired turbine generators and new transmission lines.
These long-term operational impacts include substantial air emissions and ongoing noise near the generators,
as well as visual impacts of the new transmission lines and generators depending on their locations.

Therefore, because the No Project Alternative could also require construction of transmission lines with
impacts similar to those described for the Proposed Project, as well as impacts of generation sources,
the No Project Alternative is not found to be superior to the Environmentally Superior Alternative as
defined above.

October 2006 ES-67 Final EIR/EIS
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Devers—Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project
C. ALTERNATIVES

C. Alternatives

This section summarizes the information presented in Appendix 1 to this EIR/EIS, Alternatives Screening
Report, which contains detailed documentation and maps of all alternatives suggested for EIR/EIS considera-
tion. This section is organized as follows: Section C.1 is an overview of the alternatives screening process;
Section C.2 describes the methodology used for alternatives evaluation; Section C.3 presents a summary of
which alternatives have been selected for full EIR/EIS analysis and which have been eliminated based on
CEQA criteria; Section C.4 describes the alternatives that have been retained for full EIR/EIS analysis
within each individual issue area in Section D; and Section C.5 presents descriptions of each alternative
that was eliminated from EIR/EIS analysis and explains why each was eliminated. Section C.6 describes
the No Project Alternative.

C.1 Alternatives Development and Screening Process

One of the most important aspects of the environmental review process is the identification and assessment of
reasonable alternatives that have the potential for avoiding or minimizing the impacts of a Proposed Proj-
ect. In addition to mandating consideration of the No Project Alternative, CEQA Guidelines (Section
15126(d)) emphasize the selection of a reasonable range of technically feasible alternatives and adequate
assessment of these alternatives to allow for a comparative analysis for consideration by decision-makers.
CEQA Guidelines state that the discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives capable of eliminat-
ing or reducing significant adverse environmental effects of a Proposed Project, even if these alternatives
would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or would be more costly. However,
CEQA Guidelines declare that an EIR need not consider an alternative whose effects cannot be rea-
sonably ascertained and whose implementation is remote or speculative.

The Proposed Project is described in detail in Section B of this EIR. Appendix 1 describes the alternatives
screening analysis that has been conducted for the Proposed Project and provides a record of the
screening criteria and results that were reached regarding alternatives carried forward for full EIR/EIS
analysis and alternatives eliminated. Appendix ! documents: (1) the range of alternatives that was sug-
gested and evaluated; (2) the approach and methods used to screen the feasibility of these alternatives
according to guidelines established under CEQA; and (3) the results of the alternatives screening. For
alternatives that were eliminated from EIR consideration, Appendix 1 explains in detail the rationale for
elimination. “Non-wires alternatives” ' are addressed as well.

Numerous alternatives to the Proposed Project were suggested during the scoping period (October 25 to
November 28, 2005 and December 7, 2005 to January 20, 2006) by the general public, and federal, State
and local agencies after SCE filed its Application for a CPCN. Other alternatives were developed by
EIR/EIS preparers or presented by SCE in its PEA.

In total, the alternatives screening process has culminated in the identification and preliminary screening
of 35 potential alternatives. These alternatives range from minor routing adjustments to SCE’s Proposed
Project location, to entirely different transmission line routes, to alternative energy technologies, as well as
non-wires alternatives.

Non-wires alternatives” include methods of meeting project objectives that do not require major transmission

lines (e.g., baseload generation. distributed generation, renewable energy supplies, conservation and demand-
side managemenlt, etc.).

October 2006 C-1 Final EIR/EIS
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C.2 Alternatives Screening Methodology
The evaluation of the alternatives used a screening process that consisted of three steps:
Step 1:  Clearly define each alternative to allow comparative evaluation

Step 2:  Evaluate each alternative in comparison with the Proposed Project, using CEQA/NEPA criteria
(defined below)

Step 3:  Based on the results of Step 2, determine the suitability of the each alternative for full analysis in
the EIR/EIS. If the alternative is unsuitable, eliminate it from further consideration.

C.2.1 CEQA and NEPA Requirements for Alternatives

After completion of the steps defined above, the advantages and disadvantages of the alternatives are
carefully weighed with respect to CEQA and NEPA criteria for consideration of alternatives. Both CEQA
and NEPA provide guidance on selecting a reasonable range of alternatives for evaluation in an EIR and
EIS, and the requirements are similar. This alternatives screening and evaluation process satisfies both
State and federal requirements. The CEQA and NEPA requirements for selection of alternatives are
described below.

C.2.1.1 CEQA

An important aspect of EIR preparation is the identification and assessment of reasonable alternatives that
have the potential for avoiding or minimizing the impacts of a Proposed Project. In addition to mandating
consideration of the No Project Alternative, the State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.6(e)) emphasize the
selection of a reasonable range of feasible alternatives and adequate assessment of these alternatives to
allow for a comparative analysis for consideration by decision-makers. The State CEQA Guidelines (Sec-
tion 15126.6(a)) state that:

An EIR shall describe a reasonable range of alternatives to the project, or to the location
of the project, which would feasibly artain most of the basic objectives of the project but
would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evalu-
ate the comparative merits of the alternatives. An EIR need not consider every conceivable
alternative 1o a project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible
alternatives that will foster informed decisionmaking and public participation.

In order to comply with CEQA’s requirements, each alternative that has been suggested or developed for
this project has been evaluated in three ways:

o Does the alternative accomplish all or most of the basic project objectives?
o Is the alternative feasible (from economic, environmental, legal, social, technological standpoints)?

e Does the alternative avoid or substantially lessen any significant effects of the Proposed Project
(including consideration of whether the alternative itself could create significant effects potentially
greater than those of the Proposed Project)?

Each of these bullets is described in more detail in the following sections.

Final EIR/EIS C-2 October 2006
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C.2.1.2 Consistency with Project Objectives

The State CEQA Guidelines require the consideration of alternatives capable of eliminating or reducing sig-
nificant environmental effects even though they may “impede to some degree the attainment of project
objectives” (Section 16126.6(b)). Therefore, it is not required that each alternative meet all of SCE’s
objectives. In its Proponent’s Environmental Assessment (PEA), SCE has identified the following four
objectives for the Proposed Project:

e Increase California’s Transmission Import Capability. According to SCE, DPV2 will increase
California’s transmission import capability by 1,200 MW providing greater access to sources of low-
cost energy currently operating in the Southwest. The Southwest region currently has over 6,000 MW
of surplus generation, some of which may be imported into California. The Southwest Transmission
Expansion Planning (STEP) working group independently concluded a similar magnitude of genera-
tion is available for import into California. Increased access to energy in the Southwest is forecasted
to lower total energy costs and substantially benefit California consumers. SCE’s economic analysis
concluded that DPV?2 provides $1.1 billion of benefits to California consumers over the life of the
project, and has a benefit-to-cost ratio of 1.7:1.

e Enhance the Competitive Energy Market. SCE states that it believes it is in California's interest to
encourage investment in new generation infrastructure through the construction of needed
high-voltage transmission lines. This is consistent with the Energy Action Plan I, which was adopted
in September 2005 by the CPUC and the California Energy Commission for California (CPUC &
CEC, 2005). Transmission infrastructure is necessary for a competitive market, and is vital to
integrating new generation additions (CPUC, 2004). SCE states that DPV2 is expected to enhance
competition amongst energy suppliers by increasing access to the California energy market, providing
siting incentives for future energy suppliers, and providing additional import capability. Facilitating a
competitive energy market in the Southwest may also create employment opportunities, which are
beneficial to the economy and industries in Arizona and California.

e Support the Energy Market in the Southwest. The Western Electricity Coordinating Council
(WECC) transmission system is an interstate regional system (including Northwestern Mexico and
Western Canadian provinces) that links power generation resources with customer loads in a complex
electrical network. DPV2 will expand this network and increase the ability for California and the
Southwest to pool resources for ancillary services, and provide emergency support in the event of
generating unit outages or natural disasters.

e Provide Increased Reliability, Insurance Value, and Operating Flexibility. DPV2 would improve
the reliability of the regional transmission system, providing insurance against major outages such as the
loss of a major generating facility or of another high-voltage transmission line.

The CAISO conducted an independent review of DPV2 and also found the DPV2 project to be a neces-
sary and cost-effective addition to the CAISO controlled grid.? The CAISO Board approved the DPV2
project on February 24, 2005 and directed SCE to proceed with the permitting and construction of the
transmission project, preferably to the completed by the summer of 2009. However, because the project is
designed to provide economic benefits and it is not primarily a reliability enhancement project, SCE did
not present a specific project objective related to the date of project operation.

C.2.1.3 Feasibility

The State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15364) define feasibility as:

2 http://www.caiso.com/docs/09003a6080/34/e4/09003a608034440.pdf.
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... capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time,
taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors.

The alternatives screening analysis is largely governed by what CEQA terms the “rule of reason,” meaning
that the analysis should remain focused, not on every possible eventuality, but rather on the alternatives nec-
essary to permit a reasoned choice. Furthermore, of the alternatives identified, the EIR is expected to fully
analyze those alternatives that are feasible, while still meeting most of the project objectives.

According to the State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.6()(1)), among the factors that may be taken into
account when addressing the feasibility of alternatives include site suitability, economic viability, availa-
bility of infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans or other regulatory limitations, jurisdictional
boundaries, and proponent’s control over alternative sites in determining the range of alternatives to be
evaluated in the EIR. For the screening analysis, the feasibility of potential alternatives was assessed
taking the following factors into consideration:

¢ TFconomic Feasibility. Is the alternative so costly that implementation would be prohibitive? The State
CEQA Guidelines require consideration of alternatives capable of eliminating or reducing significant envi-
ronmental effects even though they may “impede to some degree the attainment of project objectives or
would be more costly” (Guidelines Section 16126.6(b)). The Court of Appeals added in Goleta Valley v.
Board of Supervisors (2nd Dist. 1988) 197 Cal. App.3d, p. 1181 (see also Kings County Farm Bureau v. City
of Hanford (5th Dist. 1990) 221 Cal. App.3d 692, 736 [270 Cal. Rptr. 650]): “[t]he fact that an alternative
may be more expensive or less profitable is not sufficient to show that the alternative is financially infeasible.
What is required is evidence that the additional costs or lost profitability are sufficiently severe as to render it
impractical to proceed with project.”

e Environmental Feasibility. Would implementation of the altemative cause substantially greater environ-
mental damage than the Proposed Project, thereby making the alternative clearly inferior from an environ-
mental standpoint? This issue is primarily addressed in terms of the alternative’s potential to eliminate signif-
icant effects of the Proposed Project, as discussed in Section 2.2.1.3 below.

o Legal Feasibility. Does the alternative have the potential to avoid lands that have legal protection that
may prohibit or substantially limit the feasibility of permitting a high voltage transmission line?

¢ Regulatory Feasibility. Do regulatory restrictions substantially limit the likelihood of successtul per-
mitting of a high-voltage transmission line? Is the alternative consistent with regulatory standards for
transmission system design, operation, and maintenance?

Lands that are afforded legal protections that would prohibit the construction of the project, or require
an act of Congress for permitting, are considered less feasible locations for the project. These land use
designations include wilderness areas, wilderness study areas, restricted military bases, airports and
Indian reservations. Information on potential legal constraints of each alternative has been compiled
from laws, regulations, and local jurisdictions, as well as a review of federal, State, and local agency
land management plans and policies.

e Social Feasibility. Would the alternative cause significant damage to the socioeconomic structure of the
community and be inconsistent with important community values and needs? Similar to the environmental
feasibility addressed above, this subject is primarily considered in consideration of significant environmental
effects.

¢ Technical Feasibility. [s the alternative feasible from a technological perspective, considering available
technology? Are there any construction, operation, or maintenance constraints that cannot be overcome?

Final EIR/EIS C-4 October 2006
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C.2.1.4 Potential to Eliminate Significant Environmental Effects

A key CEQA requirement for an alternative is that it must have the potential to “avoid or substantially
lessen any of the significant effects of the project” (State CEQA Guidelines Section 16126.6(a)). If an alterna-
tive is identified that clearly does not have the potential to provide an overall environmental advantage as
compared to the Propased Project. it is usually climinated from further consideration. At the screening
stage, it is not possible to evaluate all of the impacts of the alternatives in comparison to the Proposed
Project with absolute certainty, nor is it possible to quantity impacts. However, it is possible to identify
elements of an alternative that are likely to be the sources of impact and to relate them, to the extent pos-
sible, to general conditions in the subject area.

Table Ap.1-1 in Appendix 1 presents a summary of the potential significant effects of the Proposed Project.
This impact summary was prepared prior to completion of the EIR/EIS analysis, so it may not be com-
plete in comparison to the detailed analysis now presented in Section D of this EIR/EIS. However, the
impacts in the table are representative of those resulting from preliminary EIR/EIS preparation and were
therefore used to determine whether an alternative met this CEQA requirement.

C.2.2 NEPA

According to the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) NEPA Regulations (40 C.F.R. 1502.14), an
EIS must present the environmental impacts of the proposed action and alternatives in comparative form,
defining the issues and providing a clear basis for choice by decision-makers and the public. The alterna-
tives section shall:

a) Rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and for alternatives
which were eliminated from detailed study, briefly discuss the reasons for their having been
eliminated.

b) Devote substantial treatment to each alternative considered in detail including the proposed
action so that reviewers may evaluate their comparative merits.

¢) Include reasonable alternatives not within the jurisdiction of the lead agency.
d) Include the alternative of no action.

e) Identify the agency’s preferred alternative or alternatives, if one or more exists, in the draft
statement and identify such alternative in the final statement unless another law prohibits
the expression of such a preference.

f) Include appropriate mitigation measures not already included in the proposed action or
alternatives.

The CEQ has stated that “[r]Jeasonable alternatives include those that are practical or feasible from the
technical and economic standpoint and using common sense rather than simply desirable from the
standpoint of the applicant” (CEQ, 1983).

In addition to the CEQ NEPA regulations, CEQ has issued a variety of general guidance memoranda and
reports that concern the implementation of NEPA. One of the most frequently cited resources for NEPA
practice is CEQ’s Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ’s NEPA Regulations (Forty Questions).
Although a reviewing federal court does not always give the Forty Questions the same deference as it
does the CEQ NEPA Regulations, in some situations the Forty Questions have been persuasive to the
judiciary. For example in one decision, a federal court relied heavily on one of the Forty Questions in
interpreting the treatment of alternatives under NEPA [American Rivers et al. v. Federal Energy Regula-
tory Commission, 187 F.3d 1007 (9th Cir. 1999)] (Bass et al., 2001).

October 2006 C-5 Final EIR/EIS
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In general, alternatives are discussed in Forty Questions Nos. 1 through 7. Question No. 5b asks if the
analysis of the “proposed action” in an EIS is to be treated differently than the analysis of alternatives.
The response states:

The degree of analysis devoted 1o each alternative in the EIS is to be substantially similar to
that devoted to the “proposed action.” Section 1502.14 is titled “Alternatives, including the
proposed action” 1o reflect such comparable treatment. Section 1502.14(b) specifically
requires “substantial treatment” in the EIS of each alternative including the proposed action.
This regulation does not dictate an amount of information to be provided but rather, pre-
scribes a level of treatment, which may in turn require varying amounts of information, to
enable a reviewer to evaluate and compare alternatives.

NEPA (40 C.F.R. 1502.14(c)) also requires the consideration of the No Action Alternative as a basis for
comparison even if it would not satisfy the proposed action’s purpose and need. The definition of the No
Action Alternative depends on the nature of the project and in the case of the proposed DPV2 project the No
Action Alternative describes what would occur without the federal agency’s (BLM) approval.

C.2.2.1 Consistency with Purpose and Need

CEQ NEPA Regulations (40 C.F.R. 1502.13) require a statement “briefly specifying the underlying
purpose and need to which the agency is responding in proposing the alternatives including the proposed
action.” In addition to the project objectives defined in Section C.2.1.2 above, SCE’s PEA presents the
following statcment regarding the purpose and need for the DPV2 project:

Californians have learned from painful experience during the 2000-2001 electricity crisis that
the market for electricity in California is susceptible to volatile commodity prices, the
exercise of market power, and the risk of supply shortages. Development of new trans-
mission facilities to gain greater access to generation may help California avoid or limit
similar experiences. Additionally, development of new transmission facilities to areas where
generation has been more easily sited and constructed may spur development of new com-
petitive generation 1o provide further insurance against future electricity crises.

C.2.2.2 Feasibility

The environmental consequences of the alternatives, including the proposed action, are to be discussed in
the EIR/EIS in accordance with CEQ NEPA Regulations (40 C.F.R. 1502.16). The discussion shall
include “Possible conflicts between the proposed action and the objectives of federal, regional, State, and
local land use plans, policies and controls for the area concerned.” Other feasibility factors to be consid-
ered may include cost, logistics, technology, and social, environmental, and legal factors (Bass etal.,
2001). The feasibility factors are substantially the same as described for CEQA in Section C.2.1.3, above.

C.2.3 Summary of CEQA and NEPA Screening Methodology

Unlike CEQA’s requirements, NEPA does not require screening of alternatives based on their potential to
avoid or lessen significant environmental effects. However, to ensure that the alternatives considered in
the EIR/EIS would meet the requirements of both CEQA and NEPA, the stricter requirements of CEQA
have been applied as the screening methodology. As such, a reasonable range of alternatives has been
considered and evaluated as to whether or not the alternatives meet (1) most of the project objec-
tives/purpose and need, (2) are considered feasible, and (3) would avoid or substantially lessen any signif-
icant effects of the Proposed Project.
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C.2.4 Other Considerations for Alternatives

The final project decision by the CPUC will be guided by the Public Utilities Code in addition to the
requirements of CEQA. The Public Utilities Code in Section 1002 states that:

Section 1002. (a) The commission, as a basis for granting any certificate pursuant to Sec-
tion 1001 shall give consideration to the following factors:

(1) Communiry values.
(2) Recreational and park areas.
(3) Historical and aesthetic values.

(4) Influence on environmeni, except that in the case of any line, plant, or system or extension
thereof located in another state which will be subject to environmental impact review
pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (Chapter 55 (commencing
with Section 4321) of Title 42 of the United States Code) or similar state laws in the other
state, the commission shall not consider influence on the environment unless any emissions
or discharges therefrom would have a significant influence on the environment of this state.

The CPUC will consider the “community values” as expressed in the CPUC’s proceeding on the DPV2
project and in comments on the Draft EIR/EIS. The CPUC anticipates that the final decision will repre-
sent a reasonable balancing of the communities' interests, the need to protect environmental resources in
the area, and the need for the project.

C.3 Summary of Screening Results

Alternatives identified by the Applicant, agencies, EIR/EIS preparers, and the public are listed below
according to the determination made for analysis. Alternatives considered included alternative route
alignments and other transmission alternatives, alternatives that could replace the Proposed Project as a
whole, non-wire alternatives, and the No Project Alternative. If so desired, in its decision, the CPUC
could elect to combine or match certain alternatives and project components. The potential to create
different permutations of alternatives in reality creates many more overall alternatives.

C.3.1 Alternatives Fully Analyzed in the EIR/EIS

The alternatives listed below have been chosen for detailed analysis in this EIR/EIS through the alterna-
tive screening process. These alternatives are briefly described in Section C.4 and in greater detail in Sec-
tion 4 of Appendix 1. The preliminary conclusions generated during the screening process are presented
briefly below and each of these alternatives is evaluated within each environmental issue area of Part D of
this EIR. The alternatives are illustrated on Figures C-1a and C-1b (see enclosed CD); an individual map
of each alternative is presented in Section 4 of Appendix 1 of this EIR/EIS.

Devers-Harquahala Route Alternatives

e SCE Harquahala-West Alternative
e SCE Palo Verde Alternative
e Harquahala Junction Switchyard Alternative
e Alligator Rock Alternatives:
e Alligator Rock—North of Desert Center Alternative
e Alligator Rock-Blythe Energy Transmission Route Alternative
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e Alligator Rock-South of I-10 Frontage Alternative

West of Devers Alternatives
e Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative

Other Project Alternatives
e Desert Southwest Transmission Project Alternative

C.3.2 Alternatives Eliminated from Full Consideration in the EIR/EIS

This EIR/EIS presents two categories of alternatives eliminated from detailed EIR/EIS consideration.
Certain alternatives were eliminated because they clearly did not meet project objectives or were
infeasible; these alternatives are listed below and described briefly in Section 3.2.1 of Appendix 1 of this
EIR/EIS. Other alternatives required more detailed consideration in order to determine whether they
should be eliminated; these are listed below as well and are described in Section C.5 and in greater detail
in Section 4 of Appendix | of this EIR/EIS.

The following 11 alternatives were eliminated after a preliminary alternatives screening process (see Sec-
tion 3.2.1 of Appendix 1):

EOR 9000+ Project

Granite Construction Company

New 230 kV Line West of Devers

Southwest Power Link 500 kV No. 2 Transmission Line
Path 49 Upgrade Project

New Imperial Valley-Devers 500 kV Transmission Line
Double-Circuit 500 kV Line (Devers-Harquahala)

¢ New Devers—Mira Loma 500 kV Transmission Line

e Combination of New Imperial Valley—Devers 500 kV Line and Path 49 Upgrade Project
e Modify DPV1 Compensation

o Alligator Rock-South of DPV2 Corridor Alternative

The alternatives listed below were also eliminated from consideration in the EIR/EIS; they are described
and the reasons for their elimination are presented in Section C.5 below and more detailed descriptions
are in Section 4 of Appendix 1. Figures C-2a and C-2b (see enclosed CD) depict the alternatives elimi-
nated from consideration. Individual maps of most alternatives are presented in Section 4 of Appendix 1
of this EIR/EIS.

Devers-Harquahala Route Alternatives

o SCE North of Kofa NWR-South of I-10 Alternative
e SCE North of Kofa NWR~North of I-10 Alternative
e North of Kofa NWR Alternative
e SCE North of Blythe Alternative
e SCE South of Blythe Alternative
e Paradise Valley Alternative
e Substation Alternatives
e Mesa Verde Substation Alternative
e Wiley Well Substation Alternative
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West of Devers Alternatives

e North of Existing Morongo Corridor Alternative
o Composite Conductor Alternative

Other Project Alternatives
e Convert DPVI from AC to HVDC Transmission Line
e Underground Alternative

Non-Transmission Alternatives

e New Conventional Generation

e Renewable Generation Resources

e Conservation and Demand-Side Management
o Distributed Generation

C.4 Alternatives Evaluated in this EIR/EIS

C.4.1 Introduction

As discussed in Section C.2, allernatives were assessed for their feasibility, their ability to reasonably
achieve the project objectives, and their potential for reducing the significant environmental impacts of the
Proposed Project. Based on these screening criteria, the following alternatives were selected for detailed
analysis within this EIR/EIS.

C.4.2 Transmission Line Route Alternatives: Devers-Harquahala

C.4.2.1 SCE Harquahala-West Alternative
Description

As described in SCE’s 2005 PEA, the “Harquahala-West Subalternate Route” would begin at the Harqua-
hala Generating Station Switchyard. Rather than departing the Harquahala Switchyard to the east
paralleling the existing Harquahala-Hassayampa 500 kV towers, the Harquahala-West Alternative would
depart the Harquahala Generating Station Switchyard to the west and follow section lines due west for
approximately 12 miles through private and State lands to the El Paso Natural Gas Pipeline utility cor-
ridor. This portion of the route parallels Courthouse Road approximately one mile to the north along sec-
tion lines to the pipeline corridor. At the pipeline corridor, the transmission line would proceed north-
westerly along the pipeline corridor for approximately 9 miles to the intersection with the DPV1 transmis-
sion line, immediately north of the El Paso Wendon Pump Station. The length of the Harquahala-West
Alternative between the Harquahala Switchyard and the junction with the DPVI line and the proposed
route is 21 miles. This alternative is illustrated in Figure Ap.1-1, as well as Figure C-1 (see enclosed CD
for both figures).

Currently, Arizona Public Service Company (APS) is planning for the Palo Verde Hub to TS-5 500 kV
transmission line that may parallel DPV1 between the PVNGS interconnection area and the Central Ari-
zona Project (CAP) Canal. SCE originally developed the Harquahala-West Alternative because of a con-
cern that the Palo Verde Hub to TS-5 line may be constructed in a manner that would preclude SCE from
entering Harquahala Generating Station switchyard from the east. In this case, the Harquahala-West
Alternative, which would enter Harquahala Generating Station switchyard from the west, may become
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SCE’s preferred route. The Certificate of Environmental Compatibility for the APS PV Hub to TS-5 Proj-
ect was approved by the Arizona Corporation Commission on August 17, 2005 (Case 128).

Even though the final construction plan has not been determined, SCE has stated that the approval of the
APS project should not affect the DPV2 project since the two projects are independent of one another
unless it reaches the joint party agreement with New Harquahala Generating Company (HGC) and APS.
If a joint agreement were to occur then the Harquahala Junction Switchyard could serve as the eastern
termination point for the Proposed Project. Terminating the proposed DPV2 project at the proposed Har-
quahala Junction Switchyard would require SCE to acquire from HGC that portion of the Harquahala-
Hassayampa transmission line between the proposed Harquahala Junction Switchyard and Hassayampa
Switchyard to complete DPV2 (this is currently proposed as part of SCE’s project), and the existing
Harquahala-Hassayampa transmission line would also need to be shared by APS to complete the TS-5
Project.

The portion of the Harquahala-West Alternative that follows the pipeline corridor would be located in a
designated BLM Ultility Corridor. New right-of-way would need to be acquired across private, State, and
BLM land. The Harquahala-West Alternative would be constructed using tubular steel pole structures
from the Harquahala Generating Station to the Centennial Wash to reduce the affected ground area across
farmland. Steel lattice towers (like those used for DPV1) would be used for the portion of the route across
desert land west of Centennial Wash to the intersection with DPV1 at the Wendon Pump Station.

Spur roads would be built from the existing access road along the pipeline for construction of towers, and
a new access road would be required along the section lines between the Harquahala Switchyard and the
pipeline road. A minimum of 160-foot-wide right-of-way would need to be acquired on BLM land, and a
minimum 200-foot-wide right-of-way would need to be acquired on State and private land. Also, con-
struction of a new access road for a portion of the alternative would be required, causing about 5.28 acres
more ground disturbance than the proposed Devers-Harquahala route.

Rationale for Full Analysis

Project Objectives, Purpose, and Need. The Harquahala-West Alternative would meet all of the stated
objectives of the Proposed Project.

Feasibility. After analysis of the land acquisition process following permitting and confirmation that the
route would not be affected by the TS-5 project, the Harquahala-West Alternative was found to be
feasible. No technical, regulatory, or legal feasibility concerns exist.

Lessen Significant Environmental Impacts. This alternative has the potential to lessen environmental

impacts as follows.

e Alternative Length. The Harquahala-West Alternative would be 14 miles shorter than the proposed
route (a total distance of 216 miles versus 230 miles for the 500 kV segment of the Proposed Project),

and would tequire about 48 fewer 500 kV towers than the proposed route, thereby eliminating the
temporary and permanent impacts associated with construction of those additional towers.

e Biological Resources. This alternative would be almost 5 miles farther south of Burnt Mountain,
which contains suitable habitat for the federally listed® cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl.

e Recreation. The alternative would avoid the Proposed Project’s visual and recreational impacts to the
Big Horn Mountains Wilderness Area (WA) north of 1-10.

*  The Federal Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, requires all federal agencies to consider “listed”

species in their planning efforts and to take positive actions to further the conservation of these species.
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e Agricultural Resources. The Harquahala-West Alternative would also avoid approximately 1 mile
of impacts to agricultural resources along Thomas Road resulting from the Proposed Project.

¢ Visual Resources and Transportation. The alternative would eliminate visual and transportation
impacts associated with Proposed Project’s two crossings of 1-10.

C.4.2.2 SCE Palo Verde Alternative

Description

The proposed DPV?2 route for the Devers-Harquahala 500 kV transmission line is generally parallel to
SCE’s existing 500 kV DPV1 transmission line. However, the DPV2 route differs from DPV1 in that the
Proposed Project would not terminate at the Palo Verde Nuclear Generating Station (PVNGS). DPV2 as
currently proposed involves building a new 500 kV transmission line from Devers to the Harquahala Gen-
erating Station switchyard, and then acquiring the existing Harquahala-Hassayampa 500 kV transmission
line. Under the Palo Verde Alternative, the DPV2 line would terminate at the PYNGS Switchyard.

As presented in the 2005 PEA, the Palo Verde Alternative would require construction of a new 500 kV
transmission line parallel to the DPV1 transmission line for an additional approximately 14.7 miles to the
PVNGS switchyard. This alternative would avoid the need to construct the proposed 5-mile segment from
the Harquahala Generating Station Switchyard to the Harquahala Junction. A diagram of the proposed
and alternative route construction configurations is shown on Figure C-1a (see enclosed CD), as well as
Figure Ap.1-1 (see enclosed CD). Rather than leave the existing DPV1 transmission corridor and follow
the existing Harquahala-Hassayampa 500 kV transmission line west to the Harquahala Switchyard, this
alternative route would cross from the western side of the DPV transmission line to the east, and con-
tinue south, parallel to the existing DPV1 and Harquahala-Hassayampa 500 kV lines. The alternative
would cross predominantly BLM land to the southeast past Saddle Mountain, and would follow the DPV1
transmission line to the PVNGS Switchyard.

The Certificate of Environmental Compatibility for the Arizona Public Service (APS) PV Hub to TS-5
Project was approved by the Arizona Corporation Commission on August 17, 2005 (Case 128). However,
the approval of the APS project does not affect the DPV2 project. If the Palo Verde Alternative were
constructed before the southern portion of the PV Hub to TS-5 Project was constructed, it would take the
“first position” east of the existing DPV1 line, or vice versa. In either case, both lines would be
constructed within a 1,000-foot-wide corridor located east of the existing DPV1 line if that portion of the
DPV2 line were to be needed.

For the Palo Verde Alternative, SCE would lease bandwidth from APS and Salt River Project (SRP)
between Black Peak Communication Site and PVNGS to support the primary protection circuits.

Rationale for Full Analysis

Project Objectives, Purpose, and Need. The Palo Verde Alternative would meet all of the stated objec-
tives of the Proposed Project.

Feasibility. After analysis of the land acquisition process following permitting and confirmation that the
route would not being affected by the TS-5 project, the Palo Verde Alternative was found to be feasible. No
technical, regulatory, or legal feasibility concerns exist.

Lessen Significant Environmental Impacts. This alternative has the potential to lessen environmental
impacts as follows.

October 2006 C-11 Final EIR/EIS



Devers—Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project
C. ALTERNATIVES

¢ Biological Resources. Because one mile of agricultural land would be avoided with this alternative,
potential impacts to burrowing owls located in the agricultural lands would be reduced.

e Agricultural Resources. The Palo Verde Alternative would avoid approximately one mile of agricul-
tural land that would be crossed by the Proposed Project where construction and operation could
interfere with agricultural operations.

C.4.2.3 Harquahala Junction Switchyard Alternative

Description

Owverview: Thix alternative would eliminate the need for construction of the last five miles of the
Proposed Proiect {east of the Harquahala Switchyard),  In this aliernative, g switchyvard would be
constructed five miles cast of the Harquahala Generating Station (o allow the new DPV2 wransmission line
to interconnect with existing lines at that location, eliminating the need to connect at g substation,  The
switchvard could also allow interconnection of the Arizona Public Service (APS) TS-5 Project at that
noint, and because the TS-5 Project has already been approved by the Arizona Corporation Conymission,
it is possible that APS would construct the switchvard helore the DPV?2 Project is built,

This alternative would require construction of a new switching station east of the Harquahala Generating
Station, at the point where the existing Harquahala-Hassayampa and DPV 1 transmission lines diverge (a
location called “Harquahala Junction™). This alternative would avoid the need to construct the 5-mile seg-
ment of the Proposed Project from Harquahala Junction to the Harquahala Generating Station Switchyard.
Under this alternative, the Harquahala Junction Switchyard would be built on a site of between 6 and 40
acres in the southwest quarter of Section 25, Township 2 North, Range 8 West, near the intersection of
451st Avenue and the Thomas Road alignment in unincorporated Maricopa County, Arizona. The land is
undisturbed desert open space and this alternative is illustrated in Figure Ap.1-1 and Ap.1-la (see
enclosed CD), as well as Figure C-1a (see enclosed CD).

[f the Harquahala Junction Switchyard were constructed, it would serve as the eastern termination point
for the Proposed Project. Terminating the proposed DPV2 project at the proposed Harquahala Junction
Switchyard would require SCE to acquire from New Harquahala Generating Company (HGC) that por-
tion of the Harquahala-Hassayampa transmission line between the proposed Harquahala Junction Switch-
yard and Hassayampa Switchyard to complete DPV2 (this is currently proposed as part of SCE’s project),
and the existing Harquahala-Hassayampa transmission line would also need to be shared by APS to com-
plete the TS-5 Project.

In the event the parties reach an agreement and the Harquahala Junction Switchyard Alternative is
pursued, the three parties would share the existing Harquahala Junction~Hassayampa transmission line
and possibly share the Harquahala Junction Switchyard. This would provide SCE with access to the Has-
sayampa area, which would obviate the need for the SCE Palo Verde Alternative. The Harquahala
Junction Switchyard might also need to be shared by SCE, APS, and HGC.

Rationale for Full Analysis

Project Objectives, Purpose, and Need. Under this alternative, SCE would need to enter into an
agreement with HGC and APS in order to acquire the portion of the existing Harquahala-Hassayampa
transmission line between the proposed Harquahala Junction Switchyard and Hassayampa Switchyard in
order to complete DPV2 and achieve the DPV2 project objectives. If a successful agreement can be estab-
lished, the Harquahala Junction Switchyard Alternative would meet all of the stated objectives of the Pro-
posed Project.
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Feasibility. The Harquahala Junction Switchyard Alternative would be both technically and legally
feasible. The ACC’s approval of the PV Hub to TS-5 Project, including an option for APS to build the
Harquahala Junction Switchyard indicates that if APS chooses not to build the switching station, that this
alternative would be feasible from a regulatory perspective. If APS decides not to build the Harquahala
Junction Switchyard as a part of that project, SCE could pursue construction of the switchyard by seeking
a similar approval by the ACC. Otherwise, if APS builds the switchyard itself then this alternative could
not feasibly be build by SCE.

Lessen Significant Environmental Impacts. This alternative has the potential to lessen environmental
impacts as follows.

e Ground Disturbance. Eliminating or deferring the need for almost 20 total miles of new 500 kV
transmission line segments would reduce the impacts of short-term construction and ground distur-
bance as well as impacts to permanent habitat and vegetation removal and the conversion of farmland.

e Biological Resources. This alternative would eliminate impacts to the agricultural lands that would be
crossed between Harquahala Junction and Harquahala Substation with the proposed route. These agri-
cultural lands could also be habitat for biological resources, such as the burrowing owl. Impacts to the
federally protected cactus ferruginous pygmy-owls and/or its habitat, which is also historically known
to occur in the area east of Harquahala Substation to PVNGS, would be reduced due to the elimina-
tion or deferral of almost 20 miles of new 500 kV transmission lines.

C.4.2.4 Alligator Rock Alternatives

There are three potential reroutes around the Alligator Rock area that may reduce impacts to cultural
resources; they are described in the following sections. A fourth route is addressed in Section 3.2.1.11 of
Appendix 1 of this EIR/EIS and was eliminated after preliminary screening. The Alligator Rock alternatives
are illustrated in Figure Ap.1-5 (see enclosed CD), as well as Figure C-1 (see enclosed CD).

C.4.2.4.1 Alligator Rock-North of Desert Center Alternative

Description

Approximately 5 miles east of Desert Center (between MPs 149 and 150), the Alligator Rock-North of
Desert Center Alternative route would diverge from the Proposed Project route and would head northwest
for approximately 1.5 miles before crossing [-10 to the north and continuing for 1.1 miles to an unnamed
east-west dirt road along the section line. The route would then turn to the west and would parallel the road-
way for approximately 1.4 miles before turning again to the northwest for 0.6 miles. The route would then
turn west along another east-west section line, staying just within BLM land (north of private land at Desert
Center) for another 0.6 miles before heading southwest for 1.5 miles to Ragsdale Road. The route would
parallel Ragsdale Road and I-10 to the north for 3.6 miles before crossing back to the south of Ragsdale
Road and I-10 to rejoining the proposed route I.5 miles later. The 11.8-mile route would be primarily on

RS RLIL SRS, e 2

BLM land_and on private land for 3 miles near its western end. The Proposed Project for this segment
would be 10.6 miles long.

Rationale for Full Analysis

Project Objectives, Purpose, and Need. The Alligator Rock-North of Desert Center Alternative would
meet all of the stated objectives of the Proposed Project.

Feasibility. This alternative would be located mostly on BLM land but would not require amendments to
Resource Management Plans. This alternative is regulatorily, technically, and legally feasible.
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Rationale for Full Analysis

Project Objectives, Purpose, and Need. The DSWTP Alternative would meet all of the stated objectives
of the Proposed Project.

Feasibility. The DSWTP Alternative is the subject of a separate EIR/EIS that has been certified by the
Imperial Irrigation District. That document found the project not to have any legal, technical, or regula-
tory feasibility concerns.

Lessen Significant Environmental Impacts. This alternative has the potential to lessen environmental
impacts as follows.

¢ Biological Resources. The habitat along the south side of I-10 near Alligator Rock is more disturbed
than the habitat that lies farther south, because of mortality from automobiles and traffic and from
flood control devices by Caltrans. Since DSWTP would diverge from the DPV2 corridor and would
be closer to [-10, it would most likely be located in an area with less potential for desert tortoise
impacts around Alligator Rock.

e Cultural Resources. This DSWTP alternative would avoid a central portion of Alligator Rock ACEC
(7,726-acre area of archaeological significance) by diverging north from the proposed DPV2 corridor
and closer to I-10 where it is more disturbed. The proposed route would be more sensitive, with two
National Register Districts and several other potentially NRHP-eligible sites, whereas the DSWTP
alternative would cross one National Register District and only a few other potentially NRHP-eligible
sites in this area.

C.5 Alternatives Eliminated from Full EIR/EIS Evaluation

C.5.1 Introduction

As discussed in Section C.1, alternatives were assessed for their ability to reasonably achieve the project
objectives and reduce the significant environmental impacts of the Proposed Project. Also, their technical,
legal, and regulatory feasibility was evaluated. Based on these screening criteria, the alternatives elimi-
nated from EIR/EIS consideration are listed above in Section C.3.2. The rationale for elimination of each
alternative is summarized below and presented in detail in Section 4 of Appendix 1 of this EIR/EIS.

C.5.2 Transmission Line Route Alternatives: Devers-Harquahala

C.5.2.1 SCE North of Kofa NWR-South of I-10 Alternative
Description

This alternative route in Arizona was evaluated in the BLM’s EIS (1978) for the DPV1 transmission line.
The route was also selected for further evaluation for the 1985 DPV2 project by both SCE and BLM at
the time of the previous studies in response to potential concerns regarding impacts to the Kofa NWR and
protection of the desert bighorn sheep. SCE also included a similar alternative in the 2005 PEA as
Subalternate 1 (North of Kofa NWR, South of I-10 Subalternate Route).

The EIR/EIS did not specifically consider an alternative that would parallel 1-10 within the highway right-
of-way, because the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) would have to issue an encroachment
permit for this use. Any alternative that would occupy an ADOT Highway ROW would be subject to the
"Arizona Encroachments _in Highway Rights of Way" (Rule No. R-17-3-702) as well as additional
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The Noith of Kofa NWR-South of I-10 Alternative would diverge from the proposed DPV2 route approxi-
mately 42.5 miles from its origin at Harquahala Switchyard. The route would head northwest approxi-
mately 1.5 miles before turning west-northwest towards I-10, and crossing north of Kofa NWR and the
New Water Mountains. Approximately 16 miles from where the route diverged, it would parallel I-10 for
7 miles before turning west away from the interstate for another 4 miles. The route would jog to the north-
west for 1.5 miles, then west where it would again parallel I-10 for 1 mile, then would jog back to the
southwest. As defined by SCE, the route would head southwest for approximately 4.5 miles, crossing
through La Posa Recreation Site and Long-Term Visitor Area, eventually rejoining the proposed DPV2
route 0.5 miles north of Yuma Proving Ground and 8 miles west of Kofa NWR.

The North of Kofa NWR-South of I-10 Alternative would be 3.4 miles longer than the proposed route
and would cross 0.75 miles of private land, 3 miles of Arizona State land, and 78.7 miles of BLM land
(SCE, 2005a, Table 3-3). This alternative is illustrated in Figure Ap.1-2 (see enclosed CD), as well as in
Figure C-2a (see enclosed CD).

Rationale for Elimination

Project Objectives, Purpose, and Need. The North of Kofa-South of I-10 Alternative would meet all of
the stated objectives of the Proposed Project. However, it would likely take more time to complete
permitting requirements, so it would not likely be completed by the end of 2009.

Feasibility. Because the alternative would be on BLM lands outside of an established BLM utility cor-
ridor, its approval would require BLM approval for creation of a new utility corridor. Because the Resource
Management Plan does not specifically prohibit transmission lines in this area, a new ROW grant would
be required, but a Plan amendment would not be necessary. This requirement would not make the alterna-
tive infeasible, but adds to the regulatory complexity of the alternative. This alternative would be techni-
cally, legally, and regulatorily feasible.

Potential Environmental Impacts. This alternative has the potential to cause the following environ-
mental impacts.

e Additional Length and Ground Disturbance. This route would be approximately 3.4 miles longer
than the proposed route, which will affect the length and intensity of short-term construction impacts
and ground disturbance, increasing impacts in air quality, noise, transportation and traffic, hazardous
materials related to environmental contamination, and geologic resources related to soil erosion. The
potential to disturb unknown cultural resources and impact vegetation and wildlife is also increased
with greater ground disturbance. Increased disturbance and removal of vegetation could increase the

Arizona Department of Transportation, Utility and Railroad Engineering Section. 1998. Ouline at http://www.azdot.gov/
Highways/utilities/pdf/guide_a.pdf. June 12.

® “Control of Access” refers to locations where owners or occupants of abutting lands and other persons have no
legal right of access
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chance of noxious weed introduction as well as the removal of more native desert vegetation. In addi-
tion, the Proposed Project would be able to utilize existing access roads for access to new transmis-
sion towers (though new spur roads would be required). According to SCE, the North of Kofa NWR—
South of I-10 Alternative; however, would require an additional 48.3 miles of access and spur roads
which would result in permanent ground disturbance and corresponding loss of habitat_(the SCE
North of Kota NWR — South of 1-10 Alternative would affect 87.8 acres of additional disturbance as
is shown in Tables Ap.1-3a and Ap.1-3b in Appendix 1).

e New Transmission Corridor. This alternative would establish a new transmission line corridor . In
general, consolidating transmission lines within common utility corridors, as proposed with DPV2, is
desirable because it minimizes land disturbance, barriers to wildlife movement, and additional visual
impacts that typically result from separate transmission line corridors.

e Biological Resources — Wildlife. Although the alternative would avoid crossing the Kofa NWR, it
could have greater adverse impacts than the Proposed Project as the route would create a new dis-
turbed corridor through undisturbed BLM Category 2 Desert Tortoise habitat, which could increase
impacts, and require more mitigation than building adjacent to an existing line. The Proposed Project
in Kofa NWR, while on valuable desert tortoise habitat, does not have a comparative habitat designa-
tion since it would not be on BLM-administered land. In addition, there would be a greater potential
to impact bighorn sheep with a new corridor along this alternative route.

e Recreation. The North of Kofa NWR-South of 1-10 Alternative would cross through the heavily
used La Posa Recreation Site and Long-Term Visitor Area and adjacent to the La Posa Designated
Camping Area. Mineral and gem shows and swap meets during the winter draw tens of thousands of
visttors to these recreation areas every year. Construction activities would disrupt recreation in these
areas and a new utility corridor through these areas would reduce their recreational value.

e Visual Resources. As the transmission line would diverge from the existing DPV1 ROW, it would
create new visual impacts with the creation of a new utility corridor. The route would reduce scenic
views of the Plomosa Mountains and New Waters Mountains from I-10. Additionally, where the
route would cross Highway 95 and the La Posa Plains, the alternative would impact views from resi-
dences and recreationists using the La Posa Recreation Site and Long-Term Visitor Area.

C.5.2.2 SCE North of Kofa NWR-North of {-10 Alternative

Description

This alternative was included in SCE’s 2005 PEA as Subalternate 4 (North of Kofa, North of I-10
Subalternate), which was considered and eliminated in SCE’s PEA. This alternative is similar to the
North of Kofa NWR-South of I-10 Alternative (see Section C.5.2.1), except it would cross I-10 twice and
Arizona U.S. Highway 60 once to follow the Celeron/All American Pipeline corridor north of I-10.
Approval of this alternative would require an amendment to the BLM's Lower Gila South RMP. This
alternative is illustrated in Figure Ap.1-2 (see enclosed CD), as well as in Figure C-2a (see enclosed CD).

Rationale for Elimination

Project Objectives, Purpose, and Need. The North of Kofa NWR-North of I-10 Alternative would meet
all of the stated objectives of the Proposed Project. However. it would likely take more time to complete
permitting requirements, so it would not likely be completed by the end of 2009.

Feasibility. Approval of this alternative would require an amendment to the Lower Gila South RMP. The
Lower Gila South RMP prohibits overhead lines north of I-10 between townships 16W and 18W (BLM,
1985). This restriction on overhead lines establishes an 18-mile wide strip running north of I-10 to the
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northern boundary of the RMP, approximately 17 miles north of 1-10. The Lower Gila South RMP prohibits
overhead lines in this area due to sensitive lambing grounds for bighorn sheep and sensitive visual
resources. The requirement for a plan amendment may not make the alternative infeasible, but it would
add a series of regulatory requirements: (a) NEPA clearance of the plan amendment would be required; (b)
public noticing would be required by filing in the Federal Register; (c) an extension of the Draft EIR/EIS public
review period from 60 to 90 days; and (d) a 60-day Governor's Consistency Review following the
publishing of the Final EIR/EIS. The Final EIR/EIS would also have to identify in its title that the
EIR/EIS also evaluates a proposed Plan Amendment. It is not known at this time whether BLM would
approve the required plan amendment; therefore, regulatory feasibility is not certain. While this alterna-
tive would be technically and legally feasible, its regulatory feasibility is in doubt.

Potential Environmental Impacts. This alternative has the potential to cause the following environ-
mental impacts.

e Additional Length and Ground Disturbance. This route would be approximately 5.1 miles longer
than the proposed route, which would affect the length and intensity of short-term construction
impacts and ground disturbance, including impacts in air quality, noise, transportation and traffic,
hazardous materials related to environmental contamination, and geologic resources related to soil
erosion. The potential to disturb unknown cultural resources and impact vegetation and wildlife is
also increased with greater ground disturbance. Increased disturbance and removal of vegetation
could increase the chance of noxious weed introduction as well as the removal of more native desert
vegetation. Therefore the alternative would also have greater permanent ground disturbance and cor-
responding loss of habitat._(the SCE North of Kofa NWR ~ North of I-10 Alternative would affect
96.8 acres of additional disturbance as is shown in Tables Ap.1-3a and Ap.1-3b in Appendix 1)

e New Transmission Corridor. This alternative would establish a new transmission line corridor and
would require considerable upgrading and construction of new roads, as opposed to the Proposed
Project, which would use existing access for construction and maintenance along the DPV1 corridor.
In general, consolidating transmission lines within common utility corridors, as proposed with DPV2,
is desirable because it minimizes land disturbance, barriers to wildlife movement, and additional vis-
ual impacts that typically result from separate transmission line corridors. In addition, constructing the
project within a corridor separate from a designated utility corridor (e.g., the DPV1 corridor) would
create land use consistency issues because the route would be inconsistent with the BLM RMPs. As
discussed above under Feasibility, plan amendments would be necessary in order for the BLM to
grant approval of this alternative ROW due to its location through townships 16W to 18W north of
I-10.

¢ Biological Resources — Wildlife. Although the alternative would avoid crossing the Kofa NWR, it
would have a greater adverse impact to bighorn sheep than the Proposed Project. The alternative's
route between townships 16W and 18W would result in impacts to bighorn sheep lambing grounds
identified in the BLM’s Lower Gila South RMP, an area deemed unsuitable for overhead transmis-
sion lines. Additionally, the route would pass through BLM Category 2 Desert Tortoise habitat,
which could increase impacts and mitigation for tortoises.

e Recreation. The North of Kofa NWR~North of I-10 Alternative would cross through the La Posa
Designated Camping Area in two locations as well as crossing the La Posa Recreation Site and Long-
Term Visitor Area. This alternative would cross 3.5 more miles of recreation area than the North of
Kofa NWR-South of I-10 Alternative, with construction potentially disrupting recreation associated
with the winter mineral and gem shows and swap meets and reducing the overall recreational value of
these areas.

¢ Visual Resources. As the transmission line would diverge from the existing DPV1 ROW, the alterna-
tive would create new visual impacts with the creation of a new utility corridor and would impact
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views both to the north and south of I-10 in different areas, at the two I-10 crossings east and west of
the Plomosa Mountains, and the crossing of Highway 60 southwest of Brenda. Similar to the North of
Kofa NWR-South of I-10 Alternative, the route would reduce scenic views of the Plomosa Moun-
tains and New Waters Mountains from I-10. Additionally, where the route would cross Highway 95
and the La Posa Plains, the alternative would impact views from residences and recreationists using
the La Posa Recreation Site and Long-Term Visitor Area.

C.5.2.3 North of Kofa NWR Alternative

Description

In order to reduce the impacts of the SCE-identified subalternate routes and still avoid the Kofa NWR, the
EIR/EIS team developed an alternative that would be shorter and further south than the SCE alternatives.
This 37-mile alternative would diverge from the proposed route at the series capacitor just east of the Kofa
NWR. It would replace a proposed route segment that is approximately 27 miles long. The alternative
route would turn to the north and would parallel the boundary of Kofa NWR for 2.5 miles to its northeast
corner. At that point the route would turn to the west and would continue to parallel Kofa NWR boundary
for 4.5 miles to the ecastern boundary of the New Water Mountains WA where the route would turn to the
northwest for approximately 7.0 miles until the route is north of the New Water Mountains and approxi-
mately 1.8 miles south of [-10. The route would travel northwest and then south-southwest rejoining the
Proposed Project approximately 1.25 miles west of the boundary of Kofa NWR and south of Quartzsite.
This alternative is illustrated in Figure Ap.1-2 (see enclosed CD), as well as in Figure C-2a (see enclosed
CD).

Rationale for Elimination

Project Objectives, Purpose, and Need. The North of Kofa Alternative would meet all of the stated objec-
tives of the Proposed Project. However, it would likely take more time to complete permitting require-
ments, so it would not likely be completed by the end of 2009.

Feasibility. While the route would be outside of the BLM utility corridor (within one mile of 1-10), BLM
states that no plan amendment would be required since construction of a transmission line is not pro-
hibited by the Lower Gila South Resource Management Plan in this area. Thus, overall this alternative
would be technically, legally, and regulatorily feasible.

Potential Environmental Impacts. This alternative has the potential to cause the following environ-
mental impacts.

¢ Additional Length and Ground Disturbance. This route would be approximately 10 miles longer
than the proposed route, which will affect the length and intensity of short-term construction impacts
and ground disturbance, affecting air quality, noise, transportation and traffic, hazardous materials
related to environmental contamination, and geologic resources related to soil erosion. The potential
to disturb unknown cultural resources and impact vegetation and wildlife is also increased with
greater ground disturbance. Increased disturbance and removal of vegetation could increase the
chance of noxious weed introduction as well as the removal of more native desert vegetation. In addi-
tion, the Proposed Project would be able to utilize existing access for access to new transmission
towers. The North of Kofa NWR Alternative, however, would require additional access and spur
roads which would result in permanent ground disturbance and corresponding loss of habitat._ (the
SCE North of Kofa NWR Alternative would affect 127.6 acres of additional disturbance as is shown
in Tables Ap.1-3a and Ap.1-3b in Appendix 1)
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New Transmission Corridor. This alternative would establish a new transmission line corridor and
would require considerable upgrading and construction of new roads, as opposed to the Proposed
Project, which would use existing access for construction and maintenance along the DPV1 corridor.
In general, consolidating transmission lines within common utility corridors, as proposed with DPV2,
is desirable because it minimizes land disturbance, barriers to wildlife movement, and additional vis-
ual impacts that typically result from separate transmission line corridors. In addition, constructing the
project within a corridor separate from a designated utility corridor (e.g., the DPV1 corridor) would
create land use consistency issues because the route would be inconsistent with the BLM RMPs.

Biological Resources. The EIR/EIS team completed a biological survey of the entire length of the

North of Kofa Alternative on December 5-7, 2005. The following biological factors were considered

and evaluated during the survey, including:

e Suitable habitat or presence of nine federally listed species protected under the Endangered
Species Act (i.e., threatened, endangered, or candidate for La Paz County)

e Suitable habitat or presence of State listed wildlife species (i.e., Wildlife of Special Concern in
Arizona [WSCAY)

o Plants protected under the Arizona Department of Agriculture’s (ADA) Arizona Native Plant Law

¢ Suitable habitat or presence of sensitive status species listed by the BLM that occur in the Yuma
field office area

e Birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act
e ADA and BLM listed noxious weed species.

The results of the survey in regards to the above-mentioned biological regulations and concerns included
the following resources:

e Suitable habitat for the Sonoran Desert tortoise (BLM sensitive and State WSCA) was identified
along almost the entire route.

e Suitable habitat and suitable migratory habitat for the desert bighorn sheep was identified along
the route within the Plomosa Mountains, and adjacent to the route north of the New Water Mountains
and New Water Mountains Wilderness Area.

e Loggerhead shrikes, a BLM sensitive status bird, were observed near the southwest and southeast
ends of the route.

e No special status bat species were obscrved; however, a few mineshafts were observed near the
central portion of the route on BLM and private land.

e Several species of plants protected under the ADA Arizona Native Plant Law were observed along
the route. Protection categories did not include any Highly Safeguarded plants.

Overall, this alternative would require disturbance of a 37-mile corridor that is relatively undisturbed at
this time. A new access road would need to be constructed, following portions of existing unpaved or
4-wheel drive roads. In addition, disturbance would occur in areas with no existing access roads, such as
mountain foothills. Bighorn sheep inhabit the mountainous areas of western Arizona and migrate through
the foothills when moving from one area to another. When comparing this alternative route to the pro-
posed route through the Kofa NWR, the same types of biological resources would be affected; however,
the degree of effect would increase significantly when assessing impacts to the bighorn sheep due to the
creation of a new corridor through undisturbed wilderness. The North of Kofa Alternative would pass
through Game Management Unit (GMU) 44B South, which includes the Plomosa and New Water
Mountains and has had a downward trend from 2002 to 2003. The alternative route would affect an
area not currently crossed by a utility corridor, and would require disturbance of much more land than
the proposed route.
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e Cultural Resources. The following four archaeological sites were identified and recorded during the
records search on December 12, 2005 and survey performed by the EIR/EIS team on December 13—
19 2005, including:

e A historical-period can scatter with a filled-in mine shaft, located where Plomosa Wash crosses
the project area. Some modern debris is present along with a trailer and modern wells that appear to
still at times be in use;

e A historical-period site approximately 0.5 miles north of Site #1, where Scaddan Wash intersects
the project area. It consists of three terrace rock features and a light can scatter; where top terrace
feature meets desert pavement, there is a rock foundation of uncertain function approximately 4
feet on a side;

e Two rock rings, likely Native American in origin, south of the pot break (discussed under Site #5
below); and

e A group of five mine shafts that are likely modern, although a historical-period tobacco tin was present
nearby; the shafts are located south of the historical-period site at Plomosa Wash (Site #1).

Two other possible sites were recorded, that could either be designated sites or isolated occurrences;
in either case, recording has exhausted their research potential. These possible sites include:

e A prehistoric pot break consisting of approximately 100 sherds; and

e A chipping station, with approximately 25 artifacts (secondary and tertiary flakes) of green quartzite,
all from same cobble, in an area approximately 5 meters in diameter.

These two possible sites are most likely isolated occurrences and as such they would not be consid-
ered significant and no further investigations are necessary. Approximately 20 other isolated occur-
rences were recorded, primarily caims or mining test pits, as well as a few cans, flakes, and one core. As
these do not qualify as sites, they cannot be considered significant and no further investigations are
necessary.

e Visual Resources. As the transmission line would diverge from the existing DPV1 ROW, the alterna-
tive would have potentially significant visual impacts resulting from the creation of a new utility cor-
ridor. The route would affect scenic views of the Plomosa Mountains and New Waters Mountains
from I-10, as well as the potential future Dripping Springs ACEC.

C.5.2.4 SCE North of Blythe Alternative

Description

This alternative was included in SCE’s 2005 PEA as Subalternate 2 (North of Blythe through Colorado
Indian Reservation), which was considered and eliminated in PEA Section 3.1.2.1. The North of Blythe
Alternative would cross agricultural land and would pass through a portion of the Colorado River Indian
Tribe (CRIT) Reservation. It would be 3.3 miles longer than the proposed route. This alternative is
illustrated in Figure Ap.1-3 (see enclosed CD), as well as in Figures C-2a and C-2b (see enclosed CD).

Based on information provided on Subalternate 2 in SCE 1988 Amended PEA, the North of Blythe Alter-
native would depart the proposed DPV2 route approximately 1.5 miles west of Eagletail Mountains and 3
miles south of Salome Emergency Airfield. The route would then meet and parallel 1-10 in a northwest-
erly direction below Bear Hills eventually crossing I-10 and then crossing Arizona U.S. 60 approximately
4 miles northwest of the 1-10 crossing. The route would traverse the Plomosa Mountains and the Dome
Rock Mountains before passing through the CRIT Reservation and heading towards the Colorado River.
After crossing the river and traversing west to a point 4 miles north of Blythe Airport, the route would
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turn in a southwesterly direction for approximately 7 miles, where it would cross I-10 and rejoin the pro-
posed route one mile south of I-10.

Potential Alternative Variation. Because this alternative, as designed by SCE and illustrated in Figure
Ap.1-3 (see enclosed CD), would rejoin the Proposed Project west of Blythe, use of the Midpoint Substa-
tion designated by SCE would not be possible. The North of Blythe Alternative could be used with either
the Mesa Verde or Wiley Well Alternative Substation sites, but as noted in Section C.5.2.7 below these
two alternatives (suggested by SCE) have been eliminated from consideration in this EIR/EIS due to their
greater impacts than the Midpoint Substation. Therefore, in order to ensure that this alternative was
feasible, a substation location would have to be identified.

As suggested by the City of Blythe during scoping, this alternative could also be designed to pass
adjacent to the existing power plant (BEP I) and approved (but not constructed) power plant (BEP 1I),
within the City of Blythe. With this route modification, the alternative would follow the 6.7-mile corridor
mostly adjacent to an existing Imperial Irrigation District (1ID) 161 kV transmission line from Buck
Boulevard Substation to Midpoint Substation where it would join the existing DPV1 and proposed DPV2
corridor. The 6.7-mile route has also been proposed for the Blythe Energy Project 230 kV Transmission
Line Modifications (CEC, 2000).

Rationale for Elimination

Project Objectives, Purpose, and Need. The North of Blythe Alternative would meet all of the stated
objectives of the Proposed Project.

Feasibility. The Lower Gila RMP restricts overhead power lines north of I-10 between townships 16W
and 18W and establishes an approximately 18-mile wide strip running north of [-10 (essentially to the
northern boundary of the RMP approximately 17 miles north of 1-10) through which overhead power
lines cannot be built. The requirement for a plan amendment may not make the alternative infeasible, but
it would add a series of regulatory requirements: (a) NEPA clearance of the plan amendment would be
required; (b) public noticing would be required by filing in the Federal Register; (¢) an extension of the
Draft EIR/EIS public review period from 60 to 90 days; and (d) a 60-day Governor's Consistency Review
following the publishing of the Final EIR/EIS. The Final EIR/EIS would also have to identify in its title
that the EIR/EIS also evaluates a proposed Plan Amendment. It is not known at this time whether BLM
would approve the required plan amendment; therefore, regulatory feasibility is not certain.

Overall this alternative would be technically feasible, but its legal feasibility would depend upon required
approval of the CRIT. According to SCE, the CRIT Tribal Council denied SCE a right-of-way for the
DPVI line in 1977, indicating that it would adversely impact the tribe. At the time of SCE’s 1988 amended
PEA, SCE stated that the CRIT indicated that a right-of~way would not be approved for the proposed
DPV2 project. Regulatory feasibility is in question due to the required amendment of the BLM Resource
Management Plan.

Potential Environmental Impacts. This alternative has the potential to cause the following environ-
mental impacts.

o Alternative Length and Ground Disturbance. The North of Blythe Alternative would be 3.3 miles
longer than the proposed route, which would increase the length and intensity of short-term construc-
tion impacts and ground disturbance, affecting air quality, noise, transportation and traffic, hazardous
materials related to environmental contamination, and geologic resources related to soil erosion. The
potential to disturb unknown cultural resources and impact vegetation and wildlife is also increased
with greater ground disturbance. Increased disturbance and removal of vegetation could increase the
chance of noxious weed introduction as well as the removal of more native desert vegetation. Overall,
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SCE states that 138 acres of permanent ground disturbance would occur with this alternative from
where it would leave the DPV1 route to where it would rejoin the DPV1 ROW, compared to 11.7
acres for the equivalent portion of the proposed route (SCE, 2005a).

New Transmission Corridor. This alternative would establish a new transmission line corridor and
would require considerable upgrading and construction of new roads, as opposed to the Proposed
Project, which would use existing access for construction and maintenance along the DPV1/DPV2
corridor. In general, consolidating transmission lines within common utility corridors, as proposed
with DPV2, is desirable because it minimizes land disturbance, barriers to wildlife movement, and
additional visual impacts that typically result from separate transmission line corridors. In addition,
constructing the project within a corridor separate from a designated utility corridor (e.g., the DPV1
corridor) would create land use consistency issues because the route would be inconsistent with the
BLM RMPs. An amendment to the RMP would be required in order for the BLM to grant approval of
this alternative ROW (see discussion under Feasibility above). Finally, this new ROW may set
precedent for future development of utilities in this corridor (future land use impacts).

Biological Resources. This alternative would pass through Arizona Game and Fish Department (AGFD)
Game Management Units 44B (includes Plomosa Mountains) and 43A (includes Dome Rock Moun-
tains), found to be bighorn sheep habitat with good and increasing populations since the mid-1990s, which
was last surveyed for population in 2003. This alternative would create potentially significant impacts
to high-quality bighom sheep habitat, including a major movement corridor between Ibex
Pecak/Haystack Peak and Lazarus Tanks mountain block and nearby lambing areas in the north Plomosa
Mountains. Because the North Plomosa lambing area is active, this alternative poses greater impacts to
bighorn sheep than the Proposed Project, even though the proposed route passes through the Kofa NWR
(Henry, 2005).

This alternative would increase disturbance and removal of vegetation by 126 acres. This could sig-
nificantly increase the chance that special status species would be affected by the increase in dis-
turbed area. Also, this increase in disturbed area could increase the chance of noxious weed introduc-
tion and also remove more native desert vegetation. The alternative would have greater impacts to
vegetation in desert washes, especially between the McCoy and Big Maria Mountains and many
smaller washes that braid through the bajadas adjacent to the mountains.

The North of Blythe Alternative has the potential for significant impacts on the desert tortoise. This
route would be in BLM Category 2 and 3 Desert Tortoise habitats, as would the Proposed Project.
This species likely occurs in the areas north of 1-10, particularly near the base of the McCoy and Big
Maria Mountains. The impacts to desert tortoise may be greater with this alternative than the Pro-
posed Project because the route would traverse more native habitat than the Proposed Project. Without
focused survey information, however, a definitive conclusion on the actual impacts to tortoises cannot be
made.

Without focused surveys for burrowing owl, other special status plant and wildlife species, and listed
plants, it is difficult to determine the impacts of this alternative on these species. This alternative
appears to cross a larger acreage of native habitat than does the proposed route, however, so there
may be a greater likelihood that there will be impacts to these species than with the Proposed Project.

Agricultural Resources. This alternative would cross agricultural land on the CRIT Reservation and
would create potentially significant impacts to Prime Farmland in Parker Valley. The North of Blythe
Alternative would cross approximately 1.25 miles of agricultural land north of the City of Blythe, a
portion of which is categorized as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland). The North of Blythe Alternative would also run adjacent to and cross lands
currently under Williamson Act contract. The route would run parallel to Williamson Act Prime
contract lands in Section 33, Township 05 South, Range 23 East and would cross a small portion of a
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Williamson Act Prime contract in Section 19, Township 05 South, Range 24 East. Conversion of
Farmland and Williamson Act contract lands due to the construction of transmission towers would be
considered significant and potentially unmitigable impacts. This would be less, however, than the
Proposed Project, which would cross 9.8 miles of agricultural lands, much of which would be
categorized as Farmland and Williamson Act contract lands, and impacts to which would also be con-
sidered significant and potentially unmitigable. The North of Blythe Alternative would traverse only a
quarter of the amount of Williamson Act contract lands compared to that crossed by the Proposed Project.
While the types of impacts caused by the North of Blythe Alternative would be the same as those
caused by the Proposed Project, the extent of impacts would be less than a quarter of the Proposed
Project's impacts over the same portion of the route.

Visual Resources. The presence of the new line could create significant impacts in a new corridor in
the northern portion of the Plomosa and Dome Rock mountains, in the Colorado River riparian area,
and through agricultural land in the Palo Verde Valley. Impact to scenic values for views from I[-10
with strong contrasts south of Bear Hill and west of Blythe Airport; State Route (SR) 95 in the La
Posa Plains; U.S. 60 west of Brenda, Poston Road, and Midland Road; and U.S. 95 north of Blythe.
Significant impact to residential views near Brenda and along the Colorado River (2005 PEA
references 1988 PEA, p. 10-78 —- 10-84).

This alternative would create new significant visual impacts as the transmission line converges on,
parallels, and then crosses to the north side of I-10 and then crosses U.S. 60 southwest of Brenda. It
would also result in substantial visual impacts to residents on the west side of Brenda. This alternative
would also cause visual impacts (a) to the La Posa Designated Camping Area at the Plomosa
Campground (viewing south), (b) on views from Arizona 95 at the crossing, and (¢) to back-country
recreationists accessing the Boyer Gap area. Further west, the North of Blythe Alternative would also
cause significant visual impacts at the crossings of the Colorado River and U.S. 95. Visual impacts
may also occur on views from the Midland Long-Term Visitor Area north of Blythe. Significant visual
impacts would occur as the North of Blythe Alternative route crosses the southern end of the McCoy
Mountains and then I-10, approximately 4 miles west of Mesa Verde.

While the North of Blythe Alternative would avoid the visual impacts on Kofa NWR and the adverse
visual impacts on the La Paz Arroyo—Copper Bottom Pass area, this alternative would result in signif-
icant visual impacts at the crossings of U.S. 95 and the Colorado River that would be greater than the
Proposed Project given the lack of similar infrastructure features in the vicinity of the northern
crossings.

Cultural Resources. There would be greater impacts to cultural resources with this alternative, espe-
cially across the CRIT reservation. Consultation with tribal officials would be necessary and tribal
approval of the route would be required.

The Proposed Project segment that would be replaced by this alternative includes 6 potentially NRHP-
eligible archaeological sites: 2 prehistoric trails; 2 prehistoric temporary camps; 1 prehistoric cobble
quarry with ceramic sherds; and 1 prehistoric and historic trail. The North of Blythe Alternative
crosses substantially more cultural resources along its alignment. At McCoy Wash, the line proceeds
east along the northern edge of Palo Verde Mesa, and parallels an existing transmission line along the
southern flanks of the Big Maria Mountains where it crosses the Palo Verde Valley to the Colorado
River and the Colorado River Indian Tribes (CRIT) Reservation. Beyond the political implications of
crossing tribal lands, there would be very significant impacts to archaeological sites and sites of
religious value to the CRIT. Most of the route parallels or coincides with previous corridor surveys,
so that sites types and densities can be estimated fairly accurately. From the west to the east, until
reaching the Big Maria Mountains, the route has low archaeological sensitivity (small discrete sherd
or lithic scatters on sheet wash alluvial surfaces or between sand dunes). Towards the Colorado River
and the Mule Mountains though, the corridor reaches the well-known Colorado River Geoglyphs. This
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is an area of extensive and complex ceremonial ground figures, trails, cleared circles, cairns, chipping
stations, and habitation sites. Four of the geoglyph sites occur directly within this alternative, including
a large spectacular and unique anthropomorphic geoglyph interpreted to be a dancing shaman holding
a snake or lightning rod. This geoglyph and its associated chipping stations, cleared circles, sherd
scatters, cairns, and other remains, along with many other geoglyphs along the river have been
approved for NRHP as a Thematic District. Given the sacred nature of the sites along the northern
alternative and the need to cross the CRIT Reservation, this alternative has much higher cultural
resources sensitivity than the preferred route.

e Socioeconomics and Public Utilities. The North of Blythe Alternative route would be approximately
3.3 miles longer than the Proposed Project. The additional distance would require additional water for
dust suppression activities, but this additional requirement would not create significant impacts. The
North of Blythe Alternative would be located away from the El Paso Natural Gas Pipeline that
traverses Kofa NWR, but would follow a portion of the Celeron/All American Pipeline. Although
there is always potential for a collocation accident to disrupt utilities, it is unlikely that construction of
either route would disrupt the adjacent pipeline.

e Roadway Crossings. The transportation impacts of this potential alternative would be greater than
the proposed route segment because it would require 2 additional crossings of Interstate 10 (I-10), one
additional crossing of Arizona State Highway 60 (SR-60), and one crossing of California State High-
way 95 (SR-95).

C.5.2.5 SCE South of Blythe Alternative

Description

The South of Blythe Alternative would begin 2 miles south of the city of Blythe and would cross the Palo
Verde Valley in California, about 10 miles south of the DPV1 route, crossing through a portion of
Imperial County (see Figure Ap.1-4, as well as Figures C-2a and C-2b, all on enclosed CD). This alterna-
tive was included in SCE’s 2005 PEA as Subalternate 3 (South of Palo Verde Valley through Imperial
County Subalternate).

The alternative route would depart from the proposed DPV2 route 0.5 miles east of the Colorado River
and would head southwest for approximately 14 miles. In this segment the route would parallel the
Colorado River. One mile north of the Cibola National Wildlife Refuge, the route would turn west, cross
the Colorado River into Imperial County, California (about 10 to 12 miles south of the existing DPV1
crossing), and would traverse farmland in the southern Palo Verde Valley. The route would continue west
1.5 miles from the Colorado River and would then turn in a northwesterly direction for approximately 15
miles towards the proposed route, crossing into Riverside County and then through the Mule Mountains.
This alternative would rejoin the Proposed Project approximately 1.5 miles south of I-10 and 15 miles
west of Blythe (note that this alternative would rejoin the DPV1 route west of the location of the
Midpoint and Mesa Verde Substation sites [see Section C.5.2.7 below]).

The South of Blythe Alternative would be 11.5 miles longer than the proposed route. The alternative
would cross 4 miles of farmland, which would be less than the 10 miles of farmland on the proposed
route.

Rationale for Elimination

Project Objectives, Purpose, and Need. The South of Blythe Alternative would meet all of the stated
objectives of the Proposed Project.
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Feasibility. The South of Blythe Alternative would be technically and legally feasible. Amendments to
applicable BLM management plans would not be required because the route would not go through a plan-
ning area that prohibits transmission lines, even though the South of Blythe Alternative route would be
outside of an established BLM utility corridor. Applicable plans are the Lower Gila North Management
Framework Plan and the Lower Gila South Resource Management Plan (Arizona) and in California the
Northern and Eastern Colorado (NECO) and the California Desert Conservation Area (CDCA) Plans.
Therefore, BLM has the authority to permit South of Blythe Alternative route with NEPA clearance, for
which this EIR/EIS would be sufficient. Overall this alternative would be technically, legally, and reg-
ulatorily feasible.

Because of the location at which this alternative would rejoin the Proposed Project (approximately 1.5
miles south of I-10 and 15 miles west of Blythe), the South of Blythe Alternative could only be used with
the Wiley Well Alternative Substation site. This alternative substation site has been eliminated from con-
sideration as described in Section C.5.2.7.2 below. Therefore, identification of an appropriate substation
for connection to the DSWTP would be required if this alternative were carried forward for analysis.
Because the South of Blythe Alternative has been eliminated due to environmental reasons (see below),
further investigation into an alternative substation site was not pursued.

Potential Environmental Impacts. This alternative has the potential to cause the following environ-
mental impacts.

e Alternative Length and Ground Disturbance. The South of Blythe Alternative would be 11.5 miles
longer than proposed route, which would increase the length and intensity of short-term construction
impacts and ground disturbance, affecting air quality, noise, transportation and traftic, hazardous
materials related to environmental contamination, water use for dust suppression, and geologic
resources related to soil erosion. The potential to disturb unknown cultural resources and impact veg-
etation and wildlife is also increased with greater ground disturbance. Increased disturbance and
removal of vegetation could increase the chance of noxious weed introduction as well as the removal
of more native desert vegetation. The route would also cross several sizeable desert washes in the area of
the Mule Mountains between the agricultural areas south of the Palo Verde Valley and the western
junction with the Proposed Project. In addition there are many smaller washes that braid through the
bajadas adjacent to the mountains, which could be disrupted by construction.

e New Transmission Corridor. This alternative would establish a new transmission line corridor and
would require considerable upgrading and construction of new roads, as opposed to the Proposed
Project, which would use existing access for construction and maintenance along the DPV1/DPV2
corridor. In general, consolidating transmission lines within common utility corridors, as proposed
with DPV2, is desirable because it minimizes land disturbance, barriers to wildlife movement, and
additional visual impacts that typically result from separate transmission line corridors. In addition,
constructing the project within a corridor separate from a designated utility corridor (e.g., the DPV1
corridor) would create land use consistency issues because the route would be inconsistent with the
BLM RMPs. Amendment would be needed in order for the BLM to grant approval of this alternative
ROW (see discussion under Feasibility above).

s Biological Resources. Near the Colorado River crossing, this route would also be only 1.5 miles
from the Cibola Wildlife Refuge where there is an abundance of waterfowl, proposed critical habitat
for the southwestern willow flycatcher (SWWFL), and suitable habitat for the Yuma clapper rail
(YCR). This route would parallel the Colorado River for approximately 16 miles, which could lead to
more impacts to the abundant waterfowl or federally listed species (YCR and SWWFL). More bird
collisions with the conductors at the river crossing would be likely to occur due to this route’s
proximity to the Colorado River (i.e., waterfowl habitat).
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Although focused surveys have not been completed for this alternative, there would also be poten-
tially greater desert tortoise impacts, because the alternative may traverse a greater amount of native
habitats. The desert tortoise likely would occur in the native habitat areas (probably in low numbers)
located west of the agricultural areas of Blythe to the western junction with the route of the Proposed
Project. Without focused surveys for burrowing owl, other special status plant and wildlife species,
and listed plants, it is difficult to determine what the impacts of this alternative will be on these
species. But, this alternative appears to cross a larger acreage of native habitat than does the proposed
route, so there may be more likelihood that there will be impacts to these species than with the Pro-
posed Project.

Recreation. The South of Blythe Alternative would be located south of the proposed route, and would
create a new transmission line corridor across the southwestern edge of the Mule Mountains ACEC,
which is a sensitive natural area that would be avoided by the Proposed Project. The route would also
be parallel to the Colorado River along a great length of the river, where recreational use of the river
is common (see discussion under Visual Resources, below).

In addition, hikers, ORV, and recreational users along the Bradshaw Trail (located in southeastern
Riverside County and Imperial County near the Mule Mountains) would be potentially impacted by
this alternative. The Bradshaw Trail, Riverside County’s first road, was blazed by William Bradshaw
in the gold rush of 1862 as an overland stage route beginning at San Bernardino and ending at La Paz,
Arizona (now Ehrenberg, Arizona). Today, the east-west trail is a 65-mile graded road that traverses
mostly BLM land parallel to 1-10 to the south and begins approximately 3 miles north of the commu-
nity of North Shore near the Salton Sea State Recreation Area (near Dos Palmas, California). The
eastern end of the trail is 2 miles southwest of the community of Ripley near the Colorado River. The
trail crosses about 18 miles southwest ot Blythe, California.

Visual Resources. As the transmission line diverges south from the Proposed Project route at the
Colorado River, this alternative would create new significant visual impacts. Views from the East
Levee Road, which is parallel to the route and adjacent to the Colorado River, would be adversely
affected, as would some views from the Colorado River (depending on tower placement). Adverse
visual impacts would also occur at the BLM Oxbow Recreation Site and Imperial County Palo Verde
Park (all near the Colorado River crossing). This alternative may also cause additional visual impacts on
residences near the Colorado River crossing and on views from the Colorado River at the crossing.

Cultural Resources. While the area in and around the South of Blythe Alternative has not been sub-
jected to detailed archaeological surveys, the area’s sensitivity for cultural resources can be projected
from adjacent areas. The southern Palo Verde Valley agricultural lands have little potential for signif-
icant resources because of alluviation of sites and extensive agricultural disturbance. However, the
alignment would cross about 12 miles of heavily dissected terraces parallel to the Colorado River
floodplain. Surveys on the California side, in similar flat mesa settings, have revealed many sites
ranging in age from 8,000 years to the late prehistoric period. Site types include cleared circles, rock
rings and alignments, chipping stations, quarries, ceremonial geoglyphs, and trails with associated pot
drops and artifact scatters. Similar types of sites, in high density, would be predicted for the Arizona
side, including crossing through the Ripley Intaglio'® and two other major intaglio groups.

10

An intaglio is a large ground drawing created by removing the pebbles that make up desert pavement. These
rock alignments, which are sacred to many Native Americans, are usually in the outline of animals or human-like
figures and are mostly found on mesas along the Colorado River.
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C.5.5 Non-Transmission Alternatives
C.5.5.1 New Conventional Generation

Description

For the New Conventional Generation Alternative, it is assumed that the most likely method of providing
new power generation would be through the construction of combined cycle natural gas-fired turbine
power plants. This, however, does not preclude the potential use of alternative energy technologies such as
renewable resources, which are discussed in a separate section below. The specific configuration of new gen-
eration would vary depending on a number of uncontrollable factors (e.g., need, market forces), but the
new facilities would likely be installed in a location with convenient and economical access to fuel
supplies, existing transmission facilities, major existing substations, and load centers. Construction and
operation of new generation facilities would be subject to separate permitting processes that would need
to be completed in advance of construction. Possible locations for new power generation facilities are
illustrated on Figure Ap.1-12 (see enclosed CD). For the purposes of this analysis, new generation facili-
ties are assumed to be the following:

o Near the Devers Substation. A new power plant could be developed similar to the 456 MW Ocotillo
Energy Project, which was proposed by InterGen in May 2001 but never approved for construction,
or an expanded generation facility could be installed at the 135 MW Indigo Energy Facility operated by
Wildflower LLP near to the Devers Substation.

e Near the Etiwanda Substation. Etiwanda is northwest of the Vista Substation. New facilities could
be installed at or near the 770 MW Etiwanda Generating Station (currently owned by Reliant Energy)
or that facility could be repowered to create a state-of-the-art facility.

e Near the Valley Substation. New or expanded generation could occur at the Inland Empire Energy
Center, now under construction. The Inland Empire Energy Center was originally proposed by Calpine
Corporation in August 2001 and approved for 810 MW in June 2005.

Rationale for Elimination

Project Objectives, Purpose, and Need. The New Conventional Generation Alternative would enhance
competition among generating companies supplying energy to California and the power supply within
California would be increased. However, new conventional generation would not increase California’s
transmission import capability from the Southwest, and it would not provide additional transmission infra-
structure for energy suppliers selling energy into California energy markets. Therefore, this alternative would
not meet all of the stated objectives of the Proposed Project.

Building new generation would not provide the transmission upgrades of the Proposed Project, and as
such, building new generation, either conventional or renewable, would not be comparable to an economic
transmission line such as Proposed Project. Economic transmission lines provide access to many generators
and facilitate a robust transmission system. SCE anticipates that DPV2 would not only allow for intercon-
nection of new generation resources to the transmission grid but also provide for flexible delivery alterna-
tives and increase access to a greater number of power generators. DPV2 also would provide load-serving
entities, such as SCE, to procure short-, medium-, and long-term contracts with existing generation. Such
flexibility in contracting would probably not be realized under the New Conventional Generation Alterna-
tive because new generating plants in southern California would likely require long-term contracts to
meet financing requirements to be built and would likely have their full output secured through the
contracts. Under this alternative, these generating plants would not be as likely to participate in short-term
energy markets and produce the enhanced competition that SCE expects to facilitate with DPV2.
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The economics of building new generation outside of California, and especially in the Palo Verde area, have
historically been lower relative to new generation in southern California due to the following factors:

Lower cost of delivered natural gas

Lower labor rates

Lower cost for bulk materials purchased locally (including State taxes)
Lower costs for emissions offsets/credits

Lower land costs.

These trends will likely continue into the future providing a continued economic incentive for developers of
new generation outside of California.

Feasibility. Developing new conventional generation in southern California is feasible from a technical
standpoint. This has been demonstrated by merchant power plant developers and other public utilities in
the region that have successfully developed power plants recently to achieve economic gains.

Investor-owned utilities such as SCE have not recently pursued development of new conventional power
plant facilities because of the capital requirements and the financial risk involved. SCE believes it is not
in a position to make long-term financial commitments in generation due to uncertainty surrounding the
SCE customer base, which could be diminished by direct access and municipalization trends, and the
creditworthiness and financial condition of SCE, which were severely damaged in 2000 and 2001 (SCE,
2005a, PEA Appendix G-2, Section III(A)}(2)). In addition, SCE could not develop a power plant without
first getting CPUC approval on ratemaking, which would create project uncertainty. As such, this alterna-
tive is considered to be feasible, but not economically viable with SCE as a deve]oper.11

The development of gas-fired power plants in southern California requires compliance with strict air
quality regulations, governed by the South Coast AQMD. Mitigation requirements are extensive, requiring
purchase of emission offsets and other requirements. However, these requirements have been met by
several power plants, so compliance is considered to be feasible.

Potential Environmental Impacts. Major power plants require permanent loss of 20 or 30 acres of land,
construction of varying length of transmission lines to connect with existing facilities, and construction of
pipeline connections for natural gas and water. Construction impacts are generally contained near the
plant itself, but operational impacts can be more regional. Air emissions from burning of fossil fuels to
generate power occur during the life of the plant, and the plant facilities can be visible from large
distances. Depending on technologies used, power plants can consume large amounts of water.

C.5.5.2 Renewable Generation Resources

Description

The principal renewable electricity generation technologies that could serve as alternatives to the Pro-
posed Project and do not burn fossil fuels are geothermal, solar, hydroelectric, wind, and biomass.

Geothermal. Geothermal technologies use steam or high-temperature water (HTW) obtained from natu-
rally occurring geothermal reservoirs to drive steam turbine/generators. Geothermal plants must be built at
a geothermal reservoir site and typically require about 0.5 acres/MW (600 acres for 1,200 MW). The
technology relies on either a vapor dominated resource (dry, super-heated steam) or a liquid-dominated

" Thereis a power facility currently proposed and under consideration by the California Energy Commission near

the Valley Substation: the Sun Valley Power Project. This plant was proposed by a subsidiary of Edison Inter-
national: Edison Mission Energy. Edison International is a parent company of both SCE and EME.
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resource to extract energy from the HTW. Geothermal is a commercially available technology, but it is
limited to areas where geologic conditions result in high subsurface temperatures. There are no geo-
thermal resources in the project vicinity, making this technology an infeasible alternative without substan-
tial transmission infrastructure.

Biomass. Biomass generation uses a waste vegetation fuel source such as wood chips (the preferred
source) or agricultural waste. The fuel is burned to generate steam. Biomass facilities generate substan-
tially greater quantities of air pollutant emissions than natural gas burning facilities, though these emis-
sions may be partially offset by the reduction in emissions from open-field burning of these fields. In
addition, biomass plants are typically sized to generate less than 20 MW, which is substantially less than
the capacity of the 1,200 MW.

Solar. Currently, there are two types of solar generation available: solar thermal power and photovoltaic
(PV) power generation. '

e Solar thermal power generation uses high temperature solar collectors to convert the sun’s radiation
into heat energy, which is then used to run steam power systems. Solar thermal is suitable for distrib-
uted or centralized generation, but requires far more land than conventional natural gas power plants.
Solar parabolic trough systems, for instance, use approximately five acres to generate one megawartt.

e Photovoltaic (PV) power generation uses special semiconductor panels to directly convert sunlight
into electricity. Arrays built from the panels can be mounted on the ground or on buildings, where
they can also serve as roofing material. Unless PV systems are constructed as integral parts of buildings,
the most efficient PV systems require about four acres of ground area per megawatt of generation.

Solar resources would require large land areas in order to meet the project objective to supply 1,200 MW
of electricity. While solar generation facilities do not generate problematic air emissions and have relatively
low water requirements, there are other potential impacts associated with their use. Construction of solar
thermal plants can lead to habitat destruction and visual impacts. PV systems can also have negative vis-
ual impacts, especially if ground-mounted. Furthermore, PV installations are highly capital intensive and
manufacturing of the panels generates some hazardous wastes.

Both solar thermal and PV facilities generate power during peak usage periods since they collect the sun’s
radiation during daylight hours. However, even though the use of solar technology may be appropriate for
some peaker plants, solar energy technologies cannot provide full-time availability due to the natural
intermittent availability of solar resources.

Wind. Wind carries kinetic energy that can be utilized to spin the blades of a wind turbine rotor and an
electrical generator, which then feeds alternating current (AC) into the utility grid. Most state-of-the-art
wind turbines operating today convert 35 to 40 percent of the wind’s kinetic energy into electricity. A
single 1.5 MW turbine operating at a 40 percent capacity factor generates 2,100 MWh annually. Modern
wind turbines represent viable alternatives to large bulk power fossil power plants as well as small-scale
distributed systems. Wind turbines being manufactured now have power ratings ranging from 250 watts to
1.8 MW, and units larger than 4 MW in capacity are now under development (AWEA, 2004). The
average capacity of wind turbines today is 750 kW. The San Gorgonio Pass and Tehachapi area are two
likely sources of wind energy within SCE’s territory.

In open, flat terrain, a utility-scale wind plant would require about 60 acres per MW of installed capacity.
However, only 5 percent (3 acres) or less of this area would actually be occupied by turbines, access
roads, and other equipment. The remainder could be used for other compatible uses such as farming or
ranching. A wind plant located on a ridgeline in hilly terrain will require much less space, as little as two
acres per MW (AWEA, 2004).
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Hydroelectric Power. In order to locate a hydropower project with peaking capability of 100 MW, a sig-
nificant area of land is required, typically on the order of 1,400 acres, with construction of a storage
reservoir constituting the primary land use. While hydropower does not require burning fossil fuels and
may be available (e.g., on the Colorado River or a local water resource), this power source can cause sig-
nificant environmental impacts primarily due to the inundation of many acres of potentially valuable habi-
tat and the interference with fish movements during their life cycles. As a result of these impacts, it is
extremely unlikely that new hydropower facilities could be developed and permitted in California within the
next several ycars.

Rationale for Elimination

Project Objectives, Purpose, and Need. Renewable resources, in particular, tend to rely on dedicated,
long-term, full-requirement contracts. SCE has stated that it is not aware of any renewable generation
projects in southern California in which only a portion of its full capacity is secured by contract, and the
remaining capacity is sold on a merchant basis. Therefore, use of renewable resources would be inconsis-
tent with the objectives of the Proposed Project, which are focused on creating the ability for DPV2 to
increase California’s transmission import capability from the Southwest and enhance and support the
competitive energy market in the Southwest.

SCE stated in the PEA that it specifically considered the solar and wind renewable generation as alterna-
tives to this project. Generation from either technology is categorically “as available” and therefore does
not provide the dispatch flexibility that resources delivered via DPV2 can potentially provide.
Nevertheless, SCE’s evaluation of DPV2 assumes full compliance with California’s Renewable Portfolio
Standard, in which SCE plans to meet the statutory requirement that 20 percent of its retail energy load be
met by renewable generation and a significant portion of this goal is expected to be met through wind and
solar generation. Moreover, SCE’s future procurement activities will consider additional cost-effective
renewable resources that go beyond the 20 percent statutory requirement.

Feasibility. As described below, each of the renewable technologies below would not be able to produce
1,200 MW as is required for the DPV2 Project. If several different technologies were combined together,
such as development of wind technology in the Tehachapi area, the Stirling Solar Dish and/or the Imperial
Valley geothermal reserves, it would be possible to generate more than 1,200 MW of power. However,
the permitting and construction of the various projects within the project timeline would be unlikely and
each of the projects would still require the construction of transmission lines to bring the power into the
Los Angeles area.

Potential Environmental Impacts. This alternative has the potential to cause the following environ-
mental impacts. Renewable technology facilities do not generate air emissions like conventional power
plants, and they generally have relatively low water requirements. However, there are other potential
impacts associated with their use. Construction of solar and geothermal plants and wind turbines can lead
to habitat destruction and visual impacts. In addition, all forms of renewable energy would also require
the construction of transmission of the point of generation to the load served, which would create similar
types of impacts as the Proposed Project.

e Geothermal. While geothermal plants produce far fewer emissions than combined-cycle gas plants,
geothermal reservoirs contain varying levels of hydrogen sulfide gas (H»S), which smells like rotten
eggs and can be toxic at high concentrations. The odor can be a nuisance even at very low
concentrations during drilling and plant start-up, but is not an issue during normal plant operations.
Geothermal plants also emit very low levels of carbon dioxide (CO») and sulfur oxides. Reservoirs
with high concentrations of boron have the potential to harm nearby plant life. In addition, mercury
and arsenic from a geothermal reservoir can accumulate in scale in plant piping systems in
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concentrations high enough to require monitoring, special handling and regulated disposal as hazard-
ous wastes. Binary plants, which have closed cycles, avoid many pollution problems because they
have virtually no emissions.

* Biomass. Biomass facilities generate substantially greater quantities of air pollutant emissions than
natural-gas burning facilities. These emissions vary depending upon the precise fuel and technology
used. The collection of biomass fuels can have significant environmental impacts. Harvesting timber
and growing agricultural products for fuel requires large volumes to be collected, transported, pro-
cessed and stored. Biomass fuels may be obtained from supplies of clean, uncontaminated wood that
otherwise would be landfilled or from sustainable harvests. On the other hand, the collection, process-
ing and combustion of biomass fuels may cause environmental problems if, for example, the fuel
source contains toxic contaminants, agricultural waste handling pollutes local water resources, or
burning biomass deprives local ecosystems of nutrients that forest or agricultural waste may otherwise
provide.

e Solar. While solar generation facilities do not generate air emissions and have relatively low water
requirements, there are other potential impacts associated with their use. Construction of solar thermal
plants can lead to habitat destruction and visual impacts. PV systems can also have negative visual
impacts, especially if ground-mounted. Furthermore, PV installations are highly capital intensive, and
manufacturing of the panels generates some hazardous wastes.

e Wind. In addition, to the land and transmission lines that would be required for renewable technol-
ogies, wind turbines can create other environmental impacts, as summarized below (AWEA, 2004):

e Erosion can be a concern in certain habitats such as the desert or on mountain ridgelines. Stan-
dard engineering practices can be used to reduce erosion potential.

e Birds collide with wind turbines. Avian deaths have become a concern at Altamont Pass in Cali-
fornia, which is an area of extensive wind development and also high year-round raptor use.

e Wind energy can negatively impact birds and other wildlife by fragmenting habitat, both through
installation and operation of wind turbines themselves and through the roads and power lines that
may be needed.

e Bat collisions at wind plants generally tend to be low in number and to involve common species,
which are quite numerous. A high number of bat kills at a new wind plant in West Virginia in the
fall of 2003 has raised concerns, and the problem of bat mortality at that site is currently under
investigation.

¢ Visual impacts of wind power fields can be significant, and installation in scenic and high tratfic
areas often results in strong local opposition.

e Noise was an issue with some early wind turbine designs, but it has been largely eliminated as a
problem through improved engineering and through appropriate use of setbacks from nearby resi-
dences. Aerodynamic noise has been reduced by changing the thickness of the blades' trailing
edges and by making machines “upwind” rather than “downwind” so that the wind hits the rotor
blades first, then the tower (on downwind designs where the wind hits the tower first, its
“shadow” can cause a thumping noise each time a blade passes behind the tower). A small amount of
noise is generated by the mechanical components of the turbine.

e Hydroelectric. Negative aspects of hydroelectric development primarily center around inundation to
reaches of stream and riparian lands as a result of dam and reservoir development, that result in per-
manent changes to the environment. These include creating barriers for fish passage, displacing native
plant and animal species, and eliminating whitewater recreation areas. Hydroelectric developments
with large water storage components can create the potential for flooding downstream from high
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releases during storm events or due to catastrophic dam failures. Construction of new dams and main-
tenance of old structures must undergo rigorous design analyses that demonstrate the ability to perform
safely under the most adverse seismic and flood conditions.

C.5.5.3 Conservation and Demand-Side Management
Description

For the past 30 years, while per capita electricity consumption in the United States has increased by
nearly 50 percent, California electricity use per capita has been relatively flat. This achievement is the
result of continued progress in cost-effective building and appliance standards and ongoing enhancements
to efficiency programs implemented by investor-owned utilities (I0Us), customer-owned utilities, and
other entities. Since the mid-1970s, California has regularly increased the energy efficiency requirements
for new appliances sold and new buildings constructed here. In addition, in a creative and precedent-
setting move, the CPUC in the 1980s de-coupled the utilities’ financial results from their direct energy
sales, facilitating utility support for efficiency programs. These efforts have reduced peak capacity needs
by more than 12,000 MW and continue to save about 40,000 gigawatt hours (GWh) per year of electricity
(CPUC & CEC, 2005). SCE’s 2005 Energy Efficiency Annual Report states that the 2004 results from all
of SCE’s 2004-2005 energy efficiency programs provided nearly 950 million kilowatt-hours (kWh) of net
annualized energy savings, 175 megawatts (MW) of net peak demand reduction, and over $570 million of
resource benefits (SCE, 2005b).

Rationale for Elimination

Project Objectives, Purpose, and Need. The Conservation and Demand-Side Management Alternative
would not increase California’s transmission import capability from the Southwest and nor would it
enhance and support the competitive energy market in the Southwest. Therefore, this alternative would
not meet most of the stated objectives of the Proposed Project.

Feasibility. Demand response programs are the most promising and cost-effective options for reducing
peak demand on California’s electricity system. Although the CPUC adopted demand reduction targets
for investor-owned utilities in 2003, such as SCE, demand response programs have failed to deliver their
savings targets for each of the last three years and appear unlikely to meet their targets for next year
(CEC, 2005).

C.5.5.4 Distributed Generation

Description

Distributed Generation (DG) is generally considered to be generation, storage, or demand-side manage-
ment devices, measures, and/or technologies connected to the distribution level of the transportation and
distribution grid, usually located at or near the intended place of use. There are many DG technologies,
including microturbines, internal combustion engines, combined heat and power (CHP) applications, fuel
cells, photovoltaics and other solar energy systems, wind, landfill gas, digester gas and geothermal power
generation technologies. Distributed power units may be owned by electric or gas utilities, by industrial,
commercial, institutional or residential energy consumers, or by independent energy producers. Distrib-
uted generation is the generation of electricity from facilities that are smaller than 50 MW in net generat-
ing capacity. Local jurisdictions — cities, counties and air districts — conduct all environmental reviews
and issue all required approvals or permits for these facilities. Most DG facilities are very small, for
example, a fuel cell can provide power in peak demand periods for a single hotel building.
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Rationale for Elimination

Project Objectives, Purpose, and Need. While DG technologies are recognized as important resources
to the region’s ability to meet its long-term energy needs, DG does not provide a means for SCE to meet
its objectives for the project because of the comparatively small capacity of DG systems and the relatively
high cost.

In addition, since it is usually located at or near the intended place of use, the DG Alternative would not
increase California’s transmission import capability from the Southwest and nor would it enhance and
support the competitive energy market in the Southwest. Therefore, this alternative would not meet most
of the stated objectives of the Proposed Project.

Feasibility. Consideration of DG as an alternative to the Proposed Project is not feasible because no
single entity has proposed implementing a substantial DG program. Also, a number of serious barriers, includ-
ing technical issues, business practices, and regulatory policies, make interconnection to the electrical grid
in the United States difficult. Broad use of distributed resources would likely require regulatory support
and technological improvements. There could be regulatory feasibility issues with the lengthy permitting
process. Air permits are generally the first permits sought for DG facilities because air district requirements
influence equipment selection. Once the DG equipment has been selected, the land use approval process
can begin. Local governments must know what makes and models of equipment will be installed to evaluate
potential significant environmental impacts (e.g., noise and aesthetics) and to specify mitigation measures.
Building permits are sought last because construction plans must incorporate all project changes required by
the local government planning authority to mitigate environmental impacts. This lengthy permitting process
would make it impossible to construct this technology within the timeframe of the Proposed Project.

In a January 2002 report on DG the CEC concluded that “DG is capable of providing several Transmis-
sion and Distribution (T&D) services, but the extent to which DG can be successfully deployed to effec-
tively supply them are limited by (1) the technical capabilities of various DG technologies; (2) technical
requirements imposed by the grid and grid operators; (3) business practices by T&D companies; and (4)
regulatory rules and requirements . .. some technical barriers resulting from key characteristics of the
prime mover will prevent some DG technologies from providing certain T&D services.” Some problems
of specific types of distributed generation include the following:

¢ Renewable Energy Sources. As discussed above, the high cost and limited dispatchability of small-
scale renewable energy sources such as solar and wind power essentially inhibit their market penetration. In
addition, biomass and wind facilities require specific circumstances for siting (i.e., near sources of
bio-fuel or in high wind areas), and have their own environmental consequences (e.g., requiring large
land areas or resulting in large quantities of air emissions).

e TFuel Cells. The present high cost of and small generation capacity of fuel cells precludes their wide-
spread use.

o Other Fossil-fueled Systems. Microturbines and various types of engines can also be used for distrib-
uted generation; these technologies are advancing quickly, becoming more tlexible, and impacts are being
reduced. However, they are still fossil-fueled technologies with the potential for significant environ-
mental impacts, including noise. Such systems also have the potential for significant cumulative air
quality impacts because individually they are typically small enough to avoid the regulatory require-
ments for air pollution control. Therefore, use of enough of these systems to constitute an alternative
to the Proposed Project would potentially cause significant unmitigated air quality impacts.

Potential Environmental Impacts. Potential new impacts created by DG would depend on the type of gene-
ration that would be used. Impacts of solar and wind facilities are addressed above. Other types of DG
have air quality and noise impacts.
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C.6 No Project Alternative

Both CEQA and NEPA require an evaluation of a No Project or No Action Alternative m order for
decision-makers to compare the impacts of approving the project with the impacts of not approving the
project. Section C.6.1 describes the issues that affect the No Project Alternative, and Section C.6.2
describes what could occur in the No Project Alternative. The environmental effects of not approving the
project are evaluated in each issue area’s analysis in Section D.

C.6.1 Background

Consideration of the No Project Alternative is required by Section 15126.6(e) of the CEQA Guidelines,
and NEPA requires the consideration of a No Action Alternative (40 C.F.R. 1502.14(c)). The analysis of
the No Project Alternative must discuss the existing conditions at the time the Notice of Preparation was
published (October 21, 2003), as well as: “what would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable
future if the project were not approved, based on current plans and consistent with available infrastructure
and community services” [CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 (¢)(2)]. The requirements also specify that:
“If disapproval of the project under consideration would result in predictable actions by others, such as
the proposal of some other project, this ‘no project’ consequence should be discussed” [CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.6 (e)(3)(B)].

The No Action Alternative required under NEPA [40 C.F.R. 1502.14(c)] serves as a basis for comparison
even if it would not satisfy the proposed action’s purpose and need. The definition of the No Action
Alternative depends on the nature of the project and in the case of the proposed DPV2 project the No
Action Alternative describes what would occur without the federal agency’s (BLM) approval. This
EIR/EIS uses the CEQA term No Project Alternative to describe the No Action Alternative required by
NEPA.

C.6.1.1 Economic Issues Affecting the No Project Alternative

The No Project Alternative has been studied by SCE and the CAISO as part of the economic evaluation of
DPV2 (CAISO, 2005). The economic studies demonstrated that there were sufficient economic and trans-
mission system reliability benefits to pursue the Proposed Project over the No Project Alternative. In
choosing the Proposed Project over the No Project Alternative, the CAISO showed that although there
would be some reliability benefits, substantial economic benefits could occur for California ratepayers
with DPV2.

The economic context of the Proposed Project means that DPV2 is primarily driven by SCE’s desire to
reduce energy costs to California customers, not by a need for improved reliability (see Section A.2). The
economic benefits would come mainly from lower energy costs based on the ability to access lower-cost
energy supplies in the Southwest, particularly in Arizona. CAISO assumed that the costs of generating
capacity would be lower in Arizona than California and that during early years of DPV2 a surplus of gen-
erating capacity will be available in Arizona (CAISO, 2005). By creating additional transmission infra-
structure to increase the import of low-cost energy, DPV2 would not cause the disconnection or perma-
nent shutdown of any of California’s generating capacity, but existing generation in California would be
operated for less time throughout the year.

Also, some California generators would be able to reduce their commitments to be available for grid and
local area reliability reasons, for example in “reliability-must-run” (RMR) arrangements. This would reduce
the level of payments made by SCE through CAISO to these California generators. Under the No Project
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Alternative, these economic benefits would not occur, and use of existing generation within California
would continue.

C.6.1.2 Power Supply Issues Affecting the No Project Alternative

The economic studies done by CAISO for DPV2 show that by generally improving the efficiency of the
transmission grid, the power supplied to California customers would come from different generators as a
result of the Proposed Project (CAISO, 2005). Reducing generation from older and less efficient power
plants in California and increasing generation from higher-efficiency power plants outside of California
would provide an air emissions decrease in California, but an emissions increase in Arizona.

The CAISO has estimated that this shift in energy production will result in an approximate net annual
reduction of 390 tons of NOx emissions in California and Arizona. Emissions of NOx within Arizona
would increase roughly 200 tons per year, while NOx emissions within California would decrease
approximately 590 tons per year (Appendix R of CAISO, 2005)."% The Proposed Project would shift gen-
eration so that approximately 450 power plants throughout the western states would be affected. With the
Proposed Project, the CAISO model showed that approximately 200 power plants would increase their
generation, while 250 plants would decrease as follows:

¢ Roughly 80 percent of the incremental generation would be produced by 11 plants, with nine of these
11 being in the Palo Verde area, such as Mesquite, Redhawk, and Harquahala.

e Decreased generation would occur at dozens of plants mainly in California. Roughly 80 percent of the
decreased generation would occur primarily at less efficient plants such as Ormond Beach, Haynes, and
South Bay, and also at newer, more efficient plants such as Mountainview, High Desert, and Palomar.

Under the No Project Alternative, these power supply changes and emission benefits would not occur.

C.6.2 No Project Alternative Scenarios

Under the No Project Alternative, construction and operation of DPV2 would not occur. The baseline
environmental conditions for the No Project Alternatives are the same as for the Proposed Project. These
conditions are described in this EIR/EIS for each environmental discipline as the “environmental base-
line” or “setting” in Section D. The baseline conditions would continue to occur into the future, undis-
turbed, in the absence of project-related construction activities.

The objectives of the Proposed Project would remain unfulfilled under the No Project Alternative. This
means that the projected economic benefits of the Proposed Project would not occur, which could result in
additional demand-side and supply-side actions becoming more viable. Additional demand response and
energy conservation may occur, and supply-side actions could include accelerated development of low-cost
generation or other new transmission projects. For example, 1,200 MW of transmission import capability
into California would not be added, and the addit